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			Foreword

			by Dennis Prager

			For my bar mitzvah I was given a book about great Jewish athletes.

			Aside from the predictable jokes about it being a short book, padded with large photos and print, I had little interest in it. One would have expected the book to be a home run as a gift for the teenage Dennis Prager. I loved sports and strongly identified as a Jew, having been raised in an Orthodox Jewish home, and attending yeshivas (Orthodox Jewish schools) until the age of nineteen. 

			But even at the age of thirteen, the idea of having pride in my identity as an Orthodox Jew, struck me as odd. How could I take credit for the good things done by others, simply because they shared my ethnic identity? And what of the bad people—the murderers, thieves, and other societal malcontents—who shared my identity? No group, no matter how large or small, can lay claim to a monopoly on virtue or vice. Maybe it’s because I’ve always marched to the beat of a different drummer, but as a very young man it seemed that every person could only be judged—lauded or condemned—for the things he or she had done.

			When I was in college and the slogan “black is beautiful” became popular, I immediately objected to it. How could a race be beautiful? Isn’t the idea of a beautiful race, itself a racist idea? It was explained to me that since blacks had been put down for so many years this was a necessary corrective needed to bolster their self-image. It was an entirely understandable explanation, but I recoiled from it. I feared it could metastasize into something dangerous and unexpected, which could harm the very people it was intended to help.

			My instinct was correct. “Black is beautiful” soon morphed into “black power,” usually accompanied by a raised fist, and the terrifying proclamation that any black who didn’t shout the slogan at the top of their lungs must be a “race traitor.” And that term really frightened me, as I associated it with Nazi racism, since “Aryans” who helped Jews were labeled “race traitors.”

			The women’s movement followed a similar trajectory, and I came to conclude that race, class, and sex-based group pride was a characteristic of left-wing thought and activism.

			Instead of allegiances based on religion, race, or sex/gender, I found my affinity groups were composed of only decent individuals. I was drawn to good people of every race and all classes and both sexes, to people who took responsibility for their lives and understood that their character, not their identity, is what guided their destiny.

			This is why I so strongly recommend The Diversity Con by David Johnson and Kent Heckenlively, and why it is an honor to write the foreword to the book. 

			For those who don’t know David Johnson, he is the courageous Project Veritas whistleblower who turned over to James O’Keefe the terrifying DEI (Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion) training video he was required to watch as an employee of Hasbro Inc, the multinational giant toy company, which claimed that babies as young as six months old could be racist. Not that it should matter, just as my race shouldn’t matter, but David checks all the left’s identity boxes: he is a young, black, center-left gay man. Yet he did not recognize the America depicted in the training video as the America in which he had grown up.

			I have known David’s coauthor, Kent Heckenlively, for many years, having endorsed several of his previous books. In addition, in February of 2023, I interviewed him for his book, This Was CNN: How Sex, Lies, and Spies Undid the World’s Worst News Network, which he wrote with another Project Veritas whistleblower, Cary Poarch. Kent combines moral clarity and courage with careful and meticulous writing—a rare combination. 

			During that interview I asked him to comment on the strength of his allegation that the intelligence agencies had infiltrated CNN. He reviewed the history of the CIA infiltrating the media in Operation Mockingbird, documented by famed Watergate journalist, Carl Bernstein, in a 25,000-word article in Rolling Stone magazine from 1977. Additionally, Kent uncovered evidence that twenty-one current high-level individuals at CNN had intelligence experience. This included CNN’s National Security Correspondent, Jim Sciutto, who prior to his work at CNN was chief of staff of the U.S. Embassy in Beijing, China from December 2011 to May of 2013, as well as Senior Advisor to Ambassador Gary Locke. In this position, Sciutto would have been privy to our most closely guarded secrets and been required to sign secrecy oaths before receiving any classified information.

			All of this was intriguing to me, but it seemed a piece of the puzzle was missing. “Can you tell me that the intelligence agencies are directing CNN’s news coverage?” I asked.

			Kent didn’t hesitate for a second. I recall he said something like, “No, I can’t tell you that. What I can tell you is that journalists used to avoid anything which might potentially compromise their objectivity, like having a private dinner with a politician, much less taking government money. It doesn’t seem to me that you can be a ‘check’ on government if you’ve received paychecks from the government—especially for a position which would give you access to classified documents and requires you to sign secrecy oaths. How does one go back to independent journalism under those conditions? I suspect this is the way the intelligence agencies are continuing Operation Mockingbird because that’s the way I would do it. But in answer to your question, no, I cannot prove, nor do I have any evidence that the intelligence agencies are directing the news coverage at CNN.”

			Reflecting on our on-air discussion during a boisterous lunch at the Cheesecake Factory later that afternoon, with my wife Sue, and my two stepsons, I told Kent his answer was “intellectually honest.” 

			Kent considered my words a great compliment and said that was the standard he always sought. “I think it’s important for a writer to tell you what he suspects. But also to make it crystal clear what he has proven, and what he has not.”

			David and Kent’s book is similarly meticulous and intellectually honest. David went undercover for many DEI trainings, cataloguing the propaganda and brainwashing (my term, not necessarily his) techniques of these race and gender hustlers, while Kent’s original research details a disturbing pattern of left-wing dark money, emanating mostly from the Tides Foundation, located in San Francisco, CA, to promote racist and Marxist ideas.

			You will probably not be surprised to find that the Tides Foundation, and its rivers of leftist dark money are fed by the tributaries of the usual suspects, such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, various Rockefeller family foundations, and the Google Foundation. And what left-wing enterprise would be complete without the financial support of George Soros and his myriad affiliated groups?

			After reading The Diversity Con, one remains haunted by a number of questions:

			Do these left-wing billionaires genuinely support Marxist ideas? Or are we witnessing the deployment of Marxism as a means of destroying our free-market economy to substitute it with a crony capitalism where entities like Amazon, Google, and others have monopolistic control over society with the protection of the very government agencies that were created to regulate them? Instead of buying from local merchants and contributing to our communities, do they want us cowering behind locked doors, ordering from Amazon and having our meals delivered by Door Dash, and checking our Ring camera to determine if the delivery person who just knocked is friend or foe?

			Even more perplexing, why do such people loathe the America that has been so good to them and seek to destroy the freedoms that have characterized the freest and most prosperous society ever created?

			Evil men will not tell you their plans, but David Johnson and Kent Heckenlively, through their hard work, may have discovered it. 

			The best writers raise provocative questions, provide you with critical information, enabling us, their readers, to come to our own conclusions. I have. And those conclusions are, to understate the case, deeply unsettling.

			The future of the America you and I so deeply love may depend on whether we confront and discuss the shocking information presented in this book.

		

	
		
			Introduction

			What’s the Big Deal?

			Diversity, inclusion, equity, anti-racism, Whiteness, acceptance. From the heights of corporate board rooms to kindergarten classrooms, these terms have become common vernacular. “Diversity is our strength” echoes across news platforms, as politicians boast of the ethnic variety of their subordinates.1 Educators call for increased “equity” in everything from college admissions to math grades in K-12 education, in efforts to prevent minority students from being left behind.2

			Simultaneously, activists raise alarms about the need for “inclusive” spaces, to prevent troubled LGBTQIA+ youths from taking their own lives in despair. Americans are assured that the conversion into gender-inclusive spaces—whether they’re restrooms, full-contact sports, or locker rooms—will only serve to protect the most vulnerable (and bravest) among us. Most critically, youths need access to proper healthcare, a reasonable request.

			On their face, none of these requests seem terribly outrageous. In America, we expect that people of any background can rise to the top through merit. We expect our workplaces and schools to advance individuals without preference to race or sex, and generally want as many people as possible to have access to opportunities for advancement. And you would have to be an evil or deeply apathetic person to not want the suicide rate for any demographic to decrease, in particular the rate of young people who have barely experienced the breadth of this world.

			With the end goals established, the next issue must be the means with which to reach the intended goal. The path forward must be chosen carefully and verified rigorously, to prevent going in circles or ending up stuck in a worse circumstance than where we began as a society. Furthermore, the people taking the lead must be honest about their intentions, lest our society end up walking into a trap of our own making or the machinations of others.

			While America holds lofty ideals of equal opportunity and justice for all, a basic understanding of American history will be enough to know that America has not always lived up to its ideals. Through generations of conflict and reconciliation, from the North Atlantic slave trade through the Civil War and civil rights era, the culture slowly shifted toward individual equality under the law.

			In spite of that, racial tensions are reportedly worse today than in previous decades.3 Protestors blockade streets and highways demanding racial justice in the day, while violent riots in the cover of night leave businesses looted, ransacked, and vandalized, often in the communities of Black or other racial minority groups. From elementary school to college, special-interest groups advocate racially segregated graduations and events, while claiming that nearly half of LGBTQIA+ youth are suicidal.4

			Even though the stated goal was a society without discrimination, where people from a diverse spectrum of cultures could come together and feel included and exist as equals, we have missed the mark. At some point, we have taken a misstep along the path, having been led astray by false guides. Western society—America in particular—has taken a sharp left turn, and the end point will not be the ideals of the country for which Americans have strived until recently.

			The end goal of indoctrinating children with critical race theory (CRT) will be to groom them into becoming advocates of “anti-racism” (the new racial segregation) and allies to the LGBTQIA+ ideology. They will be taught to segregate along race and gender identity, and to “see color” and treat others according to skin color and gender identity, whether real or perceived.5

			Once they’re on the road to being an LGBTQIA+ ally, they may end up railroaded into “gender affirmation,” often involving surgery that removes healthy organs, or puberty blockers—drugs that were historically given to sex offenders to medically castrate them.6 Just as bad, you might enroll your child in a school where the teacher gives them a book on how to masturbate or different sex acts they can perform, under the guise of an “LGBTQIA+ health lesson.”

			Blowies: Oral sex is popping another dude’s peen in your mouth or, indeed, popping yours in his. There is only one hard and fast rule when it comes to blow jobs—WATCH THE TEETH. Lips and tongue yes; teeth, NO.

			Basically, porn is fine and fun, but it is in no way REAL. You can take ideas, but it’s definitely not for beginners. Everyone, including young gay, lesbian, bi, curious, and queer people, is entitled to high-quality, expertly taught sex education.7

			Children are led directly within the reach of predators who want to exploit and abuse them. This is a situation that all Americans should agree to avoid at all costs. Regardless of political leaning or affiliation, protecting the innocent should be a point of universal agreement. And I do not make these accusations against the CRT advocates and the LGBTQIA+ activists lightly, nor does this come from the perspective of a rightwing, traditional conservative. To state my own biases, I am a center-left libertarian. “I want to smoke weed and open carry at my gay friend’s wedding, on the couple’s own land, with their home powered by a personal nuclear generator” sums up my personal politics.

			Until 2016, I could have been considered a default liberal. I was freshly out of college, not terribly grounded in most of my political positions. I was raised in a Christian household, where we not only went to church on Sunday, but we also volunteered and helped the church to serve the community. While I valued the charity and positive impact on the community, my belief in the faith itself waned in my late teens in favor of philosophy and logic.

			At the time, YouTube atheism had become rather popular, which provided a robust challenge to many of the views of my Christian upbringing. Other popular topics of the time were third-wave feminism and gender identity, along with an endless video gallery of angry, emotionally volatile college activists acting under the banner of “social justice.”

			While their immature outbursts were endlessly amusing, it did pique my curiosity—not only about the subject of their cries but also about the arguments of their opposition. This was my introduction into social commentary, which would develop into an interest in Western politics. For years I watched social commentary from both progressives and conservatives and everything in between, eventually leading up to my attendance at an event in Portland, Oregon. The topic was safe spaces and “bias response teams” featuring Peter Boghossian and Carl Benjamin, where protestors pulled the fire alarm in an unsuccessful attempt to shut down the conversation.8

			The more I learned about the grievances of these illiberal progressives, third-wave feminists, and social justice warriors, the more I began to truly discover my own values. I valued liberty; the freedom to live and learn as I saw fit so long as I did not harm others’ ability to do the same. Unfortunately, the instances of conversation being shut down by progressive activists were becoming more common and widespread as their ideology gained foothold in regular society. As a natural counterforce, conservative voices began to take prominent roles in opposing the advancement of ideological censorship, and while I agreed with some of the arguments, I did not become a conservative myself.

			I just wanted to live and learn, free of suppression and free from coercion to bend the knee to ideas I did not support.

			This desire came to a crossroads when my employer, Hasbro, hosted a training on implicit bias, racial awareness, and intersectionality for its employees. For the first time in my adult life, I was faced with the choice to stand on my principles or bend the knee and shut up.

			Within the first month of my working there, I saw an invitation in my email for a presentation by a group called The Conscious Kid, with the title “Racial Biases and Children.” At first, I thought it would be the kind of standard corporate talk that doesn’t go anywhere, with diversity, equity, and inclusion sprinkled in as buzzwords.

			However, I thought I should record it just in case. I didn’t expect it to go anywhere, but within the first two or three minutes, I started to witness what appeared to be overt Marxist propaganda, with claims that within six months of being born, White children exhibit racial biases.

			I was shocked that my company was asking me to be a part of something that I deeply morally opposed. More than seventy people were in the meeting, and it didn’t seem that anybody was willing to object to the conclusions being drawn. In college I’d become familiar with this ideology, and while living in Portland when radical activists set up the Capitol Hill Organized Protest (CHOP) in Seattle, I’d watched as those who were taken in most fervently by this ideology became more and more racist.

			You remember CHOP, it was the area in central Seattle, taken over by extremists, who wanted to defund the police. In the CHOP, they actually had separate areas for White and Black people, claiming racial justice, anti-racism, CRT, and the need to address “structural racism.” Of course, the lack of police led to millions of dollars of property damage, and the death of Horace Anderson, a nineteen-year-old Black man.

			At the end of the presentation by The Conscious Kid, the presenters specifically asked the engineers to let the lens of “anti-racism” guide and inform the choices we made going forward. They told us that we at Hasbro had a special responsibility, given that as a toy maker we had such direct access to children. I was especially offended, as it was clear that we were supposed to push this ideology on children without the knowledge of their parents.

			I’d thought these ideas were crazy when I first became aware of them in Portland, but now it was coming from a major American employer. These progressives were a far cry from the remarkably inclusive blue-collar workers I’d come to know through my previous jobs, even the ones I’d worked with in college. At the end of the meeting, it seemed that only about five of the seventy attendees made any comment, and I couldn’t tell whether that silence meant agreement or passive resistance.

			I didn’t speak up at the time, either, as I was new to the company, but now I had what I thought was an incriminating video. I didn’t think that sending it to local news would make a difference, and I didn’t trust CNN or Fox News. The only name that came to mind was Project Veritas. I’d seen James O’Keefe, the Project Veritas founder, in a few interviews with people like podcasters Tim Pool and Steven Crowder, and thought that he seemed trustworthy. At the least, he seemed to be an actual journalist and not a propagandist.

			I sent the video to Project Veritas through its special email address, which was supposed to keep my identity secret, explaining what I’d seen and recorded. A Project Veritas member messaged me back within a few hours and asked to see the video. We had more discussions, and within a few days Project Veritas set up a meeting with me in Portland.

			I realized that if this story was brought to light, I’d likely lose my job. I was consciously aware that this would have an enormous impact on my life. However, I didn’t ponder it very long. I tend to think of things as on a weighted scale. On the one side, I could lose my job and possibly be blacklisted from my industry; on the other side, if I didn’t do anything, I’d be helping to perpetuate one of the problems in our society about which I complain the most. I was anxious that the actions of organizations like The Conscious Kid were going to increase actual racism in the country.

			I figured the worst-case scenario was that I’d go back to working at the blue-collar factory job I’d left a month earlier, but at least I’d have my self-respect. However, much sooner than I expected, I was asked to fly to New York to be interviewed by James O’Keefe for a story that would be released online and at the Turning Point USA conference in July 2021 in Florida. Project Veritas offered to alter my voice and distort my face for the interview, but I thought that would blunt the message of transparency I wanted to get across.

			The videotape began with James sitting across from me in the Project Veritas studios, him in a gray suit, while I was wearing a purple dress shirt, gray jacket, and glasses that accent my “nerd” persona. The glasses kept falling down my face, requiring me to push them back up several times during the interview:

			JAMES O’KEEFE: Tell me your name and what you do for a living.

			DAVID JOHNSON: My name is David Johnson. I’m a packaging engineer for Hasbro.

			O’KEEFE: And why did you decide to come to Project Veritas?

			JOHNSON: I decided to come to Project Veritas because I oppose the indoctrination of children they wanted to push. And I felt that people needed to know about it.

			O’KEEFE: And how are they indoctrinating children?

			JOHNSON: They are attempting to covertly push critical race theory through the branding and messaging of their products.

			O’KEEFE: (Pointing to a graphic from The Conscious Kid presentation at Hasbro.) Explain what we’re looking at here.

			JOHNSON: This is the program developed by The Conscious Kid, which is working with Hasbro; I’m not sure exactly to what extent. This is their program to teach children about…racial bias, at an early age, before they’re able to understand what race really is, and what racism is.

			O’KEEFE: Is this a mandatory, all-hands training?

			JOHNSON: Yes. This meeting was attended by at least forty-four people. I remember it being more on my screen. [I recalled it being more than seventy people.] But it was mandatory for me.

			O’KEEFE: How much do you know about this non-profit which developed the training on this, The Conscious Kid? What can you tell us about that?

			JOHNSON: This was actually the first time I’d heard about them, at this meeting. Following this, I did some research and they’re working for a few other very large organizations, like Google, the NFL, Nickelodeon, who is also a big partner with Hasbro.

			O’KEEFE: Now, Hasbro isn’t their only heavy hitter.

			JOHNSON: No.

			O’KEEFE: As you mentioned, they work with the NFL Players Association, MGM, Nickelodeon, and YouTube.

			JOHNSON: That’s like a large share of the markets for children’s entertainment. Hasbro is already a huge company because they already have everything from My Little Pony to Transformers. But YouTube is almost the main hub where they go for entertainment, now. If they’re using YouTube to push this ideology, that’s going to have very far-reaching and huge and wide implications.

			O’KEEFE: You sent this tape to us the same day that you recorded it, correct?

			JOHNSON: Yes.

			O’KEEFE: Why was it so important to you to get this tape to us immediately?

			JOHNSON: Originally, it was out of shock. I couldn’t really believe what I was hearing and reading. It was just so—and this word is overused—but it was overtly racist, and very, very discriminatory. The first thing I thought is that I have to tell people about this. Just because of how big I knew the company is. And this is before I knew The Conscious Kid had other connections. Just that Hasbro itself was massive enough that people need to know this is being pushed on children.

			As the conversation continued, James asked a number of other questions, such as if I’d ever blown the whistle on anything before.

			The answer?

			No.

			I told James I’d seen some of his whistleblower videos and had always been impressed by the people who risked everything. When he asked what bothered me the most, I told him it was that The Conscious Kid was assigning blame to an entire group of people based on their skin color, not their actions.

			James played a section of the presentation, in which the speaker claimed that by three to six months, babies were already expressing preference along racial lines. Two-year olds allegedly start to exclude other children based on their skin color. Two-year-old racists were an absurd concept to me. From there, the presentation claimed that between ages three and six, White children are beginning to use racist language.

			I was astonished that the presenters were claiming that not only were the children racist, but so were their parents simply because they were White. From their view, I belonged to one of the most hated groups in America and should have deeply felt this prejudice throughout my life. I was twenty-six years old, Black, and gay—but I did not grow up with prejudice. That’s not the America in which I grew up.

			Sorry.

			Not my experience.

			I was invited to the Turning Points USA conference in Florida to appear on stage with James O’Keefe, and I accepted. Even though I felt comfortable with conservative thought, I still had a sliver of worry that conservatives might not accept me because I was Black, gay, and not conservative politically. James played the tape at the end of his talk as I waited backstage, and when I stepped out on the stage, I got a standing ovation.

			I got through my presentation with James, and he mentioned that his group had started a fundraising campaign on my behalf, as Project Veritas didn’t expect that Hasbro would continue to employ me. (Hasbro must have had really good lawyers, because they decided that the company would make no public comment about my allegations, simply letting my six-month contract expire, and not rehiring me.) After my appearance with James, I remained at the conference and was amazed by how many people wanted to talk with me and thank me for what I’d done.

			My story must have resonated with people because of the sheer number of anguished parents and disgruntled patriotic-minded people who came to tell me about their own stories after. Students who were suspended from class over challenging claims that they were inherently racist or sexist, or other regular people who’d endured their own “diversity” training in their place of work.

			People of all backgrounds, skin colors, and creeds coming together to find out what was going wrong in the country they loved. Questions I could not answer at the time and spent the following year learning as much as I could about.

			I came to learn of the true horrific aims of the CRT and gender activists though immersing myself in their trainings firsthand and reading the founding texts that spawned these ideologies. Directly from the source, this book is an explanation and demonstration of the methods of Marxist ideology, and the effects that they have on American society.

			 

			David Johnson, 9/3/2021

			
			
		

	
		
			1

			Trojan Horses Maintained with Snake Oil

			How do you convince people to do something that is against their own best interests? Going up to people and instructing them to drink a bottle labeled “poison” isn’t likely to convince anyone. One method could be to disguise the harmful elixir as something neutral, such as water, or perhaps even as something specifically healthy.

			Alternatively, over a longer period of time, a campaign of propaganda could change the perception of consuming poison: casting doubt on the actual harm, changing the term from “poison” to “Candy Blue-42,” or spreading the idea of the potential benefits of consuming it. This would of course require an enormous amount of money, influence, and resources, something unavailable to the average person. Some of those nine-figure receipts are presented later in this book.

			In colleges, many of the top cultural topics began as deconstructive critiques of legal studies, originating with the efforts of figures such as Kimberlé Crenshaw and Derrick Bell in the late 1980s. Crenshaw is credited with creating the term “intersectionality” in her 1989 paper “Demarginalizing the Intersection of Race and Sex: A Black Feminist Critique of Antidiscrimination, Doctrine, Feminist Theory and Antiracist Politics.”9 The original idea behind the paper is: a Black woman will experience unique and greater levels of oppression in society than either a Black man or a White woman, due to the “intersection” of racism and sexism. Broaden this framework to include race, ethnicity, sex, and gender, and you have the general idea behind intersectionality. The more marginalized identities one can claim to represent, the higher one’s degree of perceived oppression and lack of privilege.

			The concept was later adopted by Ibram X. Kendi, using intersectionality as a building block for “anti-racism” and going on to become a best-selling author, the founding director of the Antiracist Research and Policy Center at American University in Washington, DC, and columnist for The Atlantic.

			Intersectional Black identities are subjected to what Crenshaw described as the intersection of racism and other forms of bigotry, such as ethnocentrism, colorism, sexism, homophobia, and transphobia. My journey to being an antiracist first recognized the intersectionality of my ethnic racism, and then my bodily racism, and then my cultural racism, and then my color racism, and then my class racism, and, when I entered graduate school, my gender racism and queer racism.

			—Ibram X. Kendi, How to Be an Antiracist10

			This is not how most people experience or are educated about these topics. Is critical race theory (CRT) taught in schools and colleges? Yes, it is, though mostly through indirect means. For those who claim that CRT and queer theory are not taught in grade schools, the argument is usually along the lines that teachers and instructors are not reading the scholarly works of CRT to children because they’re college theories, therefore it is not being taught—an incredibly limiting and convenient definition used to gaslight critics.

			In truth, CRT is being taught in grade-school classrooms, colleges, and workplace seminars alike. It is taught through praxis—the practical application of a theory. Theory in practice.

			The way praxis works is fairly simple: instead of presenting the core teachings of CRT directly as academic literature, the core teachings are presented within other academic fields, as alternative history, or as seemingly neutral corporate policy or training. Through intentionally subversive methods, it becomes easy to indoctrinate those who are unsuspecting, which is why children and young adults make the ideal targets of radical propaganda.

			In the summer of 2022, I enrolled in a series of courses to experience these trainings myself. The first seminar I attended was called “Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion: A Beginner’s Guide,” and the program seemed a good place to start. The beginning of understanding anything starts with understanding the language used, and that was my goal. What do proponents of diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) and CRT actually mean when they use these terms that are thrown around so often in modern discourse? My instructor informed me that would be the first topic, so I was in the right place.

			The first instructor was a young Black man named Ulysses Smith in his early thirties with a bright smile. Wearing slim-fit business casual attire with an eccentric haircut, and a slight effeminate nature to his mannerisms, he began the lecture:

			Diversity is an acknowledgment of difference.

			Diversity has come to become synonymous with “underrepresented groups,” which is an incorrect practice. In this context, diversity translates to “underrepresented minority recruiting” (URM). “Our diverse hires” translates to our “URM hires.”

			Strong recruiters should automatically be ensuring talent comes from a diverse background, so “diverse” will not mean “our minority hires” but instead “all of our employees come from different backgrounds” (to normalize DEI as common practice).

			Diversity alone is an incomplete narrative, focused only on the composition of a group.11

			A lot of acronyms at the start, but that’s pretty standard for corporate America. Nothing very disagreeable so far. Recruiters should look at a wide range and select the best fit for the position, which may result in a diverse workforce. Not entirely certain why “acknowledgement of difference” is automatically a strength. The next section is where I detected a deviation from the values of colorblindness that I had been taught by my parents and in school. Smith continued:

			Tolerance suggests there is a limit to how much we are willing to deal with at any given time. It does not elicit the most positive emotion in people.

			Inclusion means that all people are accepted, respected, meaningfully engaged, and able to participate in the full activities of an organization, regardless of identity.12

			I’ve always understood the principle of tolerance to express a “live and let live” philosophy, suggesting that if what you’re doing isn’t negatively impacting me or others, I might have an opinion but live as you want. However, the problem arises when “inclusion” means that I must live by those principles. The simple fact is that there are people who regularly act in ways I do not accept or respect. Think of bosses who degrade their employees over trivial mistakes, parents who terrorize or harm their children, individuals or organizations which blatantly violate the law and harm the public.

			Everyone reserves the right to be intolerant of what they consider to be unacceptable behavior and I will die before I give up that right. On a broader scale, defining what is intolerable is a core aspect of any culture or subculture. If there are behaviors that we consider valuable, constructive, and desired, then behaviors that are destructive, undesirable, and detrimental also exist. The next section defined “belonging” and Smith continued,

			Belonging is the feeling that you are a valued and essential part of a team. Meaning, you feel like you are not an “expendable cog in the wheel.13

			It’s a wonderful sentiment and something we’d like to be true, but it just isn’t reality in many jobs, and is heavily subjective depending on the person. How can you realistically enforce a feeling, and mandate that others feel a certain way?

			As for general advice about life, it’s incredibly destructive. Here’s the terrible truth about the world: nobody owes you anything—not comfort, not respect.

			You do not deserve respect simply because you exist and draw breath upon the face of the earth. You earn respect by the quality of your actions and their impact on others. If at your job you can figure out how to make yourself indispensable by doing things that others find difficult or impossible, you will have gone a long way toward earning the respect of those in your company. Generally speaking, those who demonstrate courage, great talent, wisdom, or humility earn the respect of those around them. They hold respect because of their virtues, not because it was mandated by the HR department.

			Now under the category of “Belonging,” Smith mentions those things that create a sense of belonging, and in general, I agree. He mentions “pride” and expressing the desire for a company to be a “winning organization,” that one’s superiors be “respectable, accomplished people,” and that the company be “successful and highly performing.”

			All of that is wonderful, but there is a remarkable lack of agency and self-accountability in those criteria. Even when working a low-skill job, there can be useful experience to be gained, and having pride in one’s work is up to the worker, not the company.

			The final section under “Belonging” was titled “Fulfillment” and asked, “Is my work fulfilling and enjoyable?” and “Is there meaning in my work?”14 Again, we run into the issue of trying to create rules based on entirely subjective feelings. The sewer cleaner who works sixty hours a week to provide for his family may find his work fulfilling. Someone with an inflated ego in that same position who yearns to be a multimillionaire may find it humiliating and degrading. There is no universal way to ensure that employees feel fulfilled.

			The next section was titled “Exploring Equality and Equity” and it’s where the shift away from Martin Luther King, Jr.’s principles became especially pronounced. With a grin on his face, Smith began to explain the problems with equality:

			While equality is not bad, research shows that treating everyone the exact same way can have very disparate outcomes. This is because equality does not take background into account. So, allocating the same amount of resources to people may not get everybody to the same outcome.

			Equity: Individuals are given the resources they need to be their most successful selves. Acknowledges we all begin from different places, aims to ensure we reach the same goals with the appropriate level of resources for each of us.15

			In order to demonstrate the difference between equality and equity he showed two pictures of three boys at a fence watching what seems to be a professional baseball game. One boy appears to be a teenager, the second seems to be around eight, and the third is a toddler.

			In the “equality” picture, all are standing on a single wooden box. The teenager can see perfectly (he’s actually towering over the fence), the eight-year-old can see fine, and the toddler cannot see anything.

			The “equity” picture has the teenager with no box, since he can see over the fence simply by standing, the eight-year-old is standing on a single box, while the toddler is standing on two boxes. All of them can now watch the game.

			But, in order to maintain a meritocratic system, a system where individuals reap the rewards or consequences of their own actions, the system in which they operate must treat them as individuals before all else. In practice, that means not introducing additional barriers to some people. Introducing obstacles to some is typically what we call discrimination.

			In the fence example, the toddler cannot see the game until obtaining the box from the teenager. While it’s an admiral outcome for all parties to see a baseball game—a treasured American pastime—it does not translate to all situations, especially those with real consequences.

			Assuming that equal outcomes are a desirable goal, would it be acceptable to dock the pay of a high-achieving person to equalize him or her with a lower-achieving colleague? If the lower achiever was given a pay boost instead to meet the pay rate of dedicated employees, the high achievers will have no incentive to work hard, much to the detriment of the company’s productivity.

			Alternatively, if it is known beforehand that one is a diligent worker and the other is lazy, would it be acceptable to give the lazy one less work while the other picks up the slack? Of course not. Nor does this work in colleges and universities, as anyone who has ever dealt with an idle teammate has experienced. Consider that it is not the goal of a college or company to ensure that its students or employees achieve equal outcomes. It is to facilitate education and skill development for individuals, and to encourage them to do their job.

			Without explanation, Smith began the next section with these questions:

			Are there groups here that are not being promoted or given development opportunities? What can be done to ensure this group is represented?

			In recruiting and hiring: Recognize which groups are underrepresented in the workforce, what practices can be implemented to correct the misrepresentation?16

			Isn’t this line of reasoning making an enormous assumption? Why is it that people with certain identities seemingly require systemic assistance in order to achieve equity? It could easily be considered a racist statement to rephrase this mindset as “minority groups need assistance because they’re incapable of competing.” I studied something practical—packaging engineering—and didn’t need any extra advantages. Ironically, I was placed in a terrible position in my first job, not having what I needed, still made it work, and ended up becoming more productive than co-workers with better resources.

			Furthermore, the class presentation switched from discussing an equal outcome between individuals to equalizing entire identity groups, vastly compounding the problem. What happens when one identity group has a majority in the hiring pool? Turning away qualified applicants to fill a quota will lower the overall quality of hires if merit has taken a backseat. Only in hypotheticals do two applicants of absolute equal qualifications appear.

			My advice to anybody entering the job market is to develop the skills you need so that you are desirable to an employer, or to accumulate enough skills to become reliably self-employed.

			»«

			In the next section, Smith attempted to convince us that DEI is the key to financial success. Unfortunately, he didn’t understand the concept of cause and effect.

			The section was titled “Behavior of Champions,” and Smith tried to make the argument that companies that followed DEI practices were likely to be more successful that those that don’t:

			The addition of inclusive practices and building diverse teams have a direct impact on an organization’s bottom line.

			Research shows diverse teams are more productive, engage in more complex problem solving, and produce better outcomes.

			This is because having different backgrounds and perspectives on a team allows for biases to be checked and lets someone see the world through the lens of someone else.17

			There’s a good deal with which I agree. You need diverse viewpoints to anticipate problems and generate solutions. But this is diversity of viewpoint and experience, not diversity of skin color or gender.

			Do you believe I, as a Black man, might have a completely different viewpoint than my White colleague about how to engineer a box? Will my sexuality affect my design work?

			I’ve always found that level of education, individual interests, and work ethic are a better gauge of whether I will agree with or respect another person’s opinion or work. It’s not an immutable characteristic about you, such as your skin color, gender, or sexual orientation that is important, but the quality of your thinking and your skills. To support the claim that diversity promotes financial success, Smith provide these statistics:

			Companies with racial and ethnic diversity are 35% more likely to have financial returns above their respective national industry medians.

			Companies in the top quartile for gender diversity are 15% more likely to have financial returns above their respective national industry medians.18

			Let’s break that claim down. The McKinsey report quoted above does not give any reason or connection between the increased diversity and the increase in company performance. It could very well be any number of other factors that go into the maintenance of a company. Alternatively, the highest-earning companies may be adopting these policies through participatory governance structures, without regard for impact on their performance.

			The more successful a company is, the more likely it would be both to wish to bring about societal change, and in the alternative, the more likely it would be to be looking for the next new thing to bring it a competitive advantage, either in its marketing or recruitment efforts. Join with us, we’re the most forward-looking company in promoting diversity and equity. Since colleges have become breeding grounds for wokeness, it only makes sense that recruiters would pander to the current dynamic, and often they’re trained to do just that.

			»«

			During the Cultural Revolution in China, those who were declared enemies of the Communist Party were often required to write confessions of their thought crimes.

			But when it comes to critical race theory and critical identity theories at large, your crime occurs before you have even had any thought or taken any action. Your crime is inherent in you, based on the privileged identity groups you can claim or to which you can be assigned. By pre-determining which groups have privilege and which do not, the same class-conflict can be fomented.

			Smith begins the following segment—innocently called “Navigating Identity”—where he informs us students of our sins.

			Smith explains that a prerequisite to being successful in any diversity initiative is to understand the identities that make up a person and how those identities interact with society.

			But the segment wasn’t about knowing all the things that make you awesome as an individual. It was about all the things that make you a guilty or victimized person as a member of a certain group. According to Smith, we needed to understand that, “You and everyone are a complex web of identities that have an impact and will affect how we interact with the world.”19 He continued to spin out this idea:

			Social identity is a reflection of who you are based on your membership in a given group.

			Groups most common to us:

			Gender

			Race

			Ethnicity

			Sexual orientation

			Religion

			For many people, these identities have a profound impact on their sense of belonging and affinity.

			In any situation, identities belong to one of two types:

			Agent identities: Groups that hold unearned privileges in society.

			Target identities: Identities that are disenfranchised or exploited.

			Privilege is a set of special advantages that are made available only to certain groups.20

			This is about where the mask began to slip from this gilded horse. Although I’ll delve into this subject later in greater detail, the formulation of “agent” and “target” identities is classical Marxist/Communist thinking. Just change “agent” and “target” to “bourgeoisie” and “proletariat” and you have a stock Communist dialectic. The ideas being promoted aren’t new or progressive; in reality, they’re the worst ideas from the twentieth century repackaged for American consumption in the twenty-first century.

			In reality, in most workplace situations, it would be more valid to divide the two categories of workers into “competent people who add value to the system” and “those who do not currently possess the skills required to be highly valued by the system.”

			Smith then gave examples of agent and target identities, using himself as the basis. His agent identity was being a man born in the United States, having privileges because of gender and citizenship, while his target identities are being Black and a member of the LGTBQIA+ community, who suffers because of his race and sexual orientation.

			Ironically, I find myself in a similar situation. Am I meant to feel remorse or resentment over my sexuality and skin color? I also find it rather presumptuous to state for a fact that my life is worse off because of my skin color or sexual preferences. The point of being diverse and inclusive was to avoid these prejudicial mindsets, yet we’re being taught to embrace them as something good.

			Smith moved into discussing the “cycle of socialization,” which depicted a process by which we’re born into “particular circumstances,” then “receive messages about who we are,” and these messages are then “reinforced by institutions,” a cycle which either leads us to obtaining societal power or receiving societal violence, at which point we can decide whether or not to break the cycle.21

			It’s remarkable to consider that the picture being painted of the world is incredibly bleak, where minorities are born into certain situations and cannot conceive of any way out of them. In the world depicted by the seminar, individuals have little or no power to affect their destiny or improve their lot in life. It also reinforces the class-conflict worldview, as the only way these identities interact is either to reinforce privilege or discrimination.
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