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The Indoctrination of Millennials

The Deep State on Campus

by Dr. Patricia Daugherty, president of Eagle Forum of Georgia. Article first
published at www.thefederalist.com and read by Rush Limbaugh on his radio show.

T

he Left need not depend on sociology and women’s studies
faculty to radicalize our children; it’s
being done quite effectively in student centers and residence halls.
		
The extremely liberal environment on many college campuses is
often attributed to the influence of aging hippie professors intent on indoctrination rather than education. But
perhaps even more influential is the
army of campus administrators who
work with college students 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week. My recent experience at a conference of such professionals revealed that indoctrination is
not confined to the classroom.
		Before retiring in 2015, I did “student affairs” work on university campuses for almost 40 years. I enjoyed
attending the American College Personnel Association: College Student
Educators International Conference
to connect with colleagues who were
dedicated to helping students adjust
to being away from home, making
new friends, and become successful
citizens after they graduated.
		This year’s meeting, however,
was devoid of such old-school notions. What we got instead was farleft, social-justice politics.
Drinking Their Kool-Aid
		With the theme of “Strategic Im-

perative for Racial Justice and Decolonization,” the conference provided
these talking points: “Racism and
colonization are real, present, enduring, intersectional, and systemic
forms of oppression” and “Advocacy
and social change require us to work
to dismantle racism and colonization
in higher education.”
		
The conference website highlighted blog posts such as “Racial
Justice & Decolonization Can’t Happen Without Disrupting Monoracism”
and “The Costs of Avoiding Discomfort: Addressing White Supremacy in
Student Affairs.”
		Attendees took an “I’ll Go With
You” pledge to assist transgender attendees with restrooms: “I pledge to speak
up against injustice. I will
contact my elected representatives to make sure they
know I support equity, justice
and fairness for trans people in my
country, state, city and neighborhood.”
		
There were designated “All-Gender Restrooms” because “[h]istorically,
restrooms have been a way to reinforce
sex assigned at birth (female/male) and
gender (woman/man) identities and expressions, but as an Association, ACPA
actively challenges traditional definitions of sex and gender.”

Reporting “Thought Crimes”
		This convention, moored in the
principles of tolerance and inclusion,
touted the “ACPA Convention Equity
and Inclusion Information Booth.” At
this booth one could report any “bias
incident . . . believed to have a negative
impact on ACPA members, particularly across marginalized social identity
group membership.” So if I asked a
question that violated the thought police regulations, I might be reported?
Welcome to Communist China.
		Just before the welcoming video
and keynote speaker began, a trigger
warning flashed on the screen that
there might be “disturbing scenes of
activism” in the video. We then listened to Keala Settle’s “This is Me”
as pictures were shown, not of happy
college students of every background
experiencing life on a university
campus, but Planned Parenthood, Black Lives Matter, and
the Women’s March.
		
The keynote speaker was a
professor who expounded on
“White Fragility: Why It Is So Hard
for Whites to Talk about Our Racism.”
I suppose she was selected because
according to the program, “white
supremacy culture permeates in [sic]
the United States, with higher education
and our campuses. Additionally, there is
no doubt racism and colonialism exists
[sic] on colleges campuses.”
		The next morning I risked offend-
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ing the equity and inclusion marshals
by starting some conversations. To
my pleasant surprise, no one shut me
down. Perhaps it’s because my first
musing was, “I wonder how my son
would be accepted at this convention.
He’s white. I’m white; his dad is white,
so he can’t really help that he’s white,
too. He’s straight — married with a
15-month-old son. And he’s a police
officer. I wonder what assumptions
last night’s ‘white fragility’ speaker
would automatically make about him
were he to walk into her office.”
		I got nods from everyone to
whom I posed this observation. This
was a good sign, because I doubt if
anyone in the conference planning
had ever paused to reflect that 40 percent of college students are male and
many of them are white, so maybe
we shouldn’t lecture them about their
failures and shut out their needs?
If You Missed 3rd Grade Grammar
		At the ACPA Town Hall meeting
that afternoon, the woman who welcomed us began by asking the officers and committee leaders to introduce themselves with their names and
pronouns. These grown-ups stood up
and said, “I’m John Doe, the new
president, and my pronouns are he,
him, and his.” Every person gave the
pronouns I would have expected, i.e.,
male for the men and female for the

women. One person did add “they”
and “them,” but everyone knows plural pronouns are grammatically incorrect for singular antecedents.
		I stifled a laugh, knowing it might
land me in the equity and inclusion
jail. I was amazed at how seriously
they seemed to take themselves in
this exercise. Not one of them resisted and said, “Are you kidding me?”
		To further divide people during
the conference, the schedule included “identity caucuses.” During this
hour, attendees could meet with people “who shared their identity/ies”
and talk about racial justice and decolonization. The caucuses included
Arab/Middle Eastern; Asian/Asian
American; Biracial/Multiracial/Transracial; Black/African American; International; Latino/a/x; Native, Indigenous, Aboriginal; Pacific Islander;
Third Space; and White.
		I have no idea what Third Space
is. The program book stated participants should be able to “explore a
deeper understanding of their own racial/political identities” and “engage
with issues of power, privilege, and
oppression in order to interrupt dominance.” Can you imagine these people
planning the homecoming parade?
Administrators Are Influential
		I write this not (only) to make fun
of what I observed. I am sounding
an alarm for Americans who need to
know more about what is feeding the
campus discord and upheaval.
		“Those liberal professors” share
the blame for the sanctimonious silliness, but the administrators often
have much more personal contact
with students. They advise student
government, supervise residence hall
staff, and oversee the student code of
conduct and “free speech” policies.
		
When I came along in my student affairs master’s and doctoral programs, we were taught about psychology and normal maturational issues of
18- to-22-year-olds. We learned how
to be objective counselors, supervise
and develop groups, and teach leadership skills to young adults who would

one day lead our communities. We
supported all of our students — black,
white, Asian, Hispanic, Native American, gay, straight, and international.
We tried to create environments where
everyone could succeed, and when
conflicts arose, we helped students
learn how to solve their problems.
		
Now, college students are surrounded by adults who live and
breathe an extreme political ideology.
No more judging people by the content
of their character instead of the color
of their skin. No more encouraging everyone to come together around their
commonalities rather than focusing
on every possible difference. It was
disheartening to see and hear so much
stereotyping from people who pride
themselves on their inclusiveness.
Ideology Drives the Staff
		Particularly alarming is that political ideology has become a dominant
theme of student affairs graduate programs. As an adjunct assistant professor, I graded the “student development
theory” question on the master’s students’ exams. The political self-absorption I saw promotes not emotional
growth and resilience but rather distrust, anxiety, and victimhood.
		
Students formerly wrote about
young-adult psychology and how to
apply their understanding of normal
development in working with undergraduates. In more recent comprehensive exams, however, the answers
were treatises on white privilege and
explanations of Nigrescence Theory, born of the black consciousness
movement of the 1960s.
		This type of dogmatism and tunnel vision is profoundly unhealthy for
our students. Young people are more
fragile now than they have ever been,
and I’m afraid student affairs is playing a major role in the angst. The political self-absorption I saw promotes
not emotional growth and resilience
but rather distrust, anxiety, and victimhood. College students need mentors
who are more concerned with their
developing competence and strength
than with which pronouns they use.
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How Little Socialists are Made
by Stanley Kurtz, senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, and this
article was first published at www.nationalreview.com

T

he most underappreciated political story of our time is the
changing content of K-12 textbooks
in history, civics, and social studies
Yes, I said political story. Why are
Millennials so receptive to socialism?
Why is the Left dominated by identity politics? Why
have movements
on the political
right shifted from
a constitutional conservatism
symbolized by
the Boston Tea
Party to a populist nationalism? All
these changes are connected to what
today’s history textbooks are, and are
not, teaching.
		Almost any Advanced Placement
U.S. History (APUSH) text has more
influence on American politics than
most of the books reviewed in our
leading newspapers. Yet when was the
last time you read a review of a high
school history textbook? Never, I’ll
bet. That’s partly because these thousand-page monstrosities are tough to
read, and even tougher to judge for
anyone but professional historians.
		Liberals need not bother keeping
track of history textbooks because
they are writing them. But conservatives have dropped the ball on this issue so essential to their survival. Conservative politicians, institutions, and
donors focus far more on short-term
electoral politics and policy than culture. History textbooks don’t even register. Over the long haul, that’s a recipe
for political exile and social ostracism.
		Conservatives saw the tip of the
enormous textbook iceberg earlier
this year when a radio host tweeted
out pictures a Minnesota student had
taken of an AP U.S. history textbook.
The student had photographed pages
of the update of James W. Fraser’s By
the People, an APUSH textbook pub-

lished by Pearson, which covered the
2016 election and Black Lives Matter. Their blatantly partisan bias set
off a conservative media firestorm.
		
Fraser’s updated text portrayed
conservatives as bigots, Trump as
mentally unstable, and the Black
Lives
Matter
movement as a
reasonable
response to a police force acting
like an “occupying army” in
a “mostly African-American town.” It was hit job
as history.
		Yet the full story of James W.
Fraser’s By the People is even more
troubling. Fraser’s bias is no mere
artifact of a bitterly polarizing election,
but runs deeply through his text.
		James W. Fraser is a professor of
history and education at New York
University Steinhardt School of Education and was the founding dean
of Northeastern University’s School
of Education. So Fraser’s academic publications make the educational philosophy behind By the People
frighteningly clear.
		American Ed Schools are famously infatuated with Brazilian Marxist
Paulo Freire’s 1970 book, Pedagogy
of the Oppressed, and Fraser has been
a leader in that movement. Fraser and
a group of American educators worked
closely with Freire in the mid-1990s to
publish Mentoring the Mentor: A Critical Dialogue Both men seek a pedagogy capable of inspiring the overthrow of capitalist hegemony.
		Like Freire, Fraser draws on the
wisdom of Marxist heroes like Che
Guevara. Yet as an historian of education, Fraser also invokes his extensive
knowledge of textbooks. His most
striking claim is that the textbooks
used under Eastern European com-
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munism were excellent in substance,
even if their lessons were hammered
too harshly by teachers: “in their critique of capitalism and imperialism,
in their sophisticated approach to
anti-Semitism, Fascism, and revolutionary struggle — [communist textbooks] represented a very liberating
view of the world . . . But sadly the
pedagogy was as repressive as the
content was liberating.”
		
This claim is stunning. Fraser
believes that if only Eastern Europeans had taught communism in a less
authoritarian manner, a public freed
from the Soviet yoke might not have
rejected communism for capitalism.
Fraser sees the turn to capitalism
by Eastern Europe as an avoidable
“tragedy” caused by the unnecessarily harsh teaching methods of communist schools.
		The content of Eastern European
textbooks was every bit as authoritarian as communist pedagogy. Those
textbooks included poems inspiring
children to report their friends to the
authorities for violations of party
dictates. Those textbooks taught that
no one is allowed to have “purely
personal cares and difficulties in a
socialist collective,” and denounced
Germans who tried to escape over the
Berlin Wall. East German textbooks
instilled hatred for the “capitalist and
imperialist” United States, which was
painted in nightmare colors. Is this the
content Fraser considers “liberating”?
		Fraser argues that “regimes of the
right, including those in the United
States and other so-called democracies” are authoritarian, in their
attempts to force capitalism on students. How curious, then, that Fraser
and his Ed School comrades have so
far escaped America’s Gulag.
		Fraser rejects “the pretense” of
teacher neutrality as a pernicious cover for the interests of the powerful.
The teacher, he says, “must begin with
a commitment to social and political
liberation.” Education, for Fraser, is a
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form of “revolutionary struggle.”
		Fraser’s academic writings of
the 1990s regularly invoke leading
socialist thinkers of the day, while
attacking capitalism and private
property. He condemns conservative
intellectuals and rejects the “sheer
mean-spiritedness of much of what
passes for religion in this country.”
		
Perhaps Fraser’s greatest wrath
is reserved for what he calls “angry
white maleness.” He saw the 1994
Republican takeover of the House as
an expression of “angry white maleness,” which he called “a recipe for
fascism.” He dismissed even liberal
Arthur Schlesinger’s well-received
critique of multiculturalism, The Disuniting of America, as but a symptom
of “angry white maleness.”
		Fraser has a soft spot for radicals
of every sort. In his 2004 book, History of Hope, he lauds the 19th century utopian movements that dispensed
with monogamy and private property. He celebrates ethnic Mexicans in
the American Southwest who refused
to accept the results of the Mexican-American war even generations
later, praising their violent resistance
to “Anglo-American aggression.”
		He commends the various liberation movements of the 1960s and
lauds Jesse Jackson’s “Rainbow Coalition” speech at the 1988 Democratic
National Convention as a high point
of American history. In By the People, though, excerpts from Jackson’s
address are juxtaposed to passages
from Pat Robertson’s speech at the
1988 Republican Convention.
		
By the People presents every leftist movement of the time in glowing,
uncritical terms. Conservatives, on
the other hand, are consistently portrayed as angry, unthinking reactionaries and vicious racists.
		
Fraser quotes lengthy inspiring
excerpts from President Obama’s
second inaugural address. When leftists go to extremes, Fraser always offers justifications: American napalm
in Vietnam explains violent anti-war
demonstrations; Black Panther radi-

calism is merely a response to police
forces acting like “occupying armies”
in the black community. Fraser goes
into high dudgeon over Rush Limbaugh’s humorous jabs at the left,
bemoaning the decline of “good
manners.” Yet he presents the vastly
cruder antics of the Yippies as necessary mockery of those who were
“leading the country to ruin.”
		Conservative opposition to Clintoncare and Obamacare is said to be
fueled by selfish insurance interests,
not policy arguments. Instead of presenting the argument for limited government, we’re told that conservatives
opposed Obamacare because of a
“longstanding bias among Americans
against big government.” Fraser’s academic work reduces conservatism to
a series of irritable mental gestures.
		Fraser portrays conservatives as
heartless racists and sexists. He mischaracterizes the GOP’s “southern
strategy,” and explains opposition
to Hillary Clinton as the product of
sexism. Concerns about crime are
dismissed as code for racial bigotry.
Controversies over single motherhood and conservative stances on social issues are treated as simple heartlessness or antiquated religiosity,
rather than concern over family decline. On abortion, opponents are not
in favor of the right to life but said to
be “opposed to abortion rights.” For
Fraser, there’s no such thing as illegal
immigrants, only those who came to
the U.S. “without official approval.”
		It is hard to see how a student
using Fraser’s textbook could even
respect conservatives, much less become one.
		
In the 2014-15 battle over the
College Board’s revised APUSH curriculum, I argued that the new framework was biased for portraying liberals responding to genuine problems
but conservatives reacting from fear.
Fraser’s political biases match perfectly with the College Board’s.
		How could a man who appears
to be a committed socialist, who dismisses America as a fake democracy,

and who despises conservatives, have
been chosen to write an American
history textbook meant to be used by
students of every political view? It’s
clear from the left-multiculturalist
bias of the College Board’s APUSH
framework that Fraser was a logical
choice to write an accompanying
textbook. The College Board’s new
curriculum was bound to produce this
sort of text.
By the People also shows us that
the College Board’s controversial decision to cover “history” right up to
the present is a recipe for political
abuse. Students should not be forced
to digest Fraser’s (or anyone else’s)
viciously partisan take on the politics
of the day as “history.”
		Critics also warned that the College Board’s decision to issue detailed curricula for its AP courses was
a strategy for circumventing state and
local authorities to create a de facto
leftist national curriculum. Fraser
teaches a course at NYU that uses By
the People and the College Board’s
APUSH framework to train future AP
teachers plus social studies and nonAP teachers. His syllabus for that
course argues that we should treat the
College Board’s new APUSH framework as de facto national standards
for all U.S. history courses.
		Still more sadly, James W. Fraser’s story is America’s story. I know
no more powerful example of the
radical left’s long march through the
institutions. A Marx-loving disciple
of Paulo Freire is now churning out
textbooks, teachers, and students who
neither understand nor respect America’s founding ideas, nor those who
continue to defend them.
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