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This book is dedicated in large part to my longtime friend James “Ridge” Cooper. Throughout our relationship he was my “adopted” brother and even more, a dedicated science teacher in New Jersey schools throughout his life. Ridge was a totally principled person from whom I gained continual insights. But even more important, he was a teacher and guide to thousands of students in his classes whom he taught to think, expand their horizons, and grow as people. As I write this, I am only two days removed from a memorial service celebrating his life, and I miss him even while he will always remain a part of my awareness.


This book is also dedicated to my brother-in-law Marc Moretz, also a teacher. He was an original spirit committed to the ideals of America, and a person who challenged people to be better than we sometimes demonstrate. Marc contributed greatly to my understanding in more ways than I can list here.


I also want to express my deepest respect and admiration for the numerous people who have resisted and challenged what is going on in our universities and K–12 educational systems. Their ranks are growing. They include:


Bari Weiss, Elon Musk, Mark Bauerlein, Alan Dershowitz, Walter Williams, Corey Brooks, Eli Steele, Shelby Steele, Glenn Greenwald, Jay Bhattacharya, Noam Chomsky, Jon Zubieta, Harald Uhlig, Dorian Abbot, Ron DeSantis, Enes Kanter Freedom, Kristi Noem, James O’Keefe, Scott Atlas, Niall Ferguson, John Cochrane, Ayaan Hirsi Ali, Jonathan Turley, Panos Kanelos and the other creators and supporters of the new University of Austin, the leadership of Hillsdale College, Mattias Desmet, Bill Maher, Barbara Kay, Peter Wood, Pete Hegseth, Betsy McCaughey, Roger Kimball, Douglas Murray, Roger Simon, Mark Levin, William Brooks, Nikki Haley, Glen Youngkin, Jeffrey Tucker, James Lindsay, Winsome Sears, Carol Swain, Alveda King, Star Parker, Jennifer Sey, Tom Cotton, Ryan Hawley, Bob Woodson, Larry Elder, Byron Donalds, Tim Scott, Christopher Rufo, Jordan Peterson, Alexei Navalny, Yeonmi Park, and Xi Van Fleet. They all have the courage to “speak truth to power.” They are all people who have refused to conform to the dictates of the “Woke,” and I have enormous respect for their strength and integrity. The encouraging fact is that their numbers are growing as more people wake up to what is occurring.


I am incredibly grateful for the detailed and high quality editorial professionalism provided by Caroline Russomanno as I worked through this complex and volatile topic.


I also have a special thanks for Barbara Kay, who provided me great comments on an almost-final draft that led me to make significant revisions. As any writer knows, there is a danger in getting too close to your own writing, and a knowledgeable and experienced reader’s objective critique is very important.
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Introduction


by Jeffrey Tucker
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COVID feels like a turning point, a time when universities fully embraced the ideology of control, censorship, and compulsion, represented by universal quarantines, masking, and vaccine compliance, all rooted in symbolism rather than scientific realities. And yet this period might be more correctly seen, as it is in this brilliant book by David Barnhizer, as a codification of deep problems that already existed.


The purge of dissident voices away from the progressive/woke religion began many years ago, if not earlier. Even during the 1950s, William F. Buckley Jr. in God and Man at Yale: The Superstitions of “Academic Freedom (Regnery, 1951), observed vast problems at Yale University, which he attributed to the excessive deification of intellectual freedom in ways that allowed Yale faculty to abuse that freedom by using it to impose their ideological worldviews and preferences on students. Even he could not anticipate that this freedom was, in that context, a quest for maximum opportunity for full control.


Freedom is the last thing you will find at elite institutions today. The Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) and Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) bureaucracies are deeply entrenched, and an anti-Western, anti-Enlightenment, anti-American, anti-reason curriculum increasingly pervades the elite academic establishment. It is reinforced at every level, including publishing, promotion, and tenure. For several decades the culture of the university has been one in which anyone who identified as a conservative was in the extreme minority and in some instances university departments were populated by a tiny number of political conservatives, even to the point of that perspective being non-existent.




COVID offered an opportunity to complete the purge. There were three full rounds of it. It began with quarantines and solitary confinement. One must be willing to impose it, celebrate it, and endure it in order to enter the gates of woke heaven. There was yet another test: once having exited quarantine, one must cover one’s face at all times. For those who passed those two tests, there remained the biggest challenge of all: accept the government’s potion into your arm even though you didn’t need it under the best scenario, and it would endanger your life under the worst.


By the end of this ordeal, the final purge of students, faculty, and administrators was complete. Those non-woke voices that remain are too demoralized and afraid to speak up now. The revolution is complete. As a result, the older conception of the university seems almost entirely gone or belonging to only a handful of small liberal arts schools, but seemingly absent at the large institutions that once defined what it meant to have an elite educational qualification.


The university experience is something people think they still understand and value. This is a leftover from the past, a romanticized conception that bears little in common with existing realities.


The medieval conception of the university, institutionally flowing from the monastic experience, was that the final truth did exist in a unified whole but it was elusive of comprehensive understanding due to the fallibility of the human mind. The objective of intellectual work was to discover ever more facets of it, elucidate them to students to develop a tradition of thought, and gradually put together systems of thought that point to that truth.


Whatever the discipline—math, music, logic, theology, biology, astrology, medicine—they were united in a confidence that if some feature of truth was discerned, it could not and would not live in contradiction to that final and universal truth that was God. This confidence, this mission, underscored an ethos of investigation and teaching. It was to be at once humble and fearless, imaginative but governed by methodological rules, creative but also cumulative. And out of this paradigm was born the idea of science. Every sector of specialization benefited from it.




Based on what we know from the history of ideas, the conception in broad terms survived many centuries in the West until the second half of the twentieth, when the whole reason for the existence of the university and even scholarship itself became unmoored from this understanding. With the loss of transcendent concerns, tradition, and even the rules of logic came the evaporation of meaning and then intellectual confidence, eventually replaced by a comprehensive doctrinal ferocity that would have shocked the medieval mind.


These days, it is not even clear why the university exists. Is it vocational training? The rigor of professional certifications seems to cover that in most industries. Is it purely for the sake of gaining knowledge? The internet makes that available for free. Is it to delay adulthood for as long as possible and socialize students into a more ideal circle of friends and contacts? Maybe, but what does that have to do with intellectual life?


We have certainly lived through the decline and fall of the older idea of the university. Now we may yet live to see the end of the university itself and its replacement by something else entirely. Reforms can work, but the reform will not likely come from within the institutions. They must be imposed by alumni and perhaps legislatures. Or perhaps the rule of “Go woke, go broke” will eventually force a change. Regardless, the idea of learning itself will surely return. We are in the transition, and David Barnhizer is our Virgil to give us an outstanding tour of the wreckage left behind and perhaps even a path out of the darkness.
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Chapter One


They’ve Ruined the University
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What used to be a vibrant, energetic, rousing habitat of ideas and people in hot debate is now an oppressive, predictable, fatiguing workplace. They’ve ruined the university.


—Mark Bauerlein1





Where We Are Is Not Good


Mark Bauerlein’s words bring to mind the William Butler Yeats 1919 poem “The Second Coming,” where he wrote in language that everyone should be required to study and discuss:




Things fall apart; the center cannot hold;


Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,


The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere


The ceremony of innocence is drowned;


The best lack all conviction, while the worst


Are full of passionate intensity.2





Once obtaining a strong power base in university disciplines, the revolutionaries of race, gender, and other minority interests have metamorphosed from moral beacons fighting and railing against injustice into new dictators. They have created a culture that elevates their interests while repressing those of whom they disapprove. Lord Acton would feel most vindicated.


For Western nations, the ideal of the university and of education generally has been to provide us with analytical skills, knowledge, and the ability to create and nurture a healthy society that benefits as many people as possible. That ideal, and the university as educational and social “medium,” is under severe attack. The ongoing assault on the integrity and ideal of the university in America is not a new phenomenon. The extent to which it has succeeded is, however, stunning. Reversing or even mitigating what has occurred demands a focused and clear strategy or, as one critic has stated, America’s universities will be nothing more than propaganda mills for a one-sided political ideology.


The attack is not new. The most serious problems of freedom of expression in our society today exist on our campuses. The new assumption on the part of what has come to be referred to as the “Woke”—seems to be that the purpose of education is to induce what that movement considers to be correct opinion rather than to search for wisdom and to liberate the mind. This strategy of transforming universities—and education generally—into a one-sided process aimed at producing “true believers” who see their world only through a single ideological lens has been unfolding for multiple decades. Walter Williams reminds us, for example, of the 1991 warning voiced by Yale University’s then President Benno Schmidt concerning the ideological takeover of the university in America. In his 1991 Baccalaureate address at Yale, Schmidt lamented that “the skepticism and suspicion with which universities are now greeted and treated even by friends of learning exceed anything I can recall.”3 Unsurprisingly, having offended numerous Yale faculty members with his comments, Schmidt soon resigned from office, effective 1992.


A “War of Attrition”


History has demonstrated repeatedly that highly motivated and strategic groups of fanatical true believers deliberately conceal their true intentions until the point their movement has gained control. The classic Chinese military strategist Sun Tzu wrote three thousand years ago in The Art of War that the excellent general never allows the enemy to see his true strategy until after victory has been achieved. Sun Tzu also emphasized the need for misdirection, deception, and stealth in overcoming opponents.




A Woke Critical Legal Studies and Critical Race Theory professional friend who taught at Harvard University told me in 1992 that the Left was engaging in a “war of attrition” rather than a frontal assault. This was required, he said, because throughout the 1970s and into the later 1980s, the numbers and power imbalance between traditional university faculty and administrators and the Woke academics and critical political theorists heavily favored the traditionalists.


The “Woke/Crit” strategy involved infiltrating the system, populating the ranks of administrators and faculty with Left-leaning academics who shared the Woke/Crit vision, and gradually seizing power, while progressively eliminating opposition through hiring and intimidation. As that strategy gradually—and then more quickly—took effect, a “critical mass” of like-minded “transformative” people was assembled. Universities then trained a generation of students to share a vision of being “social justice warriors,” and the crusade was launched.


That strategy is precisely what we have experienced for more than four decades as the Woke/Crit movement took hold and expanded its control over critical institutional points of power and leverage. Such strategic “stealth” behavior allowed the “revolutionaries” to have effects far beyond their actual numbers. The fact is that an intolerant minority can take power in a political system, controlling what is allowed and destroying democracy in the process. It has been done before and is occurring now.


The University of Virginia’s Garrett Sheldon offers a strong view on what he considers a disastrous decline in the soul and spirit of the university in America. In his article “The Decline and Fall of the University in America,” he writes:




[T]he “life of the mind” within a rigorous but friendly community is an ideal … But the “system” of academic freedom and its attendant experiences of intellectual growth [long] prevailed. … I never can remember, even in the midst of terrible fights that led to presidents being fired or programs being altered, or board members resigning, that anyone questioned the right to free speech, academic inquiry, or liberty of conscience. … That is the classic statement of academic freedom: a “free marketplace of ideas” that develops individuals and society. And it is especially important in a democracy, where the people are self-governing. It holds that the solution to bad ideas is not to censor or ignore them, but to refute them with good and reasonable ideas. … Political correctness (PC) effectively replaces free, diverse debate and a positive collegial community with Nazi-like speech control. In place of a “free-marketplace of ideas” examining all subjects and perspectives is one official ideology that eclipses all the other views.


That PC doctrine, essentially, is that Western Civilization in general, and America in particular, is racist, sexist, imperialist, and unjust. This means that nothing good can be said about certain figures or subjects (Jefferson, the founding, Christianity, etc.) and nothing bad or “offensive” can be said about “protected groups” (women, minorities, gays, Muslims, illegal immigrants, etc.). This ideology has pretty much captured the humanities and social sciences in American universities (as well as the most prominent academic associations and journals, and the most prestigious awards).4





America’s Educational System Has Become a Means of Indoctrination


Until recently the assault on the university and America’s entire educational system has been a largely stealth process where most Americans never even knew what was going on. Similarly, to our general society, members of university faculties were thought of as being among the most intelligent and intellectually balanced members of our society. They were deep “thinkers” after truth, immersed in knowledge creation and learning, and divorced from raw politics, identity agendas, and one-sided activism. We assumed they were imparting their skills, knowledge, methods, and balanced perspectives to university students. We were wrong. We also trusted our K-12 teachers, administrators, and boards to be wise and dedicated professionals rather than Woke ideologues. Once again, we were wrong.


As is detailed in my book, “Un-Canceling” America (2021), many teachers and educational administrators are working to “destabilize” and transform their students, educational institutions, and America itself. Numerous examples are set out in “Un-Canceling” America of administrators telling teachers to keep on with what they had been doing to advance a Woke agenda and Critical Race Theory themes, but telling teachers and administrators to hide that agenda from parents. As “Un-Canceling” America demonstrates through numerous examples, Woke teachers even bragged about their activism and the fact that they were seeking to turn young children into Woke activists who would advance their agenda. After uncovering numerous examples of such deceptive and still ongoing behavior, my impression was that their comments created an impression of little children thrilled at being able to “put one over” on their own parents.


Universities have been “investigating,” suppressing, and canceling faculty members who resist their Woke and Critical Race Theory strategically and cleverly legitimated by the seemingly benign mantra of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI). Hundreds of university faculty around the nation have been subjected to petitions and complaints that led to investigations for not being sufficiently “correct” in political views, for being culturally “insensitive,” or for using linguistic terms the Woke consider inappropriate. FIRE, the Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression, released a 2022 analysis of what was occurring in America’s universities. The report, “FIRE Statement on the Use of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Criteria in Faculty Hiring and Evaluation” included the following observations:




Since 2015, FIRE has seen over 600 attempts to sanction scholars for protected speech, and most of those have been successful. The frequency of these incidents is accelerating: More than half have occurred since 2020. For some professors, even tenure is no longer a reliable shield against encroachments on academic freedom. In the last several years, nearly three dozen tenured professors have been fired for their protected expression, scholarship, or pedagogy. Meanwhile, hundreds of colleges and universities maintain bias reporting systems that encourage students to anonymously report peers or faculty for offensive-but-protected speech. Many hold training programs that compel speech, attempt to embed ideological bias in research review.


An institution dedicated to advancing the frontiers of human knowledge should recognize the fallibility of the human mind and promote the value of seriously entertaining the possibility of being wrong. Instead, many DEI statement mandates do the opposite, closing the debate on issues of societal importance. They require faculty to endorse or apply specific positions on race, gender, and related issues as if they are beyond question, and as if a professor who disputes them is ipso facto incompetent. … Moreover, in FIRE’s experience, DEI statement policies generally are not created by faculty—who, according to the principle of academic freedom, are the proper judges of their disciplinary peers’ academic qualifications—or tailored to particular positions or disciplines. Rather, DEI statement policies are commonly authored and imposed by administrators, and they often apply globally to an entire college or university.5





Like Mark Bauerlein, Garrett Sheldon, Dorian Abbot, Barbara Kay, Carol Swain, Harald Uhlig, Peter Wood, and many others, I believe so deeply in what the university represents as a driving force in advancing human creativity and the health and collective diversity of our political community across generations, that I am totally committed to the belief the institution must be saved from the intellectual and spiritual corruption that is taking place. Although there have been multiple variants of the university institution, and the system has always been subject to various degrees of political and external control, the institution’s core essence as an ideal involves honesty of thought, rationality, interactive discourse, and adherence to the best evidence and knowledge we are capable of creating and discerning. At their foundation, universities exist to make us better as individuals than we would otherwise be. A key part of their role is to educate us in ways that assist in the evolution of healthier societies through application of the wisdom and insights the institutions and their open-minded leaders strive to impart to us through research and teaching.




Still, the reality is that we are experiencing what Belgium’s Ghent University faculty member Mattias Desmet described as a “mass formation psychosis.”6 Nor is it an accidental event. Many faculty and administrators in America’s universities have formed into a single-minded ultra-authoritarian mob whose members are intent on gaining power and dominance while forcing their political agendas on the nation’s youth. As with China, the former Soviet Union, and Nazi Germany, the intention of that mob or “mass” of true believers, ideologues, and power-seekers is to turn the university and the nation’s total educational system into instruments of propaganda and systemic transformation into what historically has always turned out to be a flawed and ultimately failed political form of government.


It is vital we avoid being seduced by elegant rhetoric. The activist faculty, Woke administrators, and students who have been indoctrinated into becoming “social justice warriors” as part of their “learning” frequently preach tolerance and empathy but brook no dissent. They attack relentlessly, invent high-sounding and often baseless “theories,” and seek to silence, and “cancel” anyone with the audacity to expose or even question their narratives, opinions, theories, arguments, acts of intolerance, and abuses. Any counter argument about what they are doing is condemned as a “conspiracy theory,” bigotry, racism, sexism, or some form of shameful “phobia.”


A Takeover by Militant Faculty, Administrators, and “Woke” Hypersensitive Students


Our universities have become filled with militant faculty and administrators seeking to proselytize others into accepting and advancing their vision of society. As shown in the excerpts set out next describing the culture at Duke University, Woke and hypersensitive students are a core part of a repressive system. Their perspectives are heavily oriented toward what their particular political movement is seeking to achieve. The underlying thesis of this authoritarian strategy is to “get our youth” while they are young and only partially formed in terms of their core worldviews. As with the Maoist Red Guard, Hitler Youth, Komsomol, and the like, creating cadres of true believers through what propaganda and indoctrination masked as education and social justice is a vital part of a movement’s quest for transformative power.


This is a condition Albert Camus describes as a distortion that occurs whenever individuals who are engaging in the struggle to achieve what they think to be social justice, simultaneously claim to be clear-thinking scholars or philosophers rather than driven ideologues in pursuit of a political agenda. Camus discussed the subjectivity of this self-deluding phenomenon in the context of the creativity of the artist versus the scholar’s need to keep a sufficient distance from the heated conditions of society in order to retain a clear perspective and avoid excessive subjectivity. He writes:




[I]t is not possible to be a militant in one’s spare time. And so the artist of today becomes unreal if he remains in his ivory tower or sterilized if he spends his time galloping around the political arena. Yet between the two lies the arduous way of true art. It seems to me that the writer must be fully aware of the dramas of his time and that he must take sides every time he can or knows how to do so. But he must also maintain or resume from time to time a certain distance in relation to our history.7





In challenging us to resist the effects of excessive subjectivity, Camus added that: “Real mastery consists in refuting the prejudices of the time, initially the deepest and most malignant of them, which would reduce man, after his deliverance from excess, to a barren wisdom.”8 He goes on to warn:




We all carry within us our places of exile, our crimes and our ravages. But our task is not to unleash them on the world; it is to fight them in ourselves and in others. Rebellion, the secular will not to surrender … is still today at the basis of the struggle. Origin of form, source of real life, it keeps us always erect in the savage, formless movement of history. In this situation: “it is essential that we must never let criticism descend to insult; we must grant that our opponent may be right. … It is essential … that we remake our political mentality.”9





A 2004 Sampling of Academic Political Affiliation at Duke University Found Zero Faculty Diversity in Multiple Departments


Hunter Lewis, in his article “Political Debate Sweeps Campus,” writes that the DCU (Duke Conservative Union) revealed the political affiliation of faculty from several departments (at Duke University) to be in favor of registered Democrats over Republicans. These included history, literature, sociology and English. (Lewis reports) The departments had a (political) ratio of 32-to-0, 11-to-0, 9-to-0 and 18-to-1, respectively.10 Such a distortion is actually mind-boggling and could never occur solely by accident.


Duke’s “diversity” has not improved during the ensuing seventeen years. Ivan Petropoulos, a Chemistry student at Duke and an open-minded thinker in the traditional Liberal sense, demonstrated great courage and integrity in publishing the following remarks in the Duke Chronicle. Among his most telling observations is one that unfortunately describes the culture not only at Duke, but at far too many of America’s universities. He writes: “If Duke’s purpose is to cultivate the future leaders and freethinkers of our generation, then I can’t help but think that we’ve failed in that regard.”11 Unless this ongoing disintegration of our educational systems is reversed, the nation will continue to decline.


He continues:




“Being a conservative feels like a joke at Duke.” I don’t often agree with my friend (who made this statement) on political issues, but he’s right about this one. In this age of acceptance, you’d be hard-pressed to find a group on campus more unpopular than Duke’s conservative population. From the posts we make on social media, up to the professors we expel from the classroom [such as Evan Charney who taught for 20 years at Duke], it seems like students here just aren’t comfortable with political disagreement. And how could we ever be? A recent poll of first years found that 74.6% self-identified as “liberal” or “very liberal.” With one ideology dominant on campus, debate ceases to exist; we no longer can have civil discussions, because there is nothing to disagree about. Not only is this a boring way to go about college, but it’s also at odds with the fundamental purpose of a liberal education–the pursuit of which is rooted in seeking to understand those with opposing worldviews.12





Petropoulos then goes on to explain how the current “Woke” culture contradicts in the most fundamental ways his pre-existing expectations of what a university is supposed to be about:




Coming into Duke, I imagined it to be a melting pot of ideas, where everyone could be heard without fear of being rebuked, silenced, or ostracized. My friends on the right know more of the opposite to be true. They worry that if they express their political views, they run the risk of losing friends, lower grades and fewer job opportunities. … Proving their point, all of those who talked with me preferred to not be publicly outed as Republican to the Chronicle. This is deeply disheartening: considering that politics can be such a huge part of our identity, it can be particularly isolating for the roughly 6% of us who find themselves following a seemingly forbidden ideology at Duke. … As a liberal at Duke, political discussions are mind-numbingly-agreeable; unless you’re talking to a borderline communist, your politics will be challenged more often when talking to a brick wall than when talking to the average student. … Here, you don’t learn how to carefully formulate your own ideas, how to present and debate your own beliefs, or how to peacefully negotiate a middle ground with your political adversaries—you only learn how to properly rehearse the truths deemed acceptable by the university and the student population. If Duke’s purpose is to cultivate the future leaders and freethinkers of our generation, then I can’t help but think that we’ve failed in that regard.13







“Academic Freedom Is Dead!” Dr. Jay Bhattacharya


An example of the intolerance that is taking place in America’s universities is provided by the experience of Stanford professor Jay Bhattacharya. No one is safe from the wrath of the Woke. Bhattacharya is a tenured professor at Stanford and a skilled, respected, and extremely professional scientist. His sin? He dared to challenge the “official” controlling narrative of the COVID-19 pandemic’s insistence on lockdowns and shuttering schools. The fact that he and his colleagues have been shown to be correct even now doesn’t seem to matter. Their problem is that they didn’t go along with the dominant, but severely flawed, narrative being pushed by a combination of the federal government, mainstream media, Big Pharma, the National Education Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and politically powerful segments of the “scientific” medical profession. A report describes Dr. Bhattacharya’s experience at Stanford:




A Stanford University professor of medicine says “academic freedom is dead” after his life became a “living hell” for challenging coronavirus lockdown orders and the “scientific clerisy” during the pandemic. “The basic premise is that if you don’t have protection and academic freedom in the hard cases, when a faculty member has an idea that’s unpopular among some of the other faculty—powerful faculty, or even the administration … If they don’t protect it in that case, then you don’t have academic freedom at all.” … Bhattacharya is a tenured professor of medicine at Stanford University and also an economist who serves as director of Stanford’s Center for Demography and Economics of Health and Aging.


He came under fire during the pandemic after co-authoring the Great Barrington Declaration, which was an open letter signed by thousands of doctors and scientists in 2020 denouncing lockdowns as harmful. Bhattacharya was joined by Harvard professor of medicine Dr. Martin Kulldorff and Oxford professor Dr. Sunetra Gupta in co-authoring the document. The declaration was quickly denounced by other health leaders, including National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases director Dr. Anthony Fauci, who slammed the call for herd immunity in the document as “nonsense and very dangerous.”14





University of Alabama Professor Leaves the Institution: “Universities Are No Longer Places that Embrace the Freedom of Exchanging Ideas”




A University of Alabama professor left a teaching position due to the “obsession” over the university’s push for equity in science and the “rise of illiberalism.” Dr. Matthew M. Wielicki, a Polish immigrant and Earth Science professor … [stated] “over the last decade or so, but especially the last few years, the obsession with universities and grant-funding institutions on immutable characteristics of faculty and students and the push for equity in science above all else has dramatically changed the profession of an academic professor,” Wielicki said. He added that the “rise of illiberalism in the name of DEI is the antithesis of the principles that universities were founded on.”15





“Thank Goodness It’s Not Me”: Fear and Trembling in the University


What is happening in our main educational systems is not a fake “conspiracy theory.” It is real. Philip Carl Salzman, no stranger to being a target of the Woke, describes the intolerant Identity culture that has emerged in American and Canadian universities:




Almost every university in North America has committed to what is called “social justice,” which is the implementation of identity politics through the mechanisms of “diversity, equity, and inclusion.” Identity politics divides everyone into one of two categories: evil oppressor or innocent victim. Through official mandatory policies, universities have transformed academic culture from a quest to discover truth about the world and its beings, to the indoctrination of identity politics and enforcement of “social justice” policies.16







In China, Teachers Are Required to Be “Mouthpieces for the Regime”


Hans Yeung was a manager at the Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority. He is also an historian in modern Hong Kong and Chinese history. Yeung describes the ideological takeover of Hong Kong’s universities, calling it “educational cleansing.” It is a lesson we must heed in America. Yeung writes:




Educational cleansing became rampant after the Hong Kong National Security Law was passed in 2020. The release of the Education Bureau (EDB)’s Guidelines on Teachers’ Professional Conduct (Guidelines) last week means another spell on teachers, who will only be obedient and act as mouthpieces of the regime in the future. This is not an overstated judgment, especially when we compare the Guidelines with the rescinded Code for Educators drafted by the Council on Professional Conduct (Code), which the EDB has abolished. The [replaced] Code represents a much more liberal educational ecology. It has a whole chapter on teachers’ rights, which clearly states that “as citizens, professional educators should enjoy all rights conferred by law and fundamental human rights” and that teachers have the right to “exercise professional judgment to present, interpret and criticize all kinds of information and views, including that on controversial issues,” … As the [rescinded] Code stipulation that teachers “should strive to cultivate in their students a sense of freedom, peace, equality, rationality, and democracy” is also taken away in the Guidelines, teachers who choose to adhere to this belief may cross the red line of “provocations against the social order,” a term which is not defined at all. … All these rights, which Hong Kong educators have long taken for granted, are found nowhere in the Guidelines. This indicates that teaching now becomes a profession with responsibilities without rights.17
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Chapter Two


As Marshall McLuhan Explained, the Medium Is the “Message” and the University Is a Very Powerful “Medium”
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Marshall McLuhan was a brilliant thinker who is probably best known for his insight that the medium is the message.1 This stands for the idea that the systems we use to communicate and educate are “mediums” that inexorably lead to specific behaviors, structures, and systems of thought and behavior depending on the scale, focus, and power of the specific medium in question. Universities, and our entire educational “medium,” including the K-12 system that feeds its graduates into the university and societal systems, are powerful and overarching mechanisms that shape our understanding.


The heightened connection between social movements and universities has altered the nature of the university as an intellectual and knowledge “medium.” The goal has been to transform the “message” being transmitted to students and the society. The civil rights movement of the 1960s and 1970s was a fantastic phenomenon. I am proud to have been a part of it as a civil rights and federal civil rights lawyer in the Reginald Heber Smith Community Lawyer program sponsored by the US Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) prior to the creation of the Legal Services Corporation.


Throughout my life I have sought to continue such efforts, but realized that there were distinct lines that needed to be drawn between my responsibilities and aims as a university professor and the other undertakings in which I engaged as an advocate, activist, scholar, consultant, litigator and legal strategist on behalf of groups and disadvantaged clients as well as other activities in which I was engaged. A teacher’s job is to assist students to develop their skills and awareness to the highest levels they are capable. It is to think with clarity and precision while possessing a great range of information and knowledge that allows an honest and comprehensive understanding of the world with which they are engaged. It is, in fact, our responsibility to educate students in ways where they become their own “teacher” because, ultimately, that ability is the ideal for which we must all strive. Intimidation, indoctrination, propaganda, “shout downs,” silencing of alternative viewpoints, one-sided politicized assertions and interpretations all contradict and offend the essential spirit and legitimacy of the educational process.


Liz Peek has offered an analysis of how we arrived at the precipice of societal chaos, explaining the role of universities in the process. She writes:




Wonder where today’s “cancel culture” comes from? It comes from college campuses, fueled by young people and abetted by an older generation that has not had the courage to say no. This is how the slide toward totalitarianism begins. Silencing the opposition is essential to creating “legitimacy” for despots like Vladimir Putin or Kim Jong Un; if political opponents have no voice, people will assume they don’t exist.2





As Peek notes, universities have been the driving force for the CRT/Woke movement. Our universities are where our current K-12 teachers and administrators are being molded by political zealots who are firmly convinced their perspectives are the only legitimate options. Their K-12 students are then sent to universities with an already formed political mindset that is then further intensified. Anyone who disagrees with the “intellectual” ideologues is condemned as a bigot or racist. They are attacked and “canceled” by bullies “high” on the narcotic of power. In far too many instances, that power is being abused through shaming, bullying, and punishing not only those who dare to disagree, but anyone who fails to affirmatively support the ideologues by condemning and shunning the unfortunate offender.


Woke/CRT Is a “Mass Movement” of Disciplined and “Exclusively Political” Identity Groups That Are Seeking Power and Control: DEI Is at Its Heart


In The New Realities, Peter Drucker warned about the “new pluralism” and its intense desire for power and rejection of the individual. He warned it is also an assault on the assimilative ideal of the American political system. Drucker explains:




The new pluralism … focuses on power. It is a pluralism of single-cause, single-interest groups—the “mass movements” of small but highly disciplined minorities. Each of them tries to obtain through power what it could not obtain through numbers or through persuasion. Each is exclusively political.3





Consistent with Drucker’s warning, America’s universities have been captured by a “mass movement” of “small but highly disciplined” Identity Groups. The result has been a serious and dangerous degradation of our educational institutions. Many “new scholars”—particularly those in the “soft” and malleable noncumulative disciplines—possess agendas that cannot be pursued without resort to radical, condemnatory, and dishonest pseudo-intellectualism and demonization. This has produced an academic culture in which intimidation of discourse in teaching and scholarship has become a dominant trait.


From the perspective of universities, one effect of the Civil Rights movement is that it made the walls of academia more porous for those entering with a commitment to social justice and against discrimination and the denial of opportunity to every American. That progressive, social justice orientation was vitally needed in the American society of that time. The problem, however, is that as with many impassioned revolutionary movements, the transformation of the university in America ultimately went too far due to its grounding in aggressive activism. Universities require a degree of distance from the intensity of social disputes and conflicts. This does not mean they don’t take those challenges into account in relevant areas of teaching and inquiry, but maintaining a distance from the “madding crowd” is vital.


There is a real distinction between well-considered strategic accommodation and the large scale flooding of a system. Allowing a very rapid inflow of radically different people filled with an intense commitment to activism into teaching and administration has transformed the university institution in both good and bad ways. Even though we can criticize the university of the pre-Civil Rights era for its deficiencies that included too often ignoring issues of social justice, the ideals of “learnedness,” the pursuit of truth, balance, reasoned thought, evidential research and investigation, and analytical discipline, are vital elements for the university. They are critical in aiding and strengthening the society the university is supposed to serve. That core focus has largely been lost.


It is now almost impossible for anyone aspiring to become a member of a university faculty in America to achieve that dream unless they demonstrate “undying loyalty” to the Woke/Critical Race Theory agenda. There has been a dramatic and still widening shift toward a heavily politicized faculty and to the administrative and curricular base in our universities. This shift has been replicated in our elementary and secondary systems of K-12 after several decades of indoctrinated university graduates have entered the K-12 teaching and administrative ranks.


This widening split—one found not only in universities but throughout American society—has intensified the already politicized nature of the university and altered the nature of the educational “medium” in profound and questionable ways. The victors of the “cultural revolution” have seized effective control of much of the university’s administrative structure, curriculum, and the system of rewards and punishment. This is particularly so in the “soft” disciplines, ones where rhetoric, belief, assumption, and opinion dominate content, interpretation, and method far more than do tested data and methodology.


The concepts and prevailing interpretations dealt with in the “soft knowledge” disciplines make it even more essential that we develop a sense of healthy skepticism about powerful sounding assertions of meaning, and that we educate students in ways that create the ability to question, make critical distinctions between claims and arguments, understand the importance of facts and evidence, and assess the motivations of those who are making overarching assertions of validity that advance their own politicized agendas.


At the heart of the problem is that many Woke faculty are seeking to proselytize rather than develop students’ capacities for intelligent and interactive discourse aimed at full understanding as opposed to acquisition of power. Martin Buber captured the distinction as well as any. He wrote:




In our age, in which the true meaning of every word is encompassed by delusion and falsehood, and the original intention of the human glance is stifled by tenacious mistrust, it is of decisive importance to find again the genuineness of speech and existence as We. … Man will not persist in existence if he does not learn anew to persist in it as a genuine We.4





Buber highlighted the vital importance of having open and honest discourse rather than preemptive strikes and argumentative deceit. Discourse requires interaction and tolerance, not preemptive strikes. Buber offers a sense of the difference between honest discourse and propaganda.




Genuine conversation, and therefore every actual fulfilment [sic] of relation between men, means acceptance of otherness. … The strictness and depth of human individuation, the elemental otherness of the other, is … not merely noted as the necessary starting point, but is affirmed from the one being to the other. The desire to influence the other then does not mean the effort to change the other, to inject one’s “rightness” into him; but it means the effort to let that which is recognized as right, as just, as true … take seed and grow in the form suited to individuation. Opposed to this effort is the lust to make use of men by which the manipulator of “propaganda” and “suggestion” is possessed.5







Critical Race Theory, the 1619 Project, and Wokeism Are Masquerading as Presumptive “Theories of Everything” in Race and Gender


It is no accident that the “soft” disciplines of history, social studies, political science, race and gender studies, anthropology, interdisciplinary studies, and communications are where the “Woke” and Critical Race “Theorists,” propagandists and demagogues congregate. This is because belief, opinion, assertion, and assumptions about problems, causation, and “truth” are the coin of the realm. You don’t even have to prove what you say in certain “off limits” or taboo areas such as race and gender. Nor can anyone safely question the assignment of accountability to individuals and systems. For many Woke/CRT activists, their assertions and accusations are sufficient standards of “truth” because it is their “lived experience,” however subjective their interpretations might be, and because it serves the movement’s political agendas. That anti-intellectual process has allowed one-sided and politically-driven attacks by Woke faculty and administrators to be treated as valid for whatever propositions they assert.


The unfortunate reality is that the Woke/Critical Race “Theorists” have concocted a failed “pseudo-theory” akin to what in physics is called the “Theory of Everything” or TOE. In the realm of physics, the hope was that the deep levels of matter research would be able to show the single common force that underlay the fundamental structures and dynamics of the universe. Even though there is a new movement among some physicists to return to that TOE undertaking, the reality is that the Theory of Everything efforts of the 1970s era are acknowledged as having failed in the face of the enormous complexity of what they are attempting to understand, as well as overweening researcher hubris that blocks alternative perspectives.


The disturbing reality that is being denied by the Woke is that just because a bunch of allegedly “smart” people in a discipline invent a movement and call it a “theory” of this-or-that does not mean they are right or that there is total, or even significant, validity in their assertions. An example is provided by what we are encountering in the area of Critical Race Theory and the overstated assertions represented in the 1619 Project, an undertaking that the New York Times’ Bret Stephens scathingly described as a “theory in search of evidence.” Since its release, the 1619 Project in one form or another has been driven into schools and is serving many situations and curricula as a core instrumentality of Critical Race Theory’s assertion that race permeates every aspect of American society. It is therefore important to understand the 1619 Project’s context. This is brought forward in a compelling op-ed written by the Stephens in 2020, one severely criticizing the 1619 Project. Stephens writes:




If there’s one word admirers and critics alike can agree on when it comes to The New York Times’s award-winning 1619 Project, it’s ambition. Ambition to reframe America’s conversation about race. Ambition to reframe our understanding of history. Ambition to move from news pages to classrooms. Ambition to move from scholarly debate to national consciousness. … But ambition can be double-edged. …


As fresh concerns make clear, on these points—and for all of its virtues, buzz, spinoffs and a Pulitzer Prize—the 1619 Project has failed. … Monocausality—whether it’s the clash of economic classes, the hidden hand of the market, or white supremacy and its consequences—has always been a seductive way of looking at the world. It has always been a simplistic one, too. The world is complex. So are people and their motives. The job of journalism is to take account of that complexity, not simplify it out of existence through the adoption of some ideological orthodoxy.


This mistake goes far to explain the 1619 Project’s subsequent scholarly and journalistic entanglements. It should have been enough to make strong yet nuanced claims about the role of slavery and racism in American history. Instead, it issued categorical and totalizing assertions that are difficult to defend on close examination. … An early sign that the project was in trouble came in an interview last November with James McPherson, the Pulitzer Prize-winning author of “Battle Cry of Freedom” and a past president of the American Historical Association. He was withering: “Almost from the outset,” McPherson told the World Socialist Web Site, “I was disturbed by what seemed like a very unbalanced, one-sided account, which lacked context and perspective.”


In particular, McPherson objected to Hannah-Jones’s suggestion that the struggle against slavery and racism and for civil rights and democracy was, if not exclusively then mostly, a Black one.


As fresh concerns make clear, on these points—and for all of its virtues, buzz, spinoffs and a Pulitzer Prize—the 1619 Project has failed. … None of this should have come as a surprise: The 1619 Project is a thesis in search of evidence, not the other way around. Nor was this fire from the right: Both Wilentz and Harris were at pains to emphasize their sympathy with the project’s moral aims.6





My point is that the overwhelmingly sweeping assertions being made by the “theorists” of the Critical Race political movement are a thinly veiled effort to recreate a “Theory of Everything” for a specific political movement. That movement is pursuing a pre-determined political agenda in which the activists are seeking power by utilizing “cherry-picked” examples, overly broad allegations of the evils of total “systems” that contain flaws in the same way that any human system does, and the extremely powerful moral force of racial discrimination. The Woke/CRT arrogation of power through the weaponization of racial accusations applied through their newly imagined Theory of Everything, masquerading as “Intersectionality,” is dividing—and likely to ultimately collapse—the American nation.


The result is that we are engaged in a hotly conflicted struggle over not only the nature and functions of the university, but our entire educational system. This struggle is an important part of a larger effort by the Woke/ CRT movement to seize, “dismantle,” and transform all of American society. Capturing the universities, and then the K-12 educational system, has been a key part of the strategy because that is where the thoughts and minds of people are shaped and a core of future loyalists produced.7


The challenge goes considerably beyond the university, even though that institution is a driving force for creating the crisis that is besetting our society as an eroding democratic community. The Brownstone Institute’s Jeffrey Tucker offers a perspective worth noting. He describes a system-wide movement toward what can only be described as authoritarianism, and if we are honest about Woke/CRT’s connection to its admitted Marxist roots and to a political system at risk of becoming a totalitarian political state. Tucker writes in the context of how the “crisis” of the COVID-19 pandemic was manipulated to gain greater control:




The institutions on which we used to depend to defend our liberties and rights—nonprofits, courts, intellectuals, academia, tech, media—have failed spectacularly. We had no idea just how many of them had long ago been already captured. We did not know that feds were deeply embedded at Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and LinkedIn. We did not know that they had already captured the news pages of the New York Times and so on. We thought that these institutions were merely ideologically biased. We did not know that they had become tools of the regime.8





The Takeover Developed “Gradually” and Then “Suddenly” Once a Critical Mass of Faculty and Administrators Was Achieved


I find Victor Davis Hanson to be a fount of insight on numerous critical issues. In a recent essay, he outlined the crisis now being experienced by the American university, a crisis he described as “the Woke university implosion.” Hanson writes:




In a famous exchange in The Sun Also Rises, Ernest Hemingway wrote: “How did you go bankrupt?” Bill asked. “Two ways,” Mike said. “Gradually, then suddenly.” “Gradually” and “suddenly” applies to higher education’s implosion. During the 1990s “culture wars,” universities were warned that their chronic tuition hikes above the rate of inflation were unsustainable. … Left-wing indoctrination, administrative bloat, obsessions with racial preferences, arcane, jargon-filled research and campus-wide intolerance of diverse thought short-changed students, further alienated the public—and often enraged alumni. Over the last [thirty] years, enrollments in the humanities and history crashed. So did tenure-track faculty positions. Some $1.7 trillion in federally backed student loans have only greenlighted inflated tuition—and masked the contagion of political indoctrination and watered-down courses. But “gradually” imploding has now become “suddenly.”9





The very rapid entry into universities of impassioned ideological activists, and the hiring priorities through which those individuals have benefited, has resulted in a situation where there has been a dramatic shift in who serves as academic faculty, as well as an extensive expansion of “Woke” university administrators who impact heavily on what faculty do. As this transformation of administrators and faculty took place and Woke/Critical Race Theory advocates increasingly dominated universities, it has made entry into faculty and administrative positions increasingly difficult. At this point, entry into faculty and administrative positions in universities ranges from difficult to virtually impossible for candidates possessing more traditional or less ideological values. This is particularly true in the “soft” disciplines such as history, social science, and other inherently political disciplines contrasted with more technical-and science-based undertakings represented by STEM subjects.


Universities Are Gripped by a “Soft and Unforgiving Totalitarianism”


The situation we face is akin to that of the fiery Latin American revolutionaries who, after struggling mightily to overthrow an undeniably unjust dictator, become dictators upon gaining power. As we were warned, “power corrupts.” The mutation of old revolutionaries and their new allies into controllers and dictators has taken place because it is one thing to attack power, but quite another to possess it. While “all power corrupts,” we are entering a phase where we have to understand that “absolute power corrupts absolutely.” It is a dangerous moment due to the degree to which the university and K-12 educational systems have been captured by the Woke/CRT movement.




Emory University Professor Emeritus Mark Bauerlein explains how far universities and faculty have sunk, describing faculty and administrators as “total conformists” adhering to a Woke “Party Line.” He describes what has developed in universities, institutions that should be centers of discourse and critical thinking, as a “soft totalitarianism.”




We have a Party Line firmly in place, and all the faculty members know it. They’re scared; the adversarial temper is gone. The courage of the independent thinker, the fearless critic taking on the Greats, the researchers and scholars who follow the evidence wherever it leads—they are rarely seen or heard, and we’ve watched too many occasions of reprimand and worse, when some heedless fellow opened his trap in the wrong way and had to apologize or go home … The result is a conformity I never would have expected to spread so widely. … “Contesting received wisdom is exactly what we’re supposed to do.” … It is, indeed, a soft totalitarianism, and few people have the stomach to describe what now unfolds in plain sight.10





Walter Williams offers a powerful counter to the Woke mantra asserting that capabilities and methods of inquiry such as rationality are bad and even racist, that the individual is a danger to the collective, that merit is an exploitative and discriminatory tool, and that free speech done by anyone other than themselves is destructive or “a danger to democracy.” He emphasizes how unique and vital has been the Western philosophical and political elevation of the ideal of the individual as a key contributor to the overall community.




“The indispensable achievement of the West was the concept of individual rights, the idea that individuals have certain inalienable rights that are not granted by government. Governments exist to protect these inalienable rights. It’s a tragic state of affairs when free speech and inquiry require protection at institutions of higher learning. Indeed, freedom in the marketplace of ideas has made the United States, as well as other Western nations, a leader in virtually every area of human endeavor. … The true test doesn’t come when he permits people to say those things he deems acceptable. The true test comes when he permits people to say those things that he deems offensive. … Attacks on free speech to accommodate multiculturalism and diversity are really attacks on Western values.11





The Woke Are Absolutists Who Tolerate No Dissent


Bauerlein offers a description of the American university as of 2021. He writes that we now have a stifling and punitive hegemony in control of the university. His compelling analysis bears strong resemblance to that of Hans Yeung who writes that the CCP’s new educational rules force China’s teachers to “be obedient and act as mouthpieces of the regime.”




We now have a hegemony in higher education that’s more binding, more stifling and controlling and punitive than anything the faculty, administrators, and students ever exerted and imposed back in those oppressive, conformist years of the 1950s. The Woke outlook is absolute. Professors don’t dare cross it. Undergraduates who have other concerns keep their heads down when the protesters pass. Administrators react to the Woke demonstrations with the dispatch of an attendant at the court of Henri IV hearing the king’s latest request. Be quick, be wary, stay safe! That’s the policy, even for professors with tenure and long achievement. They have a paycheck for life as long as they don’t engage in serious misconduct, but they act as if they have no security, no protection should the mob arise. They see a colleague targeted and keep quiet. They don’t come to his defense and demand due process (for whatever crime he’s supposed to have committed). No, they only think, “Thank goodness it’s not me.”12





Shame on the “Ivies”: They Are Aggressive Enablers of What Is Happening


The power of Harvard and Yale’s enormous prestige is playing a significant part in the disintegration of vital university norms across the board. Those institutions have produced numerous recent examples of faculty, administrative, and student-led behaviors that contradict many of the ideals we consider the university to advance. This has been multiplied by other incidents at the University of Pennsylvania, Princeton, and Columbia. All-inall, the Ivy League is proving to be a saboteur of the fundamental ideals we have long considered essential in American education and for the benefit of the society.


The Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression (FIRE) published its 2022–2023 College Free Speech Rankings, and the results do not look good for the Ivies.13 The report on campus free speech ranked Columbia dead last and described it as “abysmal.” The University of Pennsylvania was close behind. Yale was ranked sixth from the bottom, and Harvard and Princeton came in with a “poor” ranking. The elite University of Chicago (a non-Ivy) was ranked the most free. Writing about the report in the New York Post, Rikki Schlott states:




If you like free speech, don’t go to Columbia. A leading free speech organization ranked the best and worst college campuses for freedom of speech and New York’s top school, Columbia University, came in dead last. … Columbia University came last and was the only school to be slammed with a Speech Climate rating of “abysmal.” Scoring just 9.91 out of 100, New York City’s Ivy was dragged down by its high number of scholars who were sanctioned for expressing their views. Between 2019–2020, seven academics faced investigation or disciplinary action for tweets or comments deemed unacceptable. Columbia did not immediately respond to The Post for comment. The University of Pennsylvania was second to last, with a score of 14.32 out of 100.14





The Harvard/Yale system exudes a powerful presence in America, just as the Oxbridge system of Oxford and Cambridge universities dominates the British intellectual and political system. The power and prestige of those universities’ ultra-desirable degrees is not really related to any demonstrably higher quality of the education itself compared to that being provided to students in “lower” institutions. Many American colleges and universities provide an equal or superior educational culture for their students, and have faculties who are far more engaged with their students. The reality is that the benefits of Harvard, Yale, and the other prestigious Ivies are, like the United Kingdom’s Cambridge and Oxford “Oxbridge” combo, far more the product of the influential connective networks created by access to other graduates, and the snob appeal status bestowed by having the “stamp” of Harvard or Yale on one’s record and the preferences of potential employers.


The bad aspect of this incredible level of influence is that the faculties of those universities are almost all of a strongly Left orientation and this has a significant effect on the beliefs and political worldviews of those they teach. This means that in many universities, and particularly those thought elite, the new and progressive graduates have been exposed to a monolithic experience of political and philosophical content and aims, not one that is in fact “diverse” or “inclusive.” In a key study, it turned out that only one percent of Harvard’s faculty identified as Conservative, with the university’s vast majority of faculty being on the Left. These institutions correctly see themselves as institutions that are educating the future leadership of America. As such, Harvard and Yale select students in part for what they perceive to be their political outlook. They then educate them through perspectives that enhance the already existing orientation, and send them out into a world where they have disproportionate access and opportunities to the “best” jobs from which they can shape the future.


In other words, they are pretty much all Woke and, due to the power of the Ivy credential, they have a heightened opportunity to be part of “dismantling” and “transforming” the existing system. Victor Davis Hanson suggests the Ivies might eventually have some difficulties, although by the time anything of negative consequence to their dominance actually occurs, it probably will be too late to save us from some of the increasingly intense developments. Hanson writes:




Eventually, even elite schools will lose their current veneer of prestige. Their costly cattle brands will be synonymous with equality-of-result, overpriced indoctrination echo chambers, where therapy replaced singular rigor and their tarnished degrees become irrelevant. How ironic that universities are rushing to erode meritocratic standards—history’s answer to the age-old, pre-civilizational bane of tribal, racial, class, elite and insider prejudices and bias that eventually ensure poverty and ruin for all.15
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Chapter Three


The “Spiral of Silence”
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Yeonmi Park’s Eyes Are Fully Open to What Is Happening in America


Yeonmi Park is a courageous young North Korean woman who fled that country, traveled across the Gobi Desert during her escape, experienced terrible conditions and extreme abuses while doing so, and worked her way through South Korea and then to America. Park said she sees troubling similarities between the United States and North Korea. In an interview with the New Zealand Herald, Park shared thoughts.




“North Korea was pretty insane. Like the first thing my mum taught me was don’t even whisper, the birds and mice could hear me. She told me the most dangerous thing that I had in my body was my tongue. So I knew how dangerous it was to say wrong things in a country.” … She says there are signs the US education system is doing the same thing to its citizens. “That’s what it does when you’re brainwashed,” she said. “In some ways they (in the US) are brainwashed. Even though there’s evidence so clearly in front of their eyes they can’t see it.”1





In addition to writing In Order to Live (Penguin, New York, 2015) with Maryanne Vollers—a bestselling book about her journey—Park enrolled in Columbia University in 2016. She found the culture there to be repressive and drew damning comparisons between North Korea and the culture she encountered as a student at Columbia. Here are some excerpts from her description of the Columbia experience published in the New Zealand Herald.






Yeonmi Park says she thought she was entering a country that promoted free speech—instead, she found the opposite when she went to university. Park attended Columbia University and she soon realised she was in a system that focused on political correctness and contained anti-Western sentiment. She says she thought the system would encourage free thinking and open dialogue but instead found they were being forced to think a certain way.2





At Columbia: “Every problem, they explained to us, is because of white men.”




“Going to Columbia, the first thing I learned was ‘safe space,’” she said. “Every problem, they explained to us, is because of white men.” Some of the discussions of white privilege reminded her of the caste system in her native country, where people were categorised based on their ancestors, she said. She found she would get into arguments with lecturers and students about subjects and eventually learned “how to just shut up” in order to maintain her good grades. “I literally crossed the Gobi Desert to be free and I realised I’m not free, America’s not free.”3





While the Woke and Crits represent only a small portion of the population, they have consolidated into a coordinated, aggressive, and ruthless mass formation of the kind described by Ghent University academic Mattias Desmet in his book, The Psychology of Totalitarianism (2022). This has produced a chilling effect for university faculty and administrators who understandably don’t want to be the objects of vindictive attacks and fear the potential impact on their careers. A recent report by FIRE describes the chilling of academic discourse. In Rikki Schlott’s New York Post report on the suppression and fear being experienced by US academics, she explains:




Academic freedom is under siege. A new survey from the Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression (FIRE) reveals professors are shutting their mouths and biting their tongues out of fear of being canceled. In their newly released report, The Academic Mind in 2022: What Faculty Think About Free Expression and Academic Freedom on Campus, FIRE surveyed nearly 1,500 professors from colleges and universities across the country. The results show mass self-censorship and a widespread fear that saying the wrong thing could cost them their reputations—or even their jobs. … Some 72% of conservative faculty members and 56% of moderates felt this way, while 40% of liberal faculty members did. Roughly one-third (34%) said they often feel they can not [sic] express their opinions because of how students, colleagues or school administration might respond. More than half (52%) of professors reported being “afraid of losing their jobs or reputations because someone misunderstands something they said or did, takes it out of context, or posts something from their past online.” … 11% of faculty members say they’ve either been disciplined or threatened with discipline by administrators for what they taught in the classroom. An additional 4% were threatened or punished for research, academic talks or work in non-academic publications.4





The fear among those who are supposed to be America’s guiding intellectuals is legitimate. The consequences they face are real, including careers ruined through innuendo. But it is not only faculty who are silenced. Apprehension has spread to students over whom the Woke faculty and administrators exert control through immediate grading consequences, as well as providing recommendations for jobs or access to graduate education. When your future is at stake, self-censorship and a public appearance of support for the Woke and CRT agendas can be the result for faculty, students, and university administrators who are not part of the radical movement but seek to avoid its wrath.


Brianna McKee explains the consequences of universities being “enablers” of the repressive behavior of the Woke movement:




The failure to protect freedom of speech at universities threatens education’s core purpose, which is to impart knowledge and hone the mind through debate and challenge. Worse still, it threatens the future of democratic institutions which rely on the free flow of ideas in the public square. The civil contest of ideas is not only the very essence of university life but the very essence of political life in a flourishing liberal democracy.5





Self-Censoring by Students, Faculty, and Administrators and the Abuse and Misuse of Accusations of “Racism” to Intimidate and Silence


In describing the emotional dynamics of what we are experiencing, and why the Progressive left’s strategy is so successful, one prospective speaker at the University of New Mexico, who was scheduled to present a talk about the importance of constitutional rights, offered the following comments.




“[M]ost people cower in fear when they’re called a racist, they go into a place of paralysis. We are in the era of weaponized name-calling where people ask for forgiveness immediately, and they apologize for no reason just because they’re called this.” Today’s Democratic Party doesn’t believe in individualism or speech, Charles Kirk added, noting how the left prefers to categorize each person by arbitrary subgroups based on immutable characteristics rather than merit.6





As former president of Calvin College Anthony Diekema puts it:




Faculty simply do not always say what they believe, or what they know to be true, because they don’t want to deal with what may be the resulting hassle—peer alienation, negative student opinions, or the ire of a constituent community. Self-censorship is often a matter of personal convenience for faculty. They simply assess the potential costs before speaking out.7





Noah Carl is a British sociologist and intelligence researcher who writes about self-censorship by students and academics. This includes warning about the threat that our democratic system’s divisiveness and growing intolerance of competing ideas and policies produces in undermining free speech and the quality of intellectual development at universities. He explains:




[S]elf-censorship is indicative of an atmosphere in which costly social sanctions are leveled against those who express controversial beliefs. A single act of self-censorship may give rise to additional acts via the so-called spiral of silence. This is where a minority viewpoint gradually disappears from the public conversation, due to the fact that each individual who might express that viewpoint becomes increasingly less likely to do so as the number of other individuals expressing the viewpoint decreases. Given the level of vitriol to which some campus dissidents have been subjected, it would hardly be surprising if many students and academics chose to keep their opinions to themselves.8





Carl then describes the results of several surveys in which significant numbers of university students admitted to being afraid to share their views due to concerns about being found “offensive”:




In a 2017 survey of US college students … 49% of respondents said they were reluctant to speak about politics because they feared that other students might find their views offensive, while 34% said they were reluctant to do so because they feared that a professor might find their views offensive. In another 2017 survey … 30% of respondents said they had “stopped themselves from sharing an idea or opinion” in class because they feared that other students might find their views offensive, while 39% said that they had stopped themselves from speaking up outside the classroom for the same reason.


In a 2018 survey commissioned by the William F. Buckley Jr. Program at Yale, 53% of respondents said they had often “felt intimidated in sharing [their] ideas, opinions or beliefs in class” because they were different from those of their professors, while 54% said they had often felt intimidated in sharing them because they were different from those of their peers.9







David Bernstein, founder of the Jewish Institute for Liberal Values, says “Woke” ideology not only stops open discourse but is creating greater antisemitism. The fear of being attacked for opposing the Woke ideology is causing people to self-censor. This fear has spread throughout the university, K-12 schools, and most of American society.




“Americans are self-censoring at rates higher than they were during the McCarthy era in the United States,” Bernstein said. The Cato Institute found that 62 percent of Americans have political views they are afraid to share. The Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression (FIRE), in partnership with RealClearEducation, commissioned College Pulse to conduct a survey of over 37,000 students at 159 colleges, who were asked about their experiences with free speech on their campuses. Eighty percent of students surveyed answered “I self-censor at least some of the time,” and 66 percent said it is acceptable to shout someone down to prevent them from speaking on campus. “The people who deny that it happens like to focus on the ‘cancel’ part of it, but they don’t like to talk about the ‘culture’ part of it,” said Bernstein. “The culture is extremely censorious.”10





No One Wants to Be “Crushed” by the Mass


Russell Jacoby, professor of History at UCLA, notes that scholars’ self-imposed restrictions on their expression of intellectual independence are, in part, a result of prudence. They know that there are consequences to communicating unpopular views and are trying not to offend those who have the power to harm them. Jacoby comments on the disappearance of the independent intellectual. With all the claims by modern group-affiliated activists to be “speaking truth to power,” Jacoby cites Voltaire:




Men of letters, wrote Voltaire, are “isolated writers,” who have neither “arguified on the benches of the universities nor said things by halves in the academies; and these have nearly all been persecuted.” He added that if you write odes to the monarch, “you will be well received. Enlighten men, and you will be crushed.”11







Scholars have no more desire to be “crushed” than anyone else. They quickly learn the forms of behavior and expression that will help their careers and those that will hurt or destroy their prospects. “Soft” repression works because the ordinary academic is a cautious being, not a courageous one. Many university faculty “run for cover” when surrounded by intensely aggressive critics. Academics seek comfort, contentment, and compensation, not conflict. As part of their defensive coloration, they either take on a public stance in which they appear to be in support of others’ agendas, or they withdraw into what they hope is a safe cocoon so as to not draw attention to themselves.


For new and untenured faculty particularly, there is a need to “keep their heads down.” Being seen as out of step with the Woke can end up “canceling” any advancement to tenure status and job security. Even for tenured faculty, as many have discovered, although they have a significant amount of legal job protection, they can find themselves condemned and marginalized by activist faculty and administrators. As Peter Boghossian, Jay Bhattacharya, and numerous others have found, “social justice warrior” students, administrators, and Woke colleagues can attack teachers by condemning their teaching and research to the point that an intensely hostile work environment is created.


Nor are many faculty “colleagues” willing to defend you, because they are part of the critical “mass,” or are afraid of potential consequences to themselves. Boghossian relates how he was even spit at on campus, and Bhattacharya described his experience at the University of Chicago as a “living hell.” Scott Atlas was condemned by 85 percent of the Stanford Faculty Senate due to his views on COVID-19 pandemic strategies. The Stanford Faculty Senate never apologized for its members’ stunning level of ignorance and closed-minded hypocrisy, even though it turned out Atlas was clearly correct.


Universities Are Shifting from a “Tenure Track” Model to Term-Specific Contracts. That Makes Faculty Even More Vulnerable and Tentative


Another significant part of the dilemma is that, over the last several decades, US universities have shifted to an employment model in which intimidation is easier due to increasingly limited job security. The new model that has arisen in many American universities is one where a very significant part of faculty are not on the tenure track and have limited job security and are on fixed term contracts and periodic employment agreements.


The long-term idea underlying the grant of tenure was that the protections afforded by tenure allowed the scholar/teacher’s mind to run free, speak and write openly and critically, and to challenge ignorance and bias. The resulting job security was phenomenal, but it is now fraying due to being abused and even ignored by many academics and administrators. This is not only due to fear of controversy and condemnation, but because they have themselves become politicized and are working within the university institution to use all its benefits and prestige in ways that actually undermine its essence and traditional mission of intellectual depth and integrity.


We are at a point where it is legitimate to ask whether university scholars and teachers have become cowardly, or so intellectually and morally committed to a single political agenda to the point that they have abdicated their responsibility to provide independent intellectual critiques of what is wrong in society and how to resolve the concerns. If that is accurate, they no longer deserve the protections of tenure.


Tenure is a shield, not a spear. It is intended to allow a university academic to be able to “speak truth to power” and not as a weapon to launch one-sided ideological or bigoted assaults. The “speech” of the university academic is to be based on the full evidence, implications, causes, and evidential quality of what is being addressed. That speech will sometimes, or even often, have political implications, but it is only legitimate if it is balanced, honest, clear, and comprehensive as opposed to seeking to advance a faculty member’s personal or identity group agendas.


The problem with doing away with tenure’s guarantees of employment is that a significant proportion of university academics are highly vulnerable in terms of careers. They do not want to offend the activists who have effectively captured the university and who not only include radicalized faculty but also a host of university administrators. The administrators are a particular problem. Many are Woke themselves, are employed as DEI activists or are fully aware that if they do not go along with the Woke/ CRT movement, it will harm or destroy their own ability to move upward in the administrative ranks, or even keep their jobs.


Another part of the problem is that the pay, perks, and privileges of being a university professor are largely unmatched in terms of the overall employment markets. As a law professor, I have always thought of my job like being rich, although without the enormous amounts of money the “real” rich possess. I could set my schedule, read, travel, research, write, engage in very interesting projects, work with organizations outside the university, and more.


The freedom to do what you want and like, largely without any real oversight or interference, is something granted few people, and it is wonderful. This creates a situation in which the threat of losing such a great job is actually frightening because the work conditions and freedom are so fantastic. After a few years in the position and culture of being able to do what you want and to focus on matters important to you, it would be difficult to adjust to a work setting similar to what Hermann Hesse described as being “beneath the wheel.”12


It is also the fact that there may be no equivalent employment opportunities available elsewhere. For example, I have absolutely no idea whether many, or any, of my former colleagues would be able to find productive employment in a situation with anything even close to the salaries, “perks,” and status they receive as university faculty. If they were forced out of the university, many would suffer dramatic financial and psychological consequences. That fact has to be frightening and understandably convinces most academics and university administrators to go along with the crowd of Woke/CRT. Otherwise they could find themselves “on the streets.”
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