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A BSTRACT 

In recent years various supposedly disadvantaged groups have called for restrictions on free speech 

that risk to lead to a dystopian totalitarianism. In fact, as in a George Orwell’s nightmare, political 

correctness must control thoughts and emotions, locking individuals in an artificial universe where 

there is no comparison. In fact, not only can certain ideas not be expressed but we need the control 

emotional lives and a code of conduct. 
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“Political Correctness” has been much in the news in recent years, as various groups 

have called for restrictions on free speech in various contexts. In Italian universities, 

feminists have sought to bar expressions of opinion they deem “sexist,” and professors 

and students have been sanctioned for comments that transgress their prohibitions. 

Feminist protest groups of this sort are common throughout the Western world, but 

the movement for political correctness is by no means confined to feminism. Demands 

for suppression of “racist” speech also abound. Further, there are demands to give 

preference, in academic employment and school admissions, to members of 

“disadvantaged groups,” to pay reparations to members of these groups for past 

injuries, and to provide them with greater political representation. 

The contributors to this issue assess some aspects of political correctness from a 

classical liberal or libertarian perspective. In general, there are two strategies that one 

might adopt to deal with the demands of the politically correct, and we shall see both 

of these in evidence in the essays published here. One of these strategies is to assess 

the factual basis of the claims of the groups that call for action: do women, for example, 
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face disadvantages, compared to other groups? If they do not, or do not do so to the 

extent claimed by the politically correct groups, the case for action on their behalf is 

weakened or eliminated. The other strategy is to inquire whether these demands are 

compatible with classical liberal and libertarian principles. Do they violate the rule of 

law? Are they consistent with libertarian natural rights? As we shall see, although the 

contributors are all critical of political correctness, they address different aspects of the 

problem.In his wide-ranging essay, “Evolution or Corruption? The Imposition of 

Political Language in the West Today”, Jeff Deist argues that political terms have been 

corrupted in contemporary political discourse. For example, racism once referred to 

the view that certain races are biologically inferior to others, and, as such, has been 

properly condemned. Nowadays, the term has been expanded so that it covers any 

situation in which whenever the members of a “disadvantaged” group are represented 

in a profession or academic field in a percentage less than their representation in the 

total population, they are held to be discriminated against.  A semantic shift has here 

taken place. It is not on the surface evident that the latter state of affairs is ethically 

problematic, but the opprobrium attached to the racism in the first sense has been 

without argument transferred to the second. In another though related example, 

“equity” as a rough synonym for “justice” has been altered in meaning so that it now 

designates “equal outcomes”. Far from being a requirement of justice, Deist argues, a 

policy of equal justice is incompatible with the fixed and impartial general rules 

famously expounded by Friedrich Hayek in his analysis of the rule of law. 

Carlo Lottieri, in “Quale tolleranza? Pluralismo e censura, scambi culturali e 

conformismo di Stato,” covers many topics, but one of these is of surpassing 

contemporary interest. During the Covid pandemic, unprecedented restrictions were 

imposed without their consent on people living in ostensibly democratic states. Leading 

medical experts often opposed these restrictions, but “politically correct” defenders of 

these measures censored the right of the dissenters from the restrictive policy to put 

their case to the public. Lottieri shows that these pressure campaigns and the restrictive 

measures themselves violate the rule of law. Often the measures benefit certain 

corporate interests, e.g., the drug industry, and Lottieri criticizes the regime of “crony 

capitalism” that allows this to happen. 

Luigi Marco Bassani, in “Brevi reflessioni sull’umanesimo totalitario, la 

libertà  academica e un case study milanese,” presents a careful historical account of 

the origins and development of the modern notion of academic freedom. He contrasts 

the views of Thomas Jefferson with the notion held in Wilhelmine Germany that the 

faculty members of the University of Berlin were the “intellectual bodyguards of the 

House of Hohenzollern.” Bassani discusses in detail a case that involves a gross 

violation of academic freedom, and it is a case in which he has more than a passing 
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interest, as it is his own. He posted a derisive tweet about Kamala Harris, the vice-

president of the United States, and though this was a private message on a “social 

media” platform and quickly removed, it attracted unfavorable attention from a leading 

feminist at his university and he was disciplined for issuing it. 

Walter Block, In “Thick and Thin Libertarianism and the Non-Aggression 

Principle,” defends a “pure” libertarian position, contrasting it with two varieties of 

“thick” libertarianism. “Thick” libertarianism, in contrast to the “thin” view he adopts, 

add certain social values to the pure libertarian position, which is restricted to self-

ownership, private property, and defense against those who violate these rights. Block 

acknowledges that the pure libertarian position does not settle all political questions. It 

does not, for example, determine what the “age of consent” should be for permissible 

sexual relations. Issues of this kind require “filling in” the basic libertarian principles, 

and this is consistent with the pure libertarian view. He contrasts this with views that 

endeavor to combine libertarianism with anti-racism, a left-libertarian position, and 

those that favor the promotion of conservative social values, a right-libertarian position. 

David Gordon, In “Gerard Casey on Political Correctness,” discusses the criticisms 

that the Irish libertarian political theorist and lawyer Gerard Casey has advanced against 

certain varieties of feminism. In sharp contrast to feminist claims that women have been 

systematically suppressed throughout Western history, Casey maintains that women 

often exercised power “behind the scenes.” Furthermore, at the present time, it is men, 

not women, who are discriminated against. The law often deals with them more 

leniently than with men. Casey calls for legal non-discrimination between men and 

women based on the “zero aggression” principle. 

The stimulating essays in this issue merit careful study by all those interested in the 

promotion and protection of individual liberty and freedom of speech. In fact, the 

prevailing ideology ends up going hand in hand with the repression of every dissenting 

voice and every divergent thought. Through words and thinking, moreover, it is 

possible to modify reality, shape and modify the structure and essence of reality.  

Thought control is not only in a passive sense but also active. Not only can certain ideas 

not be expressed but it must be said what one must think, we need the control of 

emotional lives, of a code of conduct. Like a veritable dystopian totalitarianism, political 

correctness must control thoughts and emotions, locking individuals in an artificial 

universe where there is no comparison. In this sense it can be considered a new form 

of dystopia.1  

Impossible not to think of Tocqueville’s prophecy:  

 
1 G. ORWELL, Il potere e la parola. Scritti su propaganda, politica e censura. Prato, Piano B Edizioni, 

2021.  
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In America the majority draws a formidable circle around thought. Inside those limits, 

the writer is free; but unhappiness awaits him if he dares to leave them. It is not that he 

has to fear an auto-da-fé, but he is the butt of mortifications of all kinds and of 

persecutions every day. A political career is closed to him: he has offended the only power 

that has the capacity to open it up. Everything is refused him, even glory. Before 

publishing his opinions, he believed he had partisans; it seems to him that he no longer 

has any now that he has uncovered himself to all; for those who blame him express 

themselves openly, and those who think like him, without having his courage, keep silent 

and move away. He yields, he finally bends under the effort of each day and returns to 

silence as if he felt remorse for having spoken the truth. […]. You shall remain among 

men, but you shall lose your rights of humanity. When you approach those like you, they 

shall flee you as being impure; and those who believe in your innocence, even they shall 

abandon you, for one would flee them in their turn. Go in peace, I leave you your life, 

but I leave it to you worse than death.2 

 

 
2 A. DE TOCQUEVILLE, Democracy in America, Chicago, Chicago University Press, 2000, pp. 

271-272.  


