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As examples of South Park’s conservative orienta-
tion, Anderson points to such memorable episodes 
as “Rainforest Schmainforest” and “The Death 
Camp of Tolerance.” In the former, the four eight-
year olds are taken on a rainforest tour by a sancti-
monious neo-hippie. The neo-hippie’s claims – that 
the rainforest is harmless, that Latin American 
rebels are noble freedom fighters, that native tribes 
are peace-loving innocents – are proven wrong

touch right wing has had a hip makeover has 
an understandable appeal. But when we take a 
more critical view, one that does not cherry-pick 
ideologically agreeable moments and attitudes, 
a more complex picture emerges. Anderson, in 
passing, acknowledges that the average South 
Park Conservative “may not be traditionally 

conservative when it comes to things like cen­
sorship or popular culture or even … some 
social issues.” For every South Park episode on 
Al Gore’s messianic self-conception, there is an 
episode on a menstruating statue of the Virgin 
Mary; for every depiction of liberals as effete 
pseudo-intellectuals, there is a depiction of God 
as a cat/monkey/hippopotamus and Catholic 
priests as incorrigible child molesters. To some 
commentators, this is, in itself, enough reason to 
dismiss the show 
entirely. Accord­
ing to the Media 
R e s e a r c h  C e n ­
ter’s Brent Bozell 
I I I ,  Sou th  Pa rk 
is “cultural rub­
bish” and an “in­
fantile cartoon.” 
Blogger and Fox 
News contributor Michelle Malkin condemns 
its “increasingly mainstream vulgarity” and 
declares she would “rather be a G-rated con­
servative” than the new, more foul-mouthed 
kind. Clearly, at least among those in their 
30s and older, South Park’s induction into the 
conservative canon is far from a fait accompli.

Now I’m not usually one for Bloombergesque 

middle-of-the-roadism, but it’s fair to say that 
both extremes are wrong here—not necessarily, 
in their conclusions, but in their fundamental 
approaches. Both Anderson and Bozell have a 
certain set of conservative principles that they 
hold dear; both Anderson and Bozell find partic­
ular episodes and aspects of the show that either 

affirm or contradict these principles. Ander­
son sees radical environmentalism as hope­
lessly disconnected from reality; he needs 
only point to “Rainforest Schmainforest” to 
prove that Parker, Stone and their legion of 
fans are closet Tories. Bozell believes that 
American culture is sinking under the weight 
of its crassness and vulgarity; he needs only 
point to South Park’s “scatological barrage” 
to blame it for our society’s decline. Yet, 
neither takes the time to pause before rush­
ing to judgment, because both have a pre­
determined ideological agenda to promote.

There is, in other words, a bigger picture 
here that neither side of the South Park divide has 
taken the time to notice. We can get a glimpse 
of this picture by looking at how Anderson and 
Bozell respectively defend and malign the show’s 
reputation. To Anderson, South Park is admi­
rable because it tears down liberal shibboleths. 
Nothing that “progressives” hold dear – social 
engineering, hate crimes legislation, boundless 
(yet somehow selective) tolerance, global warm­
ing – is left untouched. To Bozell, South Park is 

detestable 
b e c a u s e 
i t  t e a r s 
down ev­
e r y t h i n g 
tradition­
al Ameri­
cans care 
a b o u t 
and have 

cared about for generations. While “its implicit 
hostility to political correctness is refreshing,” 
its explicit hostility to everything else is most 
certainly not. An objective observer would look 
at this and reach a very simple conclusion: South 
Park, like so many other cultural phenomena 
from the last few decades, tears things down. 
It defines itself by its opposition to every rule 

For every South Park episode on Al Gore’s messi-
anic self-conception, there is an episode on a men-
struating statue of the Virgin Mary; for every depic-
tion of liberals as effete pseudo-intellectuals, there 
is a depiction of God as a cat/monkey/hippopotamus 
and Catholic priests as incorrigible child molesters. 



October/November 2007	 The Princeton Tory · 17

NATION & WORLD

imposed by tradition, elite opinion, and the law. 
Thus, when Anderson celebrates the “rude 

anti-liberalism” he finds among many college 
students, he overlooks the centrality of the terms 
“rude” and “anti-” to the equation. If colleges 
are dominated by liberal administrations and 
faculty, then naturally an adversarial, abrasive 
attitude will lead to “anti-liberal” tendencies. 
Thus, this proclivity for the negation of every 
principle does not by any stretch of the imagina­
tion translate into a “new kind of conservatism.” 
What it does translate into is nihilism, a belief 
system that has been characterized as a central 
threat to a healthy society by conservative think­
ers from Burke to Strauss to our own Robert 
George—a belief system whose watered-down 
form has led to what Pope Benedict XVI calls 
“a dictatorship of relativism.” What confuses 
conservatives is that, unlike liberals’ selective 
application of moral relativism (pro-choice on 
babies, anti-choice on transfats), the South Park 
generation chooses to apply it to all things; it 
is universally and consistently too cool to care. 

This raises questions – too many to answer 
in this piece – about what lies at the heart of 
much of the backlash against political cor­
rectness. When we, out of disdain for liberal 

organizat ions ,  l eap to 
the defense of any and 
all offensive statements 
conservatives make, no 
matter how uncouth and 
mindless ,  what are we 
really defending? When 
does “telling it like it is” 
become simple obnox­
iousness and anti-intel­
lectual i sm? And what, 
f inal ly,  wil l  we be left 
with when liberal ortho­
doxy is swept away – a 
conservative order, or a 
society in which noth­
ing ,  be  i t  the  nuc lear 
family or a distant rain­
forest ,  matters?  When 
pondering these  ques­
tions, we would do well 

to consider the reflections 
of the National Review’s Jonah Goldberg on the 
anti-P.C. backlash and one of its leading figures, 
Ann Coulter: “…calling John Edwards a ‘faggot’ 
is hardly a triumph of conservative principle. 
I’m all in favor of acid wit and barbed satire…
[But] the reality is that most political correct­
ness…is a necessary attempt to redefine good 
manners in a sexually and racially integrated 
society.” Whether conservatives can deal with 
these changes and articulate their own vision of 
decency and public morality in the face of them 
depends in part on the recognition that South 
Park and the larger anomic tendency in popular 
culture is part of the problem, not the solution.

A friend of mine once told me that I intel­
lectualize everything to death, and maybe he’s 
right. But the South Park fan in me loves that 
a poorly animated cable comedy could have so 
many implications—that it could define, for 
better or worse, an entire generation. Whether 
I’ll be able to enjoy the show after declaring it 
the enemy of civilization is something I’ll have 
to find out for myself. Somehow I think I will 
– loving the sinner, perhaps, and hating the sin. 

Oh my God!  They killed Kenny!  But did they also kill political correctness?
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