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Safe Spaces Suck

			For liberals, the entire college campus is a safe space. They can call conservatives anything they want. Without criticism. Without penalty. Without rebuke, official or otherwise. Fascist! Bigot! Homophobe! Racist! Birther! Misogynist! Wingnut! Oh, and let’s not forget: Deplorable!

			So, why aren’t conservatives falling in line with put-upon liberals to demand safe spaces to relieve themselves from the stresses of being an intellectual and political minority on campus? After all, if there’s a frenzied drive to provide safe spaces for liberals, why not for conservatives, too? 

			I could think of a lot of reasons. Such as, conservatives don’t live in a liberal fantasy world where they are taken care of by cadres of compassionate folks who feel their hurt. Or this: The need for safe spaces reflects and is a part of the “politics of identity”—something that conservatives find so abhorrent. Or that the mission of so many universities has been sidetracked from education to social activism, of which safe spaces is a part.

			Ask a liberal why conservatives aren’t demanding their own safe spaces and you’ll be told that conservatives aren’t a “historically marginalized group.” As if marginalizing conservatives now is perfectly okay. 

			No matter. We’re here to analyze why safe spaces have become such an imperative for true believers. And why they pose a danger.

			Defining a “safe space” can be difficult because there seem to be as many versions as there are colleges that have bent to the demands to create them. Generally, we’re talking about physical places where the victimized can go to be walled off from any form of harassment, including hurt feelings. Their goal is to stomp out any “profound feelings of discomfort” on the part of “target groups.” Safe spaces are a favored tool for bringing “social justice” and “positive learning environments” to the campus. They are based on the unrealistic assumption that the best way to learn about social justice is to reject diverse viewpoints, namely ones that you don’t agree with. That true solutions can be best found in an atmosphere free from criticism and conflict, or anything that even hints of disagreements. 

			For some, it is an “autonomous area” with codes of conduct, not necessarily written, that proscribe certain speech or any other actions that would make someone feel unwelcome. They provide an “inclusive environment” for members of the lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and questioning (LGBTQ) community. For women too. And African Americans. Also for a “Trans*gressive genderqueer Latinx” according to one person who “…embraces living on the border of fe/male and the constant crossing over and disruption of normative masculinity.” (Latinx is a gender-neutral alternative to Latino and Latina.) 

			UC Irvine Black Students at the University of California-Irvine demanded the creation of a Black Scholars’ Hall—“a safe space where Black history, culture, and intellectual thought is celebrated.”

			Concordia College in Moorhead, Minnesota aims to make its entire campus a safe space. At Claremont Colleges in Claremont, California, a student newspaper is setting aside some of its columns for “unfiltered safe space” where “people of color” can voice their experiences. The University of California at Berkeley has something called an Ace Space program that provides comfort for, among others, South Asian LGBTQIA students, staff, and faculty. (“I” is for intersex and “A” is for asexual or ally.) 

			Allies of LGBTQ youth can show their support by ordering a Safe Space Kit that lets them assess the school’s climate and “strategize” change. The package includes stickers and posters so the victimized will know when they’re in a 
safe space. 

			At Texas A&M University-San Antonio, a safe space is not a place, nor an office or a department. It’s a person “who provides a safe space that is highly visible and easily identifiable to the LGBTQ+ community. A Safe Space is where support and understanding are key and bigotry and discrimination are not tolerated.” You become a safe space by attending workshops, after which you get a “Safe Space certificate” to show, I suppose, that you are a trained, compassionate person. 

			Some activists want to expand safe spaces to dormitories, creating, for example, all-black buildings. For people who lived through the fight for civil rights, it’s a stunning regression back to Jim Crow and legal racial segregation. It should be the same for inclusion activists today, but for some reason they aren’t bothered by this kind of exclusion.

			How this leftist escapism took root is lost in the fog of time. One school of thought is that it began with 1960s and 1970s feminism, when women sought to create a community of people with shared interests who were fighting for their rights. It was a gender-based movement that morphed through gay liberation activism and into the current contentious atmosphere of gender identification. Another school of thought argues that it began decades before in corporate “sensitivity training,” in which employees were allowed to speak honestly without fear of ridicule or retaliation. 

			All with good motives, to be sure. But the safe spaces vogue creates a quandary that doesn’t bode well for the preservation of vibrant universities or for those who are supposed to benefit. Or, ultimately, for America.

			In a Washington Post op-ed, Morton Schapiro, president of Northwestern University, touched on the quandary as he sympathized with students wanting a safe place. He illustrated his point with this story:

			 

			A group of black students were having lunch together in a campus dining hall. There were a couple of empty seats, and two white students asked if they could join them. One of the black students asked why, in light of empty tables nearby. The reply was that these students wanted to stretch themselves by engaging in the kind of uncomfortable learning the college encourages. The black students politely said no. Is this really so scandalous?...

			We all deserve safe spaces. Those black students had every right to enjoy their lunches in peace. There are plenty of times and places to engage in uncomfortable learning, but that wasn’t one of them. The white students, while well meaning, didn’t have the right to unilaterally decide when uncomfortable learning would take place.

			 

			More to my point, Schapiro poses one of the great ironies of the safe space movement:

			 

			…[E]xperts tell me that students don’t fully embrace uncomfortable learning unless they are themselves comfortable. Safe spaces provide that comfort. The irony, it seems, is that the best hope we have of creating an inclusive community is to first create spaces where members of each group feel safe. [Emphasis added.]

			 

			Well yes, we all seek places of comfort where we can find like-minded people and familiar surroundings. But what we have in the safe space frenzy is a fundamental change in the value that used to be called integration. It turns on its head the idea that we learn by living together, working together, worshipping together, partying together, and raising our children together. Among old time liberals, integration was an article of faith. Now that very idea is under attack by liberals themselves. That we can learn to be inclusive by first becoming exclusive is an idea that is at war with itself. 

			 

			Is this who you want teaching your kids? Professor at John Jay college says “it’s a privilege to be able to teach future dead cops.” 

			—@charliekirk11, Sept. 15, 2017

			 

			Laws were passed and legal rulings were handed down supporting the incorporation of integration into the mainstream culture. For example, the Supreme Court in its unanimous Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka ruling in 1954 declared that “separate but equal” public schools for black and white students were unconstitutional. It was a bombshell decision that overturned the Plessy v. Ferguson decision of 1896 that allowed segregation in public schools. 

			Integration was about more than “desegregation.” Integration was premised on the idea that if we can get to know one another better, we can all live together better. Open housing laws that outlawed residential segregation, for example, are based on the idea that whites can learn from blacks and blacks from whites. Class integration is when low-income families learn the values and practices that will raise them out of poverty by coming to live in successful communities. In Chicago, the issue played out in decades of court cases that forced the destruction of huge concentrations of high-rise public housing, occupied by poor, black families. Following the integration model, they were relocated in “scattered site housing” throughout the metropolitan area. Integration was a major plank in the liberal platform.

			Liberals continue to give lip-service support to integration. Yet, their devotion has been softened by the identity politics and Marxist class warfare battles that now are standard pillars of liberal ideology. Even the suggestion that blacks can learn from whites and whites from blacks, or the poor can learn from the successful ignites charges of racism, classism and all the other isms of the “progressive” agenda.

			When it comes down to it, Americans cherish togetherness. They form groups based on common interests. Black churches, veteran organizations, bridge groups, curling clubs and a host of other events and activities that bring us together are an important part of our culture. Golfers like to have a beer in the clubhouse after a round of golf. Bowlers gather to brag about their games, most likely boring anyone who doesn’t want to talk about the sport. It’s why, despite open housing laws, ethnic groups tend to prefer to gravitate to the same neighborhoods. 

			This is called freedom of association, also protected under the First Amendment. If people of like mind want to get together in an atmosphere of sameness, that is their right. Indeed, no one wants to outlaw safe spaces on campus. They perform an important function, whether it is letting off steam about how you’re being treated or discussing ways to move forward.

			However, the problem with the safe space movement on campus comes when it elbows out or diminishes the importance of higher education’s essential mission: when a comfortable atmosphere becomes more important than the clash of ideas and open debate. Debate is supposed to be conducted civilly. When clashes do go beyond civil, the solution is not to retreat into a cocoon, but to reengage civilly. That is why, at Turning Point USA, civility and respect are as much a part of our approach as is a command of facts.

			Safe spaces by themselves do nothing to prepare students for the real world they will encounter after college. They poorly prepare students for the give-and-take that’s a part of that world. Worse, if safe spaces become nothing more than wallowing in self-pity, they become a real danger. And if the safe space philosophy of retreating from the difficult by fleeing into a bubble of self-absorption takes hold of the entire campus, then we’re all in trouble.

			The rough-and-tumble of energetic debate are the tools of a successful democracy. If we end up hiding, each in our emotional stronghold, nothing gets done. No mutual understanding is reached. Solutions to our vexing social and economic challenges become orphans.
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“Sticks and Stones May Break My Bones…”

			But words will never hurt me.

			Oh, but they will, if you’re attending any number of American universities today. Words have become sticks and stones. Actually worse. They can hurt your sensitivities. Wreck your self-esteem. Offend your feelings. Make you feel rotten. Insult your heritage. Deny your worth. Send you into a depressive funk. And so much more. 

			Words now are microaggressions, the endless slights, snubs, rebuffs, and low-blows, whether intentional or not, that have sucked this generation of Americans into the deepest recesses of self-sympathy. Students, faculty, and administrators have become so overly sensitized to slights and innocent off-handed remarks that colleges have morphed from places of higher learning into playgrounds where name-calling sends children home crying. 

			Now, instead of “words can never hurt me,” we have the dictum that “words have power,” or as life coach Hyder Zahed said in the Huffington Post, “Words are singularly the most powerful force available to humanity,” apparently believing they can flatten cities and move mountains. 

			Colleges are so obsessed with microaggressions that they have obscured the true mission of higher education. How could this happen?

			The word microaggression was coined by Harvard University psychiatrist Chester Pierce in 1970 to describe frequent and casual remarks that put down African Americans and later any “marginalized” group—women, gays, Hispanics, and immigrants. PsychologistDerald Wing Suelater expanded the definition to include “brief, everyday exchanges that send denigrating messages to certain individuals because of their group membership.” Others observe that instances of microaggressions pile up over time, leading to a major crisis. They usually arise from bias about a person’s race, sex, sexual orientation, disability, religion, class, ethnicity, or any other newly discovered marginalized victims of the dominant society. 

			The American Psychological Association added more complexity to the term: “Some racism is so subtle that neither victim nor perpetrator may entirely understand what is going on—which may be especially toxic for people of color.” And so, clearly both victim and victimizer need to be educated about the evils of microaggressions. Psychologist Sue is busily itemizing and classifying insults to help people of color understand when they are being marginalized and to let the aggressors know when they have crossed the red line. “It’s a monumental task,” he said, “to get white people to realize that they are delivering microaggressions, because it’s scary to them. It assails their self-image of being good, moral, decent human beings to realize that maybe at an unconscious level they have biased thoughts, attitudes and feelings that harm people of color.”

			And maybe, at the unconscious level, the researcher’s poor self-image blinds him to the damage he’s doing to everyone by creating conflict when little or none exists. See how dangerous assumptions like that can so easily become a part of the discussion?

			Now the catch-all term has been found to be so useful to intimidate people you don’t like that it has been expanded to a dizzying vocabulary of words so extensive that no one knows the complete list. Yet, anyone who accidentally or unknowingly speaks such words is ipso facto guilty of an aggression, which means maybe it’s time for him to “check his privilege.” 

			Where do we start on the list? The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee went straight to the point by adding to its official list of no-noes the phrase “politically incorrect” as a micro-aggressive “dismissive term.” No surprise there.

			
			Every college socialist should be encouraged to live under a Marxist regime for 6 months. Would love to see the Bernie bros try and survive in Venezuela without running water, food, shelter, or wifi. Socialism sounds great till it kills you and your family. 

			—@charliekirk11 Jan. 22, 2018

			
			But is it racist to ask someone “Where are you from?” It used to be a conversation starter, but now it’s a microaggression because it suggests that the question is directed at someone who is an outsider, who doesn’t belong here, or who isn’t as good as the asker. 

			Thanks go to the American Psychologist for elaborating on the list. For example, it’s a microaggression to say, “You speak good English.” Or ask an Asian American to teach them words in their native language. Asking once implied curiosity and interest in a foreign culture; no more.

			Don’t ask an Asian person to help with a math or science problem because it assumes that all Asians are good in math and science. Even though an Asian classmate is actually good at solving math problems, and you need help understanding them.

			“When I look at you, I don’t see color,” amounts to denying a person of color’s racial experiences. Never mind that it once was a term of endearment, meaning, “when I look at you, I see the things that make you a person, not a skin color.” A good example of how no good intention goes unpunished. 

			Here’s another microaggression: A white man or woman clutching their purse or checking their wallet as a black or Latino approaches or passes. It presumes that people of color are dangerous, criminal or deviant on the basis of their race. Of course, some people are just naturally cautious and respond like that whenever a stranger of any color approaches, but they still get counted among those slinging about microaggressions. 

			“I’m not a racist. I have several black friends,” is a cliché that has faded from use as proof that you aren’t a racist. The expression has been so ridiculed that only the most unthinking would make it. Of course, there’s the possibility that it’s true the speaker has black friends and isn’t a racist.

			In an attack on meritocracy, these observations are classified as racist microaggressions: “I believe the most qualified person should get the job.” And, “Everyone can succeed in this society, if they work hard enough.” Yes, it’s true that some people take such criticism personally, especially if they are unemployed. But the statements also are true, an underpinning of the conservative movement. 

			According to others, here are more microaggressions: In the classroom, assuming the gender of any student and misusing personal pronouns even after a student, transgender or not, indicates his/her preference. Telling your wife that she looks great for a grandma. Telling a date that he looks nice, kind of feminine. A professor citing as a source more men than women. Having “male” or “female” on employee application forms; it forces the applicant to pick between the two. Golf outings. A teacher fails to call on non-white students often enough. The academic calendar arranged around religious holidays, making Christmas vacation a microaggression. The words “boyfriend,” “girlfriend,” “husband,” and “wife” because it creates “the expectation that people do not identify as LGBTQ until they say otherwise or disclose their sexual orientation.” Instead you should say the neutered “partner” or “spouse.” 

			Among the banished expressions are: “Those people,” “I don’t like short hair on girls,” “Please stand and be recognized,” “I love your shoes,” “We are all human beings,” “All lives matter,” “America is a melting pot,” and “mankind.” 

			Those who hunger for more of this gruel can visit a website devoted exclusively to microaggressions at microaggressions.com where you can learn the difference between micro-assaults, micro-insults and micro-invalidations. While exploring the minefields of such micros, I came across a question that illustrates the confusion over microaggressions: A writer asks whether, as a non-Muslim white person, he can add a blog post about a microaggression relating to Islamophobia at his Christian church. It took some two hundred words to answer: No. The unabridged version: “While you clearly are conscious and recognize the Islamophobic micro-aggression, [this] project is about providing a voice for people who have to experience it.” The blog responder didn’t infer it, but if I were leftist through-and-through, I would say that someone posting about something that he himself didn’t experience is a microaggression itself—a “cultural misappropriation.” But that’s a story for another time. 

			Back to examples of microaggressions:

			A “cultural competency workshop” at the University of North Carolina informs white people they are privileged because they can buy Band-Aids “in ‘flesh’ color” and have “them more or less match their vaguely beige-hued skin.” 

			The Lily, which is published by the The Washington Post, described the devastating microaggression experienced by Arum Kang, co-founder of dating app Coffee Meets Bagel, while pitching her company: “I became painfully aware this year that the questions that I mostly receive from these male investors are focused on potential losses (‘How predictable are your future cash flows?’), whereas men get asked promotional questions (‘What are your next big milestones?’). I’ve also flat-out been asked how old I was. Now that I have a child, I get asked questions about work-life balance. I used to have my baby’s photo [as a background] on my phone. Not anymore.” Err, aren’t questions about cash
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