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DEAR
READERS

A LETTER FROM
THE EDITOR

Dear Readers,
Following over twenty years of tradition, we are proud to publish the April/May 2016 issue of
the Carolina Review, the New American Rhetoric. In this issue, we will break down the Left’s
unprecedented overhaul of modern English vocabulary and their attempts to tell the rest of us
what is and is not acceptable to say. From buzzwords like diversity and microaggressions to concepts like safe spaces and privilege, the Left has launched an all out war on Americans’ freedom
of speech.
Inside these pages, you will hear from Associate Editor Alec Dent discussing why safe spaces
are antithetical to higher education, from Managing Editor Jackson Valentine on Chapel Hill’s
war on conservatives, from Hinton Carter on the University Left’s treatment of his conservative
beleifs and speech, and from Editor-in-Chief Frank Pray on the rise of the Transformational Left,
just to name a few. In addition, you will read the second installment of our recurring feature, A
Carolina Conservative Abroad, written by our very own Ana Gabriela Delgado as she studies
abroad in Berlin, Germany. In this issue, she will discuss the Left’s demonization of the word
‘capitalism’.
It is our goal in this issue to provide our readers with a brief and informative look into the
modern Left’s radical transformation of our language and to the conservative movement’s efforts
to combat their tyrannical redefinition of modern life. We hope that you enjoy reading this issue
of the Carolina Review, and leave with the fire of liberty burning brightly in your soul.

Lux et Libertas,

CONTACT US

Francis C. Pray, III
Editor-in-Chief
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Donations & Subscriptions
To become a subscriber to Carolina Review, give a gift, or
change your subscription address, contact us at carolinareviewonline@gmail.com
Address
Carolina Review
282 Frank Porter Graham Student Union
UNC-CH Campus Box 5210
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27599-5210
Letters to the Editor
Carolina Review welcomes your comments, criticisms, and
suggestions. Letters to the Editor should be submitted via email
to carolinareviewonline@gmail.com or mailed to our perma-
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nent address. Carolina Review reserves the right to edit letters
for length, clarity, and vulgarity. Please keep letters to the
editor below 300 words. Not all letters will be printed. Include
your name, year in school, major, and hometown. Professors
should include their department.
Join the Staff
Carolina Review always needs new writers, photographers,
and layout personnel. Please contact Carolina Review at carolinareviewonline@gmail.com to find out more about our next
staff meeting and how you can become a part of the Review.
The Review is currently looking for Staff Writers and visual
media associates.
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PERSPECTIVE
NATION
FROM THE

“Whoever would overthrow the freeness of a
nation must begin by subduing the freeness of
speech.”
- Benjamin Franklin
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FREE SPEECH
AMERICA’S FIRST RIGHT

When reading this copy of The Carolina Review, I urge you to think about the
power of words, language, and the encroaching dominance of the “New American Rhetoric.”
All around us, Leftists are taking control of rhetoric. It is not simply the issues
we must fight—we must engage ourselves in a fight for free speech in America.
For many, free speech means simply the ability to say whatever you wish.
However, for free speech to truly exist, rhetoric and language cannot be controlled and manipulated. Across the nation, Leftists are rapidly progressing in a
takeover of words themselves. Ideas are not the only thing being politicized—
words are becoming potent political weapons.
As we approach this crucial juncture in American history, we must not be blind
to the redefinition and radicalization of vocabulary, the construction and reconstruction of language to suit extremist, Leftist ideals, and the domination of a
Leftist lexicon. Language has the power to categorize, to include and exclude,
to condemn, to glorify, to incite hate, to gain power. The Left can only condemn us through a restructuring of social paradigms, through a construction of
phrases such as "safe space" and "microaggression."
To take back America, we must take back the power of language.
-- Paige Roberts, Layout and Copy Editor

IN MEMORIAM
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A Carolina Conservative Abroad
Ana Delgado
Sophomore
Political Science
Charlotte, NC
agdh@live.unc.edu

T

here are probably a lot of
words that our mothers
would have washed our mouths
out with soap for using, that our
grandmothers would have washed
our mothers’ mouths out with
soap for using, and so on. However, this new generation seems
to be appalled at a new set of
words, including (but definitely
not limited to): free speech, the
American Dream, right-wing, and
capitalism. Yes, capitalism as a
concept has seemed to be deemed
the filthiest of all. It baffles me
how a political movement supposedly defined by “equality to
all” and “all-acceptance” can be
so exclusive. Liberals nowadays,
particularly the young and entitled, seem to believe that everyone’s opinions are important,
except for the ones that differ
6
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Capitalism is Not a Dirty Word

from theirs. Instead of discussing the ideas of capitalism versus
socialism rationally and with
mutual respect, liberals seem to
shudder at the thought of that
“C” word. This strange behavior
is not particular to UNC, Chapel
Hill, or the United States. Here,
over 4,000 miles away, I still feel
the censorship on c*********.
During my time studying
abroad in Berlin, I have
met a plethora of students who
identify with the Democratic
Party. Particularly, I seem to be
the only red dot in a sea of students “feeling the Bern.” In fact,
I have met individuals who study
at private universities back in
the States that have actually said
they are “victimized by capitalism.” One can only imagine my

perplexed facial expression while
I stare at their brand new iPhones
and designer clothing while
those words are uttered. Some
students even defend socialism
in Venezuela, my home country,
arguing that I am not “objective
when discussing the matter.”
Nevertheless, they are the same
individuals who major in American politics back in the U.S.- hypocrisy seems to be a recurring
theme here.
I often try to discuss the
matter objectively and
without the mention of political parties, despite the fact that
politics and economics are so intensely intertwined. When I argue
for ideas of capitalism, free-markets, and competition, I get the
response, “That is only good for

rich people not the normal ones.”
This never ceases to baffle me.
The very notion that capitalism
is built on is that the consumer is
key. Competition drives up product quality and decreases product
cost, which all benefit consumers
(otherwise known as the “normal
ones”). On the other hand, with
socialism the minority elite powers over the rest of the population, controlling every aspect of
products, their prices, and their
production.
I am not an economics
major, but I consider this
some pretty basic stuff. Need a
quick guide to the main differences between capitalism and
socialism? Look no further:

1

The main differences between both economic models can all be summed up into
the main distinction of levels of
government involvement. While
capitalism allows free market
conditions to drive innovation
and wealth creation, socialism is
based on centralized economic
planning (with the government in
the center) leading to conformity.

2

While capitalism is more
concerned about competition and invention driving the
market, socialism focuses on the
redistribution of wealth in an effort to close the wage gap.

3

Socialism aims to control
the masses by stifling class
mobility. By creating a single
class, and eliminating room for
ascension, the government manipulates the population.

4

In a capitalist economy,
individuals and private
companies own properties and
businesses. However, within
a socialist economy, these are
owned by the state.

5

Incentive, incentive, incentive. Capitalist economies
thrive off of this, while socialist
economies do not really have it.
Again, we see the issue of competition and the drive to innovate
present within capitalist economies. However, when production
is state-controlled, there is decrease in motivation, which leads
to inefficiency.
Even after this quick tutorial, my peers abroad argued,
“Well if you hate socialism so
much why did you study abroad
in Germany? This is the type
of socialism that Bernie Sanders fights for and the economy
here is strong.” Um, wrong.
If we discuss socialism in the
economic realm as we have been
doing, Germany is capitalist and
that is why the economy is much
stronger than that of some of its
European counterparts. Germany

is a capitalist country in the
sense that, economically, production property is largely privately
owned. The arguments of Germany being socialist stem from
the fact that there is a very large
state-administered social welfare system within the country,
which is yet another example of
government control. So yes, even
though Germany is often characterized as a socialist European
country, we have to acknowledge
its capitalist economic model and
not let Sanders cloud that judgment.
Capitalism works. Free markets foster democracy, freedom of expression, and human
rights because private property,
which is central to any notion
of capitalism, produces a sphere
of self-sufficiency that grants
each individual with liberties.
Capitalism is not a dirty word.
It is actually a pretty great one.
It is a concept that encourages
individuals to become engineers,
doctors, lawyers, and scientists. I
want future generations to live in
a country where the economy is
based on this drive, ambition, and
innovation. And I want them to
know the word ‘capitalism’ and
not consider it a taboo. CR

FEATURED ARTICLE
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The Culture of Immigration
Nathan Cole
Senior
History
Wake Forest, NC
nrcole@live.unc.edu

Immediately after World War I, assimilationist Americans began to use
the term “melting pot,” referring to
the way in which immigrants were
expected to “melt” into the American
culture and lose most of their own
culture from which they immigrated.
Back then, it was really kind of racist,
as it was generally expected for immigrants to shed all aspects of their
culture and adapt to the stereotypical
American way of life.
We now know that, thankfully, most immigrants did not follow
this assimilationist model of immigratiom, which resulted in our current “multicultural culture,” if that’s
not too redundant for you. Now, we
also have this idea that America is not
a melting pot, but a “salad bowl,” in
which each individual culture is preserved within the overall culture that
is defined as the prototypical “American” way of life. The problem with
this idea is that a) it’s not very patriotic at all, and b) it’s quite simply naïve.
There is a disturbing trend
in our society today, particularly on
college campuses, to generally hate
American culture. We want to be
counter-culture; we want to be different. This is certainly admirable, as
change never truly happens without
those who “swim against the current,” but American culture is by no
means something that necessitates
hate, or even a strong dislike. Like
every culture, we have negatives, but
there is no reason to completely write
off American culture as evil. Without
American culture, we wouldn’t have
the amazing university we have today. Incidentally, we wouldn’t have
the university we have today without
the contributions of some less than
reputable individuals (i.e. the lovely
Mr. Saunders). That being said, it is
8
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Why America Needs
Immigrants to Assimilate
uniquely the American culture that
has produced such ideas and phenomena as the American university,
the huge amount of scientific progress
achieved in America, and others too
numerous to count.
The American culture cannot even be tied down to one specific
region. The culture in San Francisco,
California is incredibly different than
the culture in Bunn, North Carolina,
which is, in turn, incredibly different
than the culture in Boston, Massachusetts, which is again, different from
the culture in Bismarck, North Dakota. The United States has so many
different regional cultures, that it is
impossible to nail down any specific
“culture” that purely typifies “American culture.”
Immigrants now are expected
to preserve their culture and not conform to American culture, as if it is an
incredibly admirable thing to do. The
idea of the salad bowl culture is toxic
to an immigrant trying to get ahead
in the American system. If you ask
an immigrant to completely preserve
their home country’s culture and not
conform to the culture of the country
to which they emigrated, you place
them at a huge disadvantage. Not
learning the language, not learning the
customs; these are all necessary parts
of being successful in a foreign country. Imagine if you, as an American,
moved to Israel, or Austria, or India,
and never learned the main language
of business and refused to adhere to
any and all customs. You would be
called foolish by anyone who met
you, including the rest of us Americans back here in the States. But of
course, immigrants coming to the
United States are encouraged to keep
their culture separate from the American culture, because “salad bowl” is

good, and “melting pot” is bad.
That being said, the idea of
a salad bowl culture is simply unattainable. Wherever you have a large
mix of cultural groups, there will be
spillover and mixing. For example,
the Texas and Mexico border is a
dividing line between two very different cultural mindsets, with very
similar cultures. Texas is arguably the
most “American” state in the Union,
but the culture of Southern Texas is
so similar to that of Mexico that it has
spawned its own unique culture: TexMex, or Southwestern, a unique blend
of American and Mexican. In the
same way, immigrant cultures change
with the mixing that occurs whenever
two cultures collide. Look at the way
Miami has changed with the influx of
Cuban immigrants. Sure, it’s called
Little Havana, but is it truly Cuban?
No, it is American, in that Cuban immigrants have come and created a
culture that is not completely Cuban,
nor is it completely stereotypically
white American.
I propose a different type of
cultural analogy. America is not a
melting pot, nor is it a salad bowl. It
is a stew. Every culture has its own
unique taste, and is distinguishable
from others, but that culture spills over
and mixes with others to create the
overall American culture. No culture
should have to completely dissolve in
the melting pot of America, but neither can nor should they completely
reject the American culture. America
is a stew, where every culture contained therein is distinguishable from
others, and where each culture has not
only left a mark on the American culture “stew,” but also been marked by
the American culture itself. CR

Scared New World
ALEC DENT
Freshman
Journalism
Lumberton, NC
alecmdent@gmail.com

This year we’ve seen the future of
free speech played out in the world
of higher education. Students have
been protesting at the drop of a hat,
taking issue with laws, speakers, and
anything else that challenges their
ideology. Of course, the perfect example of this new attitude towards
free speech was highlighted in the
Mizzou scandal this past fall. After
pressure from students, the president
of the University of Missouri system,
Tim Wolfe, resigned for not creating
a “safe space” for his students. Safe
space meaning an area where anything or anyone deemed offensive to
a group (except, naturally, for conservatives, Christians, and white males)
is immediately removed. His resignation was followed by further protests
and a memo asking students to report
an instances of hurtful and offensive
speech to the campus police. Which
philosopher among us should make
the determination that something is,
in fact, “offensive” is left unsaid.
The less philosophic among us,
namely the typical college student
protester, would immediately respond
“anything that hurts my feelings.”
Anyone who has yet to sip from their
particular Kool-Aid concoction can
immediately see a few problems with
this definition. For one, feelings are
an inherently subjective standard,
especially when feelings are prone
to change. If you have an especially
awful day, an action that would be
fine on any other day can suddenly
become offensive. Furthermore, feelings aren’t the same across the board.
What offends one person may not offend another. Most of us consider the
historical development of common
law (the most stable and objective
standard we’ll ever have) an achievement, leaving the caprice of the king

How "Safe Spaces" Ruin Debate

and his star chamber behind. But now
we’re being asked to scrap objectivity to the whims of whichever random assortment of students happens
to congregate in Polk Place and make
demands.
In our modern culture, anything
and everything can be labeled offensive, ranging from Halloween costumes to sports team names. Society
has come to view feelings as more
important than anything else in the
world. And the absolute worst way
to offend a person? Disagreeing with
them.
Challenging beliefs had become
the ultimate form of rudeness. But,
the only way anyone can grow in
their beliefs (or toss them aside if
they’re incorrect) is through being
challenged. Feelings are meaningless
when it comes to learning. The only
thing that is universal is factual evidence.
Here at Chapel Hill we have a perfect example. There is a monument
on the upper quad that, as of late,
some students have deemed offensive
to African-Americans. The statue in
question? Not the (in)famous Silent
Sam, but the Unsung Founders Memorial. The irony is almost unbearable. The memorial is dedicated to
the memory of the African-American
slaves who helped build the university and yet somehow it’s racist. The offended party’s interpretation stands in
direct contradiction to the memorial’s
intent. Interpretation doesn’t matter
when the actual intent is clear.
Take, for another example,
Greg Lukianoff, who was unfortunate enough to find himself on Yale’s
campus in the wake of their email
“scandal” last year. Quickly summarized, the “scandal” came about when

Erika Christakis, a head of one of the
dormitories at Yale, sent out an email
saying the university’s overbearing
attitude towards students’ Halloween
costumes failed to take into account
the students’ freedom of expression.
Immediately she was leapt upon for
failing to uphold the P.C. culture.
Protestors demanded that she and her
husband resign and sent hate mail,
threats, the whole nine yards. Mr.
Lukianoff is president of the Foundation for Individual Rights in Education and coincidentally happened to
be scheduled to speak at Yale shortly
after the email went out. The “scandal”—so-called by the same crowd
that is unwilling to apply the same
term to the far more serious actions
of Hillary Clinton—came up at Mr.
Lukianoff’s talk, leading him to comment, “You would think that given
the reaction to what she had written
that she had actually wiped out an
Indian village.” In a most unbelievable stretch of interpretation students
turned on Mr. Lukianoff, claiming he
was laughing off the historical plight
of Native Americans. Mr. Lukianoff’s
intent is clear and the fact that these
students interpreted incorrectly is
equally clear.
The politically correct camp shows
time and time again that, though they
claim otherwise, they are unaccepting of true diversity and freedom of
speech. Their actions make civil debates impossible as they insist anyone
who disagrees with them is hateful,
ignorant, and bigoted. This doesn’t
make sense. Debates and conversation help find truth. One party enters
the conversation wrong and leaves
it enlightened. So, if your beliefs are
correct then challenges should be
welcomed. What are the safe spacers
scared of? CR
FEATURED ARTICLE
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The Patriarchy
Jake Riggs
Junior
Economics
Charlotte, NC
jaketriggs@gmail.com

“The patriarchy hurts men too!”
It is a frequently used phrase by
radical feminists that attempts to
dismiss male victims of suicide,
workplace deaths, rape, domestic
violence, war, and just about everything else as caused by some
invisible force, not by real causes.
A patriarchy is a society in which
men hold the power and women do
not, and the argument of “the patriarchy hurts men too” is generally
used to derail and dismiss problems that men have. For example,
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
reports that men represent 92% of
workplace deaths. A common argument against this would be that
a “patriarchy” society views men
as stronger and more capable and
views women as weak and incapable and such a society pressures
men into taking the dangerous and
life-threatening jobs. If we completely ignore the problem of this
argument being circular logic, we
are still faced with the fact
that, irrespective of the reason, men dying at 11.5 times
the rate of women is still a
problem. This line of reasoning leads to one inevitable
question: how many times can
the “patriarchy” hurt men before it isn’t a patriarchy?
A patriarchy, by definition,
advantages men over women.
Although some instances of
the patriarchy “backfiring”
may be present, men would
have the overwhelming advantage in such a system. Men
face more than a few obstacles
in today’s world, but Leftists have
found a neat little excuse to quickly
brush that under the rug. In 2010,
the CDC’s NISVS report (the most
comprehensive intimate partner
and sexual violence survey ever

How the Left Avoids Addressing
Real Problems

conducted) stated that, in the previous 12 months, 4.7 million women
and 5.4 million men suffered from
physical violence from an intimate
partner. Of course, the left would
argue that this is simply due to the

were raped while 1.3 million men
were “made to penetrate” during
the same time period. For those of
you that don’t know, “made to penetrate” is the same as being raped
except it allows us to invalidate a
man’s experience of being
forced to have intercourse
by giving it a different term
that carries less emotional
weight. Until 2013, the FBI
defined rape as something
that only women could be
the victims of. But this is
because the patriarchy did
its job too well, and society
views men as too strong and
powerful to be the victims of
rape! Even in the realm of
domestic abuse and sexual
violence, areas often touted
as strictly a “women’s issue,” the number of male
victims is easily on par with the
number of female ones. Despite
having nearly identical rates, the
patriarchy is still somehow at fault
for both scenarios.
Of course, brushing problems

"Men face more than
a few obstacles in
today's world, but
Leftists have found
a neat little excuse
to quickly brush that
under the rug."
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fact that the patriarchy views women as too delicate and weak to be
hit. The same CDC report stated
that 2.5 million women AND men
experience unwanted sexual contact and that 1.3 million women

faced by men under the rug does
not stop with intimate partner
and sexual violence. University
of Michigan Law Professor Sonja
Starr found that men are sentenced
to 63% longer prison terms than
women when offense committed,
criminal history, and other factors
are all accounted for. The patriarchy must be letting women go free
because they are deemed so necessary for child rearing, which is
oppressive. Men are more likely
to be the victims of violent crimes
and the U.S. Department of Justice reported that, in 2008,
men comprised 76.8% of
homicide victims. However,
any good feminist knows
that this is simply a result
of women being viewed as
too feeble and pathetic to
murder. Men also suffer in
education where women are
far more likely to graduate high school and earned
57.4% of Bachelor Degrees
in 2010. I’m sure the patriarchy is somehow behind this
as well. Even the Huffington
Post was incapable of reporting that the vast majority of
homeless people are male
without beginning their article with “It's difficult to deny
that women suffer more than
men as a result of their gender, and
highlighting the myriad ways in
which this happens is one of the
cornerstones of modern feminism.”
It seems that, no matter what
happens to men, Leftists are completely incapable of discussing
it without first establishing that
women have it worse and that the
problem is the result of the mythical “patriarchy”. It is like someone screaming, “But what about
BREAST cancer,” at a prostate
cancer fundraising event, and then
launching into a tirade about how
men invented carcinogens. Claiming that a system men supposedly
created caused these issues is simply a way of blaming men for every
issue they face. After all, if it is the
result of the patriarchy, then men
only have themselves to blame!

But when men are more likely to
be attacked, raped, and murdered,
die on the job, get drafted into the
military, experience tougher sentences and homelessness, and die
years earlier, it becomes difficult
to see how we could be living in a
patriarchy at all. However, Leftists
still use this to somehow further
cement their beliefs that women
are oppressed at the hands of men,
despite the fact that men’s hands
are statistically too busy fending
off a murderer to oppress anybody.
Proclaiming that these instances of

face as often as the patriarchy does,
then it would not count as a gun.
It is merely a gun-shaped grenade.
This begs the question of how
many times must the patriarchy
backfire before it isn’t a patriarchy? After all, if society mostly, or
even significantly, disadvantaged
men it is ludicrous to assume that
we live in a patriarchy. How many
times men have to be at a disadvantage? Is being murdered more often not enough? What about dying
years earlier? What about being
drafted, dying at work, and getting
longer prison sentences
as well? There is even
a phenomenon in psychology known as the
“Women are wonderful”
effect, which shows that
both men and women
ascribe more positive
traits to women because
of an emotional bias
towards women in general. This effect is an
established, scientific
fact and is exactly the
opposite of what one
would expect a patriarchy to look like. At what
point does rape, war,
and death stop being a
“backfire” and start becoming an actual issue?
Women certainly have problems
in society, but claiming that we live
in a patriarchy has become an extraordinarily difficult position to
defend. Many attempt to defend this
belief with more circular logic and
derailing tactics with actual facts.
With so many areas in which men
suffer, it would be just as sensible
to argue that we live in a matriarchy and that women’s disadvantages are simply a result of their own
system backfiring. Instead of arguing for a preconceived ideology,
let’s all try to address the problems
that actually present themselves
and not push men’s problems to the
backburner because it’s somehow
their fault. CR.

“It seems that, no matter what happens to
men, Leftists are completely incapable of discussing it without first
establishing that women have it worse and
that the problem is the
result of the mythical
“patriarchy”.”
inequality result from the patriarchy is a way to silence and derail
any talk of men being disadvantaged. It is a way to say “your problems don’t matter because women
are the real victims!” Women, of
course experience their own host
of problems, but this does not
mean that other problems should
be swept under the rug because of
the “patriarchy”.
Despite all of these issues, some
would still maintain that we live in
a patriarchy. Many people truly believe that all of these instances are
simply a result of male-dominated
social system backfiring. It is entirely possible that the system that
men have been using against women for so long occasionally misfires and blows up in men’s hands.
However, if a gun blew up in your
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The Town of Chapel Hill's War on
Conservatism
Jackson Valentine
Junior
Music, Political Science
Nashville, NC
jlvalent@live.unc.edu

Ensuring Conservatives
Aren't Welcome

“

Why build a zoo when we
could just put a fence around
Chapel Hill?” exclaimed former
North Carolina Senator Jesse
Helms while debating appropriations for a zoo in North Carolina.
While I personally believe Asheboro is better suited for our state
zoo than Chapel Hill, I understand
now more than ever why Senator
Helms had such disdain for Chapel Hill. Chapel Hill and Carrboro
are great examples of what happens when the clowns truly run the
circus. Public officials and elected
bodies from both towns have
turned the area surrounding UNC
into a laboratory for failed liberal
policies and blatant hypocrisy.
Most recently, the passing of
North Carolina House Bill 2
has put both town councils in the
spotlight due to their vocal opposition to the bill, but these towns
have been perpetuating liberal
policies since the early 1900s.
Below are a few areas in which
Chapel Hill/Carrboro policies
have exhibited hypocrisy, violated
the rights of citizens, and openly
shown disdain for conservative
values.
Privacy- The town of Chapel
Hill has long claimed to be a
champion of civil liberties, citing their acceptance of the LGBT
community and those who live an
“alternative” lifestyle. However,
as is custom with towns overrun
by the Left, their actions are very
different than their words. Chapel
12
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Hill’s administration has been violating its citizens’ right to privacy
for years now. Starting in 2002,
the Town Council voted to install
red light cameras within the town
limits (an action that Mayor Mark
Kleinschmidt said he was “embarrassed” over). This ordinance
(though repealed a few years
later) violated the constitutional
right of Chapel Hill citizens to be
protected from illegal search and
seizure under the Fourth Amendment for two years before it was
repealed.
The Chapel Hill Town Council
has also violated its citizens’
rights by granting authority to the
UNC Department of Public Safety
to conduct investigations off
campus. This ordinance violates

the right of citizens in Chapel Hill
to know who is policing them.
If our Town Council can allow
campus police to patrol outside of
its jurisdiction, why not Carrboro,
Hillsboro, or Durham police?
Treatment of the Homeless- As a town primarily run
by Democrats, you would think
that Chapel Hill is a friendly place
for the homeless, but the town’s
record shows the typical hypocrisy from the Left on this issue. A
telling example is the relocation of
the homeless shelter from downtown Chapel Hill to a location a
few miles down Martin Luther
King Jr. Blvd. Mayor Kleinschmidt made the proposal and
said the town “needed its building
back” (referring to the building on

Rosemary St. that the homeless
shelter previously occupied). This
was obviously a disguised attempt
to get the homeless out of the
downtown area so tourists or students wouldn’t see them. In other
words, Chapel Hill cares about
the homeless and lower class, just
as long as they don’t have to see
them.
You can also see how much
Chapel Hill cares about its
poorest citizens by looking at the
general ordinances on panhandling. Chapel Hill Town Code
Section 11-170 reads:
“Aggressive begging, panhandling, and soliciting,
whether by spoken or written
means, are banned. Aggressiveness is defined to include such
actions as accosting, intimidating,
or blocking a person, forcing
oneself upon a person, continuing to request contributions after
being refused, blocking passage,
or otherwise engaging in conduct
which could reasonably be understood to force a person to accede.
Aggressive begging, panhandling,
and soliciting also are defined to
include any panhandling in certain
areas where being solicited would
be inherently intimidating, including near bank entrances and exits,
ATMs, at bus stops, or on buses.
In addition, panhandling is banned
on roadways (including shoulders
and medians) if traffic is thereby
impeded.”
So yes, Chapel Hill is compassionate for its lower class
citizens, so long as they stay out
of sight of UNC students and parents and refrain from panhandling
anywhere near moving traffic. Attempting to keep poverty-stricken
people out of sight and out of
mind is something one would
expect under the caste system of
India or Japan, but not here in
the liberal safe haven that is the
Chapel Hill/Carrboro area. Our
town should embrace conservative
principles on this issue and focus
on providing jobs and afford-

able housing for the homeless so
maybe one day a homeless shelter
won’t be needed.
General Nonsense- Most
recently, the town councils
of Chapel Hill and Carrboro have
deemed it necessary to comment
on state law, specifically House
Bill 2. The fact that our Town
Council believes it is mighty
enough for people to care about
their opinions on state law exhibits
the height of Leftist political elitism that exists in Chapel Hill. If
the citizens of Chapel Hill wanted
council members to weigh in on
state law, we would have elected
them to the North Carolina General Assembly. However, we did
not do that, and chose to elect
them to our town council so that
they could RUN THE TOWN…
not to provide asinine opinions on
whether or not they agree with a
particular state law. Imagine a scenario where a conservative town
council decided to pass a resolution saying they support North
Carolina Republican laws regarding abortion. The media would
be up in arms, everyone would
say, “who cares?” and proceed
to rail the council as a bunch of
right-wing fascists. But because
the media made HB2 into an antiLGBT law (which it’s not), Chapel
Hill’s Town Council is suddenly
applauded for passing a resolution
denouncing the bill.

administration has little regard for
facts and is more concerned with
doing the “liberal thing.” If the
“liberal thing” is to pass meaningless resolutions, they will do it. If
the “liberal thing” to do is to hang
rainbow flags showing their support for a pro-LGBT agenda with
little regard to those who dissent,
they will do it. Even if the “liberal
thing” to do is block a main artery
of the town at 6 PM on a weekday
in the name of a protest against
HB2, they will do it.
The blatant contempt that
Chapel Hill has for conservatism and Republican values is
astounding, and it is only getting
worse. You few conservatives
who have remained in the town
are brave souls and I thank you
for sticking it out. As my time in
Chapel Hill comes to a close over
the next year, I will encourage all
you conservatives who are still
here to fight the good fight. The
percentage of registered Democrats in Orange County has gone
down substantially over the last 20
years and the percentage of those
registered as “unaffiliated” has
gone up. Perhaps our values are
beginning to make an impression
on others, so do not give up yet.
Continue to voice your opposition; for without any conservatives
holding elected office in the town,
it is all we have. CR

For our Town Council, it
doesn’t matter what the law
actually says, or what any law
actually says, because our town’s
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The Left's Justification for
Violence

“

So, where are you from?” against micro-aggressions claim
An innocent conversation that such restrictions on speech
starter, right?
infringe on the ability to discuss
controversial topics and stifle acWrong. This is actually a ademic dialogue.
micro-aggression, along with
phrases such as: “America is the
While there does seem to be,
land of opportunity"; “I believe
at the very core, some truth to
the most qualified person should its claims, the campaign against
get the job"; and “Everyone can micro-aggressions has far oversucceed in this society, if they stepped its potential as a sensible
work hard enough.” Are you of- movement. The broad term “mifended yet?
cro-aggression” is at least someMicro-aggressions:
a word we hear quite
often around college
campuses
nowadays.
The rise of politically
correct (PC) culture in
recent years has provided a spingboard for the
coinage of new terms
such as “trigger phrase”
and “micro-aggression.”
What exactly is a micro-aggression? The dictionary definition is
“a subtle but offensive comment
or action directed at a minority
or other non-dominant group that
is often unintentional or unconsciously reinforces a stereotype.”

receive HIV/AIDS treatment. A
mixed student was asked “What
are you?” These type of questions
are clearly disrespectful. Why
anyone ever assumed conversation of this nature is acceptable is
beyond me. Have some couth.
Questions and phrases of the
nature discussed above do
not really seem so “micro.” They
seem much more like overtly
racist comments. However, I believe this is the extent to
which the micro-aggression argument has legitimate claims. Expanding
the campaign into the
realm of phrases such
as “America is the land
of opportunity” and “I
believe the most qualified person should get
the job” is counterproductive. Reading into
phrases like this to extract a hidden meaning that may not really
be there is futile. There is enough
“macro” racist and sexism around
the world that nitpicking everyday rhetoric should not be our
main concern.

“The campaign against
micro-aggresions has
far overstepped its
potential as a sensible
movement.”

I have researched the topic
of micro-aggressions and
will attempt to help readers understand the logic behind both
sides of the debate. The main argument espoused by supporters
is that micro-aggressions are the
manifestation of underlying prejudices against minority groups,
and should therefore be expunged
from our language. The crusaders
14
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what to blame. It encompasses
any word or action, intentional or
unintentional, that makes a person
feel that they have been wronged
in some way. The movement to
end micro-aggressions may have
had legitimate origins, attempting
to end overtly racist phrases. The
“I, Too, Am Harvard” anti-microaggression project features pictures of Harvard students holding
white boards containing phrases
which they claim have been harmful to them. One student is pictured holding a white board that
says, “Don’t you wish you were
white like the rest of us?” Another
student claims that someone asked
her if she immigrated to the US to

I once witnessed a student
claiming that writing “bi-sexual” with a dash is a micro-aggression against bisexual people because it delegitimizes their status
as equals. Is this really the type of
thing we need to be spending our
time worrying about? Maybe they
just aren’t firm on the spelling.
Plenty of words in the English
language use a dash when you add

a prefix. Maybe I am committing
a micro-aggression by putting a
dash in the word “microaggression.” Or maybe my software just
told me that was the correct way
to spell the word.

the worst conditions for women
reveal that domestic abuse, illiteracy, workforce exclusion, political disenfranchise, and a litany of
other issues persist in many of the

a machete in Jamaica. Russia, a
major world power, holds strong
anti-homosexual prejudices that
have recently been transmuted
into law banning gay propaganda.

“When compared
to such enormous
disparities in rights
around the world,
micro-aggresions
seem to be such a
miniscule problem.”

The central claim of this
article is that the microaggression movement is legitimate only in its capacity
to address overtly offensive
comments. Extrapolating
to phrases of which the intended meaning is unclear
is not beneficial because
that is the point at which the
opponents to the movement
gain serious traction. In addition, the entire movement
palls in comparison to the
disparity in racial and sexist discrimination that can be witnessed around the world. Genocide has occurred on a large scale
within the lifetime of most people
who may read this article. Think
back to Darfur in 2003 or Bosnia
in 1995. Extreme forms of racism
are present all around the world in
2016. In addition, women are oppressed on an unprecedented scale
in countries all over the world. A
simple inquiry into countries with

I realize that not all of
these problems can be
solved from behind a laptop.
However, when compared to
such enormous disparities in
rights around the world, micro-aggressions seem to be
such a minuscule problem.
Would our time not be better spent raising awareness
and attempting to address real
problems? CR

world’s major countries. Some examples of major offenders include
India, Iraq, Pakistan, and Turkey.
Furthermore, the LGBT community is persecuted to an alarming
extent in many countries around
the world. In Iran a gay person is
liable to be executed. In the northern territories of Nigeria, it is the
law that gays are to be stoned to
death. It is not unusual for a gay
person to brutally attacked with
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The Left's Goal to Control
the Narrative
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Equality. Diversity. Racism.
Micro-aggressions. Patriarchy.
Safe Space. Reproductive Rights.
Feminism. Transgenderism.
“Everyone should think the same
as long as we all look different.”
“If you question whether a policy
favored by one party is good
for minorities, you’re a racist.”
“If you don’t accommodate me,
you’ve committed an act of violence against me.” “Your words
literally put me in danger.”
“Killing my child is just part of
my sexual health.” “Hating men
advances women.” “You can’t
be a real woman if you disagree
with us.” “People with male
chromosomes are women and
don’t you dare say any different.”
What do all these words and
the meanings behind them have
in common? They have increasingly saturated our media, our
politics, our academia, and
our daily lives. You’d be hardpressed to find any American
who hasn’t at least occasionally
heard about one of these concepts
being peddled to our youth by
the modern Left. The question
is why. Why is the Left pushing
for these new terms so vigorously, why are they especially
enforcing them at our Universities, and what does that mean for
America?
The answer is power. The
Left seeks power, and they have
discovered, with an alarming degree of success, that language is
power. The roots of this discovery can be traced back to one of
the Left’s most radical sons: Saul
Alinsky. In his 1971 work Rules
for Radicals, a book he dedicated
to Satan, Alinsky proposed that
“he who controls the language
controls the masses.” Through16
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out the book, he outlines thirteen
rules to control the language, the
narrative, the masses, and, thus,
power. While certainly an evil
man, Alinsky was also brilliant.
His advice has allowed the Left
to take over the media, academia,
corporate America, and much of
the government. Now, if anyone
points this out, they are deemed
a conspiracy theorist or a rightwing extremist.
This brings us back to the present day. Exactly what is the Left
doing to continue their gradual
consolidation of power in America? They are taking the language
they have already injected into
our media and entertainment
and mandating it be taught as
fact in schools. While it has now
reached the point of introduction into all levels of education,
outrageously beginning as young
as Kindergarten, they have the
most success where parents are
removed from the equation: college. Here, Leftists are generally
free to insert the most outrageous
concepts into curricula—where
they attempt to say their opinions
are facts—without the interference of some meddling rightwing parent who doesn’t want his
child being forced to accept that
men who have penises are actually women if they simply claim
to be so.
In colleges across the nation,
the Left is increasing their vitriol
and aggression that everyone
not just tolerate their beliefs, but
accept them. The most obvious
example of this is "diversity."
The Left didn’t invent this word,
but they sure did reinvent it. It
used to mean an environment
of people with different beliefs,
religions, political views, races,

and ethnicities. It now means an
environment where everyone may
look different, but one in which
they must think the same. Sure,
they say you can hold Christian
beliefs, Muslim beliefs, or Jewish
beliefs, but if you actually deeply
hold those beliefs, if you practice
them in your everyday life, they
hate you for it.
A Christian student on campus who refuses to abandon his
faith’s teaching on marriage, gender, morality, and the sanctity of
life is labeled as hateful, meanspirited, and bigoted, regardless
of the fact that he is really acting
out of love. A Jewish student that
holds onto her faith and actually
claims Israel as the Jewish homeland is treated very similarly to
that Christian student, although
the Left may throw in a few
extra swastika paintings for her
like they did for Jewish students
at American University a few
months ago. This goes to show
that the Left has changed the
meaning of diversity. They now
mean we should look different,
but think the same. Anyone who
voices disapproval at this reinvention is hateful, and the Left
has an automatic way to socially
stigmatize and isolate them.
The mere voicing of opposition is, in fact, so “hateful”
that they have to retreat to their
“safe spaces,” another invented
word to further the Left's political agenda. When it’s clear that
socially isolating a conservative
on campus won’t cause that conservative to actually shut up, they
instead try to prevent anyone
else from hearing her by cloistering them off in “safe spaces,”
claiming that these spaces prevent minority students, women

students, or Leftist students from
being endangered by “the Right’s
hateful language.” Unfortunately,
it’s a lie. Political speech that
doesn’t directly call for violence
does not endanger anyone. It
may make them uncomfortable,
but it certainly doesn’t endanger
them. What these safe spaces do
endanger, though, are values that
form the bedrock of our nation.
Freedom of speech, intellectual diversity, the free exchange
and debate of ideas, all central
tenets of democratic nations
and liberal arts universities, are
directly threatened and attacked
by the concept of safe spaces.
Yet, again, the Left gets a pass
because the word “safe space”
sounds like they’re trying to help
people.

mestic abuse rates, alimony, child
support, automatic assumption of
guilt when accused of any sexual
misconduct, and far higher rates
of death in wars are our “privileges,” you can have them, I
don’t want them.

These causes of the modern
Leftist “feminist” have gone
so far as to allow pre-operation
transgender women, also known
as men with penises who delusionally believe they are women,
to possibly compete as women
in the Olympic Games with only
a year of hormone therapy. It
doesn’t matter that it is physically unfair, or that scientifically
most men have a strength advantage over women. Even more
outrageous, a man, Bruce Jenner,
won woman of the year. Tell
A third reinvention the Left
me, how on earth does that do
has been very successful with
anything to advance the cause of
is feminism and “Reproductive
women? All it really says is that
Rights." Historically, feminism
these “feminists” really believe
in its true form has been a move- that men actually can do everyment of the political Right. It has thing better than women, includits earliest roots in abolitionism
ing being women. Yet, if you call
with women like Harriet Tubman, these things out, you’re sexist.
who was a Republican. After
Why? Because they’ve stolen the
that, it rose to become a true poword “feminism,” reinvented its
litical force during the Women’s
definition, and used it to further
Suffrage fight when, again, the
their political aims.
vast majority of Suffragettes
were Republican women. Yet,
Finally, we get to their largbeginning in the 1960s and 1970s est reinvention of all: “equality.”
(curiously around the same time
All of their other language, from
Saul Alinsky was promoting his
transgenderism to safe spaces to
Rules for Radicals), radical Left- micro-aggressions, relies on their
ist women stole this movement,
reinvention of the definition of
and made it something entirely
equality. At the founding of our
different. It went from a movenation, the Founding Fathers laid
ment that fought for women’s
out their definition of equality
political, social, and economic
and the one that any democratic
equality to a movement that
nation must follow. They boldly
demonized men as the problem,
stated that all men are created
sought to stigmatize any women
equal and that we are all entitled
who willfully chose to have tradi- to life, liberty, and the pursuit
tional families, and now is going of happiness. They envisioned a
so far as to push for things that
society where all men would be
in no way help women. Today,
guaranteed equality of opportuniLeftist “feminists” fight for such ty under the law. In other words,
things as removing any biologithe government would treat every
cally linked differences between
American citizen equally regardthe male and female genders, leless of race, religion, gender,
galizing the murder of a woman’s or politics. Other than that, you
child right up until (and in some
were left up to your own will and
cases after) birth, encouraging
work to determine the success
women to avoid having children, and happiness of your life. While
and forcing men to accept that
that promise may not have been
they have some “privilege” of
immediately fulfilled, as we did
being born male. If massively
have to overcome some objechigher suicide rates, higher dotively evil things like slavery, it

has been a central belief of every
American since the founding of
the Republic. The Left wants to
change that. According to their
radical beliefs, equality requires
not just equal treatment under the
law, but equal outcomes and government provision of the resources to attain those outcomes. This
central redefinition animates the
entirety of their political philosophy. If one cannot be a woman
when they want to, if anyone
ever fails at anything, it isn’t that
person’s fault, it is a failure of
society according to this definition.
Americans are a good, compassionate, and moral people. Therefore, they are sensitive whenever
an injustice or true inequality
under the law occurs. So, when
the Left reinvents the definition
of the word equality, repeating
it again and again, Americans
take notice. They buy into the
ideas of the Left solely because
of the language the Left is using.
We favor equality, just as our
Founders did, so the Left takes
advantage of it. This has led to
disastrous consequences for the
nation in the form of a struggling economy, social unrest,
and international embarrassment.
If we are to right the ship, to
correct course, and to save the
nation before the Left can lead us
fully down the path to tyranny,
we must be louder in our opposition to these radical reinventions of our language. We must
also utilize the tactics they have
used to reinvent our language to
change it back to its true meaning. We must show America why
it is conservative principles—the
principles of the Founders—that
promote real equality, that make
all of America a safe and truly
diverse space for freedom of
speech, thought, religion, and
the press, and that advance the
cause of both women and men.
Taking back our country will first
require taking back our language.
CR
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Anyone who attends UNC-CH
or keeps up with campus happenings may have noticed a recurring protest from the radical left
wing in the past few years. A
smattering of anarchists, social
justice warriors, and radicalized
Black Student Movement members have been working to transform the university grounds into
a safe space void of any reference to old white men.
Years ago, I remember seeing
some barefooted freaks holding
an Occupy Chapel Hill campout at Peace and Justice Plaza
on Franklin Street. My family
walked on by to watch a football game at Kenan Stadium and
we paid them no attention. As a
student, I have been graced with
the sight of protests on my walk
to class, this time from offshoots
of the #BlackLivesMatter movement.
At these protests that happen
sporadically in the warm months
(the left doesn’t seem to like
the cold), some students claim
that buildings and monuments
on campus physically hurt and/
or violently dehumanize them.
Supported by the Daily Tar Heel
editorial staff, our happy SJWs
have made their voices heard and
in 2015 successfully pressured
the Board of Trustees to rename a
classroom building.
The radicals’ mission is to rename structures honoring notable
Tar Heels who held racist views
so that modern day students
don’t have to suffer life under the
watchful legacy of dead white
18
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The Ridiculous Quest for
Political Correctnees
men. They are driven by political
correctness and their road map is
open for all to see, so let’s take a
look.
Above is a map published by
the counter-cartographies collective, some leftist-inspired
website full of maps powered
by WordPress. It was created in
solidarity with #KickOuttheKKK
– the movement that urged the
renaming of Saunders Hall. It
shows some of the main Chapel
Hill landmarks that are targeted
by the radicals.
The Carolina Review has
compiled a list of buildings and
other landmarks that the radicals
have set in their sights or may
target in the future. The Daily Tar
Heel published similar information and a graphic showing the
radicals’ targets. This list may be
incomplete.
Avery Hall – Named for William Waightstill Avery, Civil War
veteran, Confederate congressman, valedictorian of the class of
1837.
Aycock Hall – Named for
Governor Charles Aycock, white
supremacist leader, class of 1880.
Battle Hall – Named for Kemp
Plummer Battle, university president, slaveholder, and valedictorian of the class of 1849. The
building was once a hotel that
used slave labor.
Bingham Hall – Named for
Colonel Robert Bingham, Civil
War veteran, slavery apologist,

class of 1857.
Cameron Avenue – Named for
Paul Cameron, university trustee,
state’s largest slaveholder at eve
of Civil War.
Town of Carrboro – No,
really. Named for Julian Shakespeare Carr, see below.
Carr Hall – Named for Julian
Shakespeare Carr, industrialist,
white supremacist, associated
with Silent Sam monument.
Daniels Student Stores –
Named for Josephus Daniels,
editor of the Raleigh News and
Observer at the turn of the 20th
century who used his position to
push white supremacy.
Graham Hall – Named for
John Washington Graham, sonin-law of Paul Cameron, Civil
War veteran, white supremacist,

trustee, class of 1857.
Hamilton Hall – Named for
Joseph G. de Roulac Hamilton,
professor, archivist, Civil War
apologist.
Lenoir Hall – Named for
General William Lenoir, Indian
fighter, American Revolution
veteran,
Mangum Hall – Named for
Willie Person Mangum, nativist
politician, class of 1815. Also
named for Adolphus Williamson
Mangum, Civil War veteran, professor, trustee,
Manly Hall – Named for Governor Charles Manly, slaveholder,
trustee, class of 1814.
Mitchell Hall – Named for
Elisha Mitchell, professor, slaveholder, slavery apologist.
Person Hall – Named for
Thomas Person, American Revolution leader, slaveholder, and
early university supporter.
Pettigrew Hall – Named for
Confederate Brigadier General
James Johnston Pettigrew, valedictorian of the class of 1847.
Phillips Hall – Named for
professors James, Charles, and
William Battle Phillips. James
and his son Charles were Democrats and supporters of the Confederacy, while Charles’ brother
William became a Republican
during Reconstruction.
Ruffin Hall – Named for
Thomas Ruffin, judge who supported slavery, trustee.
Saunders Hall – Named for
William Saunders, Civil War
veteran, trustee, archivist, KKK
organizer. Renamed Carolina
Hall in 2015.
Silent Sam – Statue of Confederate soldier and monument
to students and faculty who died
in the Civil War. Donated by the

United Daughters of the Confederacy and dedicated by Julian
Carr.
Spencer Hall – Named for
Cornelia Phillips Spencer, the
daughter of James Phillips and
an influential Chapel Hill woman
who lobbied to keep black students from attending the university during Reconstruction.
Swain Hall – Named for
Governor David Lowry Swain,
university president, Confederate Senator, slaveholder, former
university student.
Vance Hall – Named for Zebulon Vance, Confederate Governor
of North Carolina and former
university student.
What a long list! If living and
studying in buildings named after
supposed racists troubles the
radicals, then there are a lot of
place names that can potentially
offend them.
Saunders Hall, while probably not at the top of the list, was
fiercely protested by the radicals
and renamed Carolina Hall by
the board of trustees. The board
disappointed the radicals by
placing a 16-year moratorium on
renaming campus buildings and
not naming it after Zora Neale
Hurston, the critically acclaimed
author who supposedly studied at
UNC-CH before desegregation. It
was originally named for William
Saunders, a trustee of the university, Civil War veteran, and suspected Ku Klux Klan organizer.

for Vice.
The real prize for the radicals
has been the takedown of Silent
Sam, a campus monument to
students who died for the Confederacy in the Civil War. The
Real Silent Sam Coalition has
led the charge in protesting the
monument and organizing all of
the radicals.
To date, the monument has
been vandalized a half dozen
times and sparked countless demonstrations. So much controversy
has happened due to the presence
of the monument that the university has installed security cameras to monitor it.
The recent activity of the Real
Silent Sam Coalition and associated groups seems to be focused
on protesting the justice system,
the HB2 transgender bathroom
law, and other diverse issues.
For now, the trustees’ building
renaming moratorium and the
lack of focus from the radicals is
maintaining the status quo. Stay
watchful however, as one day
the radicals may have the upper
hand and rename the Lenoir Hall
dining facility something silly
like Trayvon Martin Hall. Maybe
Brisk iced tea and skittles will
be served a la carte. CR

Even though #HurstonHall
never became a reality, the radicals were fairly successful in the
Saunders campaign. Students
claimed they felt physically sick
entering the KKK-stained building, some kids demonstrated by
pulling nooses tight against their
necks on the building steps, and
radicals who worked in the geography department housed there
supported them. One graduate
student wrote about his feelings
FOREIGN COVERAGE
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