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More Child Abuse in the Classroom
Weapon of Mass Instruction or Destruction?
by Anne Gassel, Co-founder Missouri Coalition Against Common Core and Legislative Director for Missouri Eagle Forum

I

n 2014, President Obama called
on school superintendents across
the nation to sign the “Future Ready”
technology pledge, which stated that
the superintendents would do everything they could to bring more technology into their classrooms and
promote digital learning. Over 3,100
(out of 14,000) signed that pledge and
have been pushing to get a 1:1 student-to-device ratio in their districts.
		Many articles tout the ability of
modern technology to educate students and predict that since children
will lead lives that are completely entwined with technology, then the earlier we can get them to use technology the better. Technology is certainly
exciting and offers ways to do things
we could not have done before, but
how many people are taking the time
to ask, “Just because we can, should
we be using it?” If we look at the scientific evidence, the answer crucially
depends on when and how.
		Part of the technology pledge was
to nudge districts into taking advantage of virtual courses. The current
push for “educational equity” wants
computers to provide access to courses not offered, for example, by rural
districts who do not have sufficient
demand or resources to hire person-

nel dedicated to teaching classes such
as chemistry or physics. For high
school students who have the maturity to take a remote or pre-recorded
class, and who have the self-regulation to pay attention during a lecture
and do the coursework on their own,
online courses are a logical and beneficial use of the computer. Districts
should be cautious, however, of fully
embracing this solution. A study by
Columbia University found that attrition rates from college level online
courses can be as high as 90 percent
due to technical difficulties and the
limited peer-to-peer and instructor interaction that many students need.
In addition, large performance
differences remain between income groups who access college level course work through dual enrollment in high school, which indicates
that access alone cannot be the social
leveler it is touted to be.
		Using the computer in classrooms
for even basic functions like note-taking is actually contra-indicated by research. A 2014 UCLA study shows
that typed verbatim notes require
relatively shallow cognitive processing. The mental effort it takes to understand and process what the teacher
says in a handwritten note actually

helps students better retain information.
		Computers can enhance the educational experience in high school and
college, but the research is much less
positive on their use in elementary
and middle school. Technology could
actually be a detriment to learning for
younger
students.
		I n
middle
school,
using
com-

puters to
access digital course work or to do
internet research puts a lot of challenges in front of district administrators. The device itself, whether it is a
tablet, laptop or desktop computer, is
expensive. Entry costs for just a very
basic device start at around $600. For
districts who fall for Google’s “Take
our Chromebooks. They’re free!”
marketing, administrators should remember the adage that there is no
(Continued on page 2)
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such thing as a free lunch. Maintenance to keep software current, repair
costs, and lost or damage device costs
can be significant.
		One middle school that had given
each child a Chromebook at the beginning of the school year, found that
by the middle of October they had
50 percent of the class showing up
with a device that was not charged,
and no more power cords were available from the district. The result was
the teacher’s lesson plan for students
to do on their device had to either
be limited or completely jettisoned.
Technology staff in high device-use
schools are stretched thin and teachers, who were not trained to be IT
specialists, are now expected to troubleshoot technology problems. Plus,
the time spent troubleshooting technology is teaching time lost.
		
Of course, every computer can
gather mounds of data from users.
Parents know the challenges of finding an age-appropriate sweet spot
for internet access. Children should
not have access to explicit material
and nor should they be limited only
to websites approved by a liberal education cabal, which tries to shape
a developing mind’s perspective in
ways which may be contrary to their
parents’ values. The reliance on digital content for classroom instruction
brings Pupil Protection Rights Act
concerns to the foreground.
		As a device for delivering content
like pictures or videos, the internet
connected computer is unbeatable.
If I want to teach about the connection between music and math, it is
wonderful to share a Youtube video
of Zubin Mehta directing the philharmonic in Mozart’s “Eine Kleine
Nachtmusik” where students can see
his arms keeping the 4/4 time signature and we can talk about fractions of
those beats making the lovely sounds
they are hearing. But as a means of

self-directed learning, quality assessment, or a replacement for fleshand-blood teachers in underserved
districts, computers in the elementary classroom, especially for children
under age eleven, definitely fail.
Missed Opportunity for Learning
		
Cognitive science supports the
need to fill the young mind with facts
and wisdom that can later be used to
do more complex thinking. Studies
of the relationship between Working Memory and Long Term Memory demonstrate that those who have
committed facts to LTM have freed
up WM to do things like innovate
or effectively defend a position. The
young mind is perfectly positioned to
form these new neural pathways. We
should be taking advantage of that
natural condition by asking children
to work on cognitive storage and retrieval skills, not by teaching them to
ask Alexa or Siri to do that for them.
		
Research at the University of
Sussex with an MRI, found that people who used multiple media devices at once, who touted themselves as
multi-taskers, had less dense anterior
cingulate cortexes (ACC) than people
who use just one device occasionally.
The ACC is involved in the insightful
solving of puzzles. ACC provides the
ability to think outside the box, to have
that “a-ha” moment. Children raised
to rely on devices, to believe that they
can multi-task, may actually have less
ability as adults to find novel solutions
to problems. What does this say about
their ability to be entrepreneurs? How
does that bode for their ability to tell
truth from propaganda? We know that
those who work in Silicon Valley do
not send their children to schools that
use a lot of the technology their own
companies are willing to shove into
other people’s public schools. Are
they aware of this science (hint: yes
they are) and are they giving their kids
an advantage over other kids by limit-

ing their use of computers when very
young?
Social Separation
		
Plenty of research has emerged
about the negative psychological impacts of prolonged use of technology.
Teen suicide rates have been climbing
in the last 5 years, which coincides
with increased time spent on social
media. The bullying on social media
that occurs outside the classroom can
now be carried into the classroom.
Concurrently, the use of computers for
class work has been on the rise. Computer use has led to more frequent testing, primarily because now we can, so
students with test anxiety are having to
experience it more frequently. Further,
test results, even if they are only meant
to help identify areas that need more
focus, also serve to rank one against
one’s peers. The underdeveloped prefrontal cortex takes this ranking as an
attack on self-worth which contributes
to depression.
		Even the well-intentioned use of
a computer as a means to challenge
more advanced students, where the
child works alone on curriculum
while the teacher focuses on the lower performing students, can isolate
those children from others and diminish their time developing social
interaction skills. Our more advanced
students could be even more socially awkward. The sense of isolation
grows and with it the risk of depression or suicidal thoughts. Teachers
are receiving ever more instruction
on recognizing these trends, all the
while continuing to use the technology that may be contributing to them.
		
Very young children learn because of relationships and the desire
to please in order to strengthen that
relationship. They simply cannot
form a relationship with a machine,
and the science indicates that we
should not be asking children to bond
with a machine.
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Danger in the High-Tech Classroom
by Jeannie Georges, an education researcher in Indiana

A

s quickly as the tech companies
calculated their possible profits — if every child in every school
had their personal computer tablet —
computers were promoted as the latest
and greatest tool for teachers to teach
and students to learn. Research has
been available for decades showing
that a real live person is always the
best teacher. But, facts and research
take a back seat when politicians and
corporations are driving the bus headed for more money and power. Technology in the classroom is estimated
to top $60 billion by 2018, which
does not include the profit from the
easy collection of data that will surely
make the $60 billion look small.
		Educational researchers are trying to get state and federal legislators
to look at some of the research regarding the use of technology in the classroom. Legislators have the opportunity to safeguard students from the
“growing and compelling mountain
of clinical and neurological research
showing that these devices are harming kids in ways that parents never
anticipated.” A new book, Glow Kids,
by Nicholas Kardaras, Ph.D., spells
out the dangers.
		Dr. Kardaras discusses the electromagnetic field emitted by screens and
cell phones, the psychological dam-
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age, the actual brain damage, and the
social problems that follow long exposure to screens, plus he also gives
solutions for those addicted. Everyone
should be aware of the dangers lurking
behind the “glow screen.”
		Do you remember when we were
warned that we should not let children watch too much television? The
warning signs were fixed glassy eyes,
mouth slightly open, and no response
when called. Now, all ages are directing their complete attention to that
glow screen in their hands. But the
new glow screen effect has gone way
beyond that of television.
		The tech companies are hiring the
best and brightest to do brain research
in order to construct the phones, apps,
and social sites to get the user hooked
and addicted. Addicted? Yes.
		
Consider these results from too
much computer screen use. Dr. Kardaras says, “glowing screens — like
those of iPads — are as stimulating
to the brain’s pleasure center and as
able to increase levels of dopamine...
as much as sex does. This brain-orgasm effect is what makes screens so
addictive for adults, but even more
so for children with still-developing
brains....(An) ever-increasing amount
of clinical research correlates screen
tech with psychiatric disorders like
ADHD, addiction, anxiety, depression,
increased aggression and even psychosis....Excessive screen exposure
can neurologically damage a young
person’s developing brain in the same
way that cocaine addiction can.”
		Dr. Kardaras writes that for a
child, being hooked on tech is similar to a drug addiction. “Ironically,
while we’ve declared a so-called War
on Drugs, we’ve allowed this virtual drug — which... (the) director of
neuroscience at UCLA calls ‘electronic cocaine’....and which Chinese
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researchers call “electronic heroin”
to slip into the homes and classrooms
of our youngest and most vulnerable,
seemingly oblivious to any negative
effects.”
		“China has identified Internet
Addiction
Disorder
(IAD) as
its

number-one
health crisis...and South Korea has
opened 400 tech addiction rehab facilities and given every student, teacher
and parent a handbook warning them
of the potential danger of screen and
technology....(I)n the United States,
clueless and sometimes corrupt school
bureaucrats are pushing to put glowing tablets — yes, electronic cocaine
— into the hands of every kindergartener,” writes Dr. Kardaras.
		Plenty of older people are using
computers without having used them
in school. They even used them when
there was no hard drive and when
they had to program their computers
because there were no programs to
purchase. Today’s computer is nothing
more than ‘monkey-see, monkey-do’.
		The software in use today will be
out-dated tomorrow and you have to
re-learn. So, what’s the hurry for a
child to learn an out-dated program
today when riding bikes and reading
books should never be out-dated?
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Higher Education is a Leftist Bastion
by Jeff Charles, Race Relations & Media Affairs Correspondent, LibertyNation.com

O

ur higher learning institutions
have been transformed into
bastions of leftist ideas. Many universities have a decidedly anti-conservative bias, especially in the social
sciences. By discriminating against
conservative professors, colleges
have ensured that left-wing teachers
make up the majority of their teaching staff and inundate their students
with leftist principles without being
challenged. At first glance, this might
appear to be a wild conspiracy theory
— but the studies have shown that liberals vastly outnumber conservatives
on the teaching staff of most colleges.
The evidence is so strong that even
The Washington Post has acknowledged the disparity: “In the academy,
liberals now outnumber conservatives by roughly 5 to 1. Among the
general public, on the other hand,
conservatives are considerably more
prevalent than liberals.”
		Many theorize that this gap exists
because conservatives simply are not
interested in becoming professors.
The issue is not that conservatives
are not interested in education; the issue is that the left is not interested in
having conservative professors who
might counteract their agenda. The
leadership of these colleges purposely prevents conservatives from joining their teaching staff.
		Universities discriminate against
conservatives in two ways:
through the hiring process and curricu-

lum development. When schools are
looking to hire professors, they reject
the applications of teachers who have
shown that they hold conservative
views. The New York Times liberal
journalist Nicholas Kristoff frankly
explained, “One peer-reviewed study
found that one-third of social psychologists admitted that if choosing
between two equally qualified job
candidates, they would be inclined to
discriminate against the more conservative candidate.”
		
Kristof also tells the story of
George Yancey, a black conservative
sociology professor. Yancey conducted a survey that found that “up to 30
percent of academics said that they
would be less likely to support a job
seeker if they knew that the person
was a Republican.” The survey also
revealed the fact that “59 percent of
anthropologists and 53 percent of English professors would be less likely
to hire someone they found out was
an evangelical.” Keep in mind that
Yancey’s survey only showed the
number of teachers who admit their
anti-conservative bias, which means
the number is probably higher.
		
In some cases, the left takes a
more subtle approach to excluding
conservatives. They often craft their
courses and job descriptions in ways
designed to keep educators with rightwing views from applying. The National Review’s David French found
a job description for a tenure-track
professor of “religion, violence, and
peace-building” at Harvard Divinity
School that read, “It is understood that
applicants will employ forms of analysis that address race, gender, sexuality, and/or other intersecting forms
of social power, such as womanist,
feminist, and/or queer approaches.”
		This ad might seem to be a typ-

ical job description for a university professor, but, the language is
full of leftist terms. Although there
is nothing inherently left or rightwing about “religion, violence, and
peace-building,” the university has
framed the subject matter in a way
that only a left-wing professor would
address. Conservatives are unlikely
to view issues of religion, violence,
peace-building through the lens of intersectionality and social power.
		The left claims to practice tolerance for all people, but the reality is
that they are only tolerant of those
who think like them. Colleges that
exclude conservative professors are
not helping their students; they are
harming them. The schools are creating an environment that functions
as an echo chamber for leftist ideas
rather than a politically neutral place
of learning and free discussion.
		Without diversity of thought, students cannot learn how to think critically. They are not learning how to react when their views are challenged,
which is why the students cannot
tolerate conservative speakers on college campuses. Instead of debating
non-progressive views, they seek to
shut them out altogether. Why? Many
of these students do not know how
to analyze arguments that contradict
their views. These universities teach
their students to avoid debate at all
costs — even if it means violence.
		People on both the left and the
right must oppose the exclusionary
hiring practices of American universities. Americans who value a diversity of thought must pressure the leadership of our learning institutions to
create an environment where students
can hear a multitude of cultural and
political opinions. Our students only
receive a quality education when they
can hear ideas from multiple points
of view.

