
 



 



 



 



 

Quoting the 
prompt you 
wrote without 
challenging 
terms is poor 
engagement 
with the 
question. 

This sentence 
begins with a 
disembodied 
“that” and is 
overly long and 
convoluted. 

I would caution 
against this 
construction. 
Any presentation 
of facts is biased, 
as the author is 
deciding which 
facts are worthy 
of note. History 
is biased and 
therefore, as 
used here, 
partisan.  

Here you 
contradict yourself. 
You say facts are 
not partisan; 
however, you are 
claiming the facts 
themselves further 
your partisan 
argument. 

This section using 
the absolute 
“always met 
resistance from the 
clear principles of 
the nation” is 
unsubstantiated, 
leaving the 
sequitur 
unvalidated. 



 

The argument 
that America 
has been less-
bad than other 
countries is not 
sufficient 
justification for 
the evils of the 
nation’s past. 

“Better 
education” for 
whom? Whom 
does this 
“better” reading 
of history 
benefit? 

This is 
unnecessary filler 
and reads as a 
propagandistic 
and shallow, 
almost trivialising 
understanding of 
the substantiated 
arguments against 
American 
exceptionalism.  

America having a 
definite birthday 
feels like an 
unnecessary 
addition. 
 

Where are we going 
with this? 



 

Is this a necessary 
addition? Who is 
your reader and 
what is their 
reading level? 



 

These sections read 
as waffling. A direct 
example or citation 
would strengthen 
these sections as 
they largely read as 
conjecture. 

Good 

Word choice 

Word choice – 
this is vague. 

How will you 
account for slavery 
and enslaved 
peoples being ruled 
without their 
consent? 



 

Word choice 

Abraham Lincoln 
and a similar 
quote have been 
used several 
times so far. Is 
there anyone else 
you could 
reference to 
substantiate your 
argument? 

Bad assertion. 

This section is 
redundant and could 
be made clearer. 

Word choice. These 
sentences seem to be 
contradictory. The 
rights are natural, 
unalienable, universal, 
and eternal; however, 
the assertion of them is 
subjective? 

Careful. You are 
exposing your 
partiality. 

Rhetorical questions 
sometimes function to 
manifest a problem when 
a problem is not 
necessarily present. I’d 
caution against using a 
rhetorical question about 
“discovering” rights. 

This is conjecture and 
misleading. Citations 
and quotes would help 
to substantiate your 
claims. 



 

This section is 
misleading. Is “the 
advent and widespread 
adoption of 
Christianity” invoked in 
context of the whole 
history of the West 
back to the first 
century? Religious 
differences had, for 
centuries, been 
sources of political 
conflict and war, 
specifically conflicts 
which drove many 
settlers to the New 
World. These conflicts 
were not new to the 
West nor to the 
founders. Rewrite. 

This is poorly written, 
specifically “an actual 
people, in an actual 
government, here on 
earth.” Again, who is 
your audience? What 
is the relevancy of 
quoting Churchill 
here? Is there 
someone more 
relevant to the 
Constitution and its 
principles who could 
have been cited?  

This image needs a 
caption. 

??? Inappropriate. 
 
The revolution was 
not won 
“miraculously”. 



 

Good 

Partiality. This 
is unnecessary 
flattery. 

It feels as though, in 
multiple sections, a 
forced connection 
to God and the 
Bible is evident. 
Possibly revisit. 

Will this report 
comment on voter 
suppression and the 
actions the US has 
taken to ensure 
representation is 
limited in the 
representative 
legislature? 

These portrait choices 
seem randomised. 
Situating relevant 
portraits with relevant 
text is better practice. 



 

Word choice. 
Who is your 
audience?  

Redundant 
phrasing 

This is wildly 
irresponsible 
conjecture and a vast 
generalization. 



 

This is irresponsible 
wording and 
perpetuates a 
dangerous 
perception that the 
American system is 
impervious to 
tyrannical takeover. 

Word choice 

The tone of this 
report has shifted. 
This long sentence 
reads as though a 
lawyer wrote it. 

Good 

Wording 

Here is an example of how 
the presentation of a fact 
can be partisan. Choosing 
three rights is a decision 
made to emphasize certain 
facts over others for 
propagandizing gains. The 
deliberate focus on 
religion and religious 
liberty in this report is 
contradictory to the claims 
that it is written free of 
bias. Be careful. 

The only quotes from 
the latter 20th century 
are from Martin 
Luther King Jr. and 
Ronald Reagan. There 
are no Democrats 
cited in any of the 
floating quotes. This 
is biased 
representation. 



 

Singling out 
freedom of religion, 
speech, press, and 
the right to bear 
arms is a partisan 
representation of 
the facts in the Bill 
of Rights. This is 
contradictory to 
your earlier claims 
of writing a non-
partisan history. 

This is conjecture. 
Please 
substantiate with 
direct examples. 

This is partisan 
manipulation of and 
misrepresentation 
of the Constitution. 
There is no 
Constitutional 
amendment that 
references 
Communism or 
abortion. 

This should be 
substantiated with 
examples. 
Otherwise, this is 
conjecture and 
elusive, bordering 
on fearmongering. 

It is not untrue or 
partisan to 
acknowledge the fact 
that the founders 
owned slaves while 
founding a country 
ruled by the consent of 
the governed. 

This is conjecture and 
should be 
substantiated. This 
section trivialises 
counterarguments that 
American slavery was 
unique and outlasted 
many other systems of 
slavery around the 
world. 



 

Fact check: The 
United States did 
not abolish slavery 
officially for 89 
years after its 
founding. This is 
not “on the cusp of 
this change” unless 
you are 
acknowledging 
other systems were 
being abolished 
around the world 
and in some states 
individually while 
the US widely 
persisted with 
slavery. This is 
misrepresentation. 

This is not the 
defence you think 
you are making. 

Statues are not 
legitimate 
historical 
sources in this 
way. 

These sections are 
defensive and 
rambling. The 
argument at this point 
in the report is 
attempting to identify 
challenges to American 
principles, but so far, 
this reads as though 
slavery was not a 
challenge to American 
principles because, as 
you say, the founders 
were addressing it. 
However, these 
defences leave out the 
crucial detail that 
slavery was not 
abolished until 1865. It 
is not necessarily a 
condemnation to 
acknowledge that fact, 
but rather a necessary 
acknowledgement to 
write a comprehensive 
history. 

Inappropriate use of 
a rhetorical 
question and 
“perhaps”. 

Inappropriate use of 
a rhetorical question 
and poor wording. 
This is also 
unsubstantiated 
conjecture on the 
intentions of the 
founders. 

This needs to be 
substantiated. Fact check: 
Spain, Russia, Portugal, and 
England passed legislation 
throughout the 18th century 
beginning widespread 
abolition worldwide. 



 

Reference to John 
Jay was made earlier 
in this report. For 
structural clarity, 
this identifier should 
have been made at 
first reference to 
him. 

Including Frederick 
Douglass solely to 
defend the 
Constitution while 
brushing over his 
history reads as 
tokenism. Revisit 
intentions. 

This conflict was the 
American Civil War and 
should be referred to as 
such. Grazing over the 
history of the deadliest 
transfer of power in 
American history is not 
appropriate and 
perpetuates the myth 
that American history is 
“ennobled”. 
 
This section is evasive 
and vague and 
purposefully omits the 
Reconstruction period 
and subsequent Jim 
Crow Laws that harmed 
citizens of color. Revisit 
entirely. 

This is an 
unnecessary 
analogy and breaks 
the flow of the 
report. 



 

Who said this? 
This section 
needs to be 
substantiated. 

It is a partisan claim 
to suggest all of 
Progressivism, i.e. 
designing 
government to reflect 
modernization is a 
“shadow 
government” and 
challenge to 
American principles.  

It is blatantly incorrect 
to suggest Fascism and 
Communism are 
“ideological cousins”. 
Communist 
dictatorships are an 
extreme abuse of 
communist principles; 
communism itself is not 
a totalitarian regime 
and it is a gross 
generalization and 
misrepresentation to 
assert as fact.  



 

Word choice. This 
section grazes 
over Pearl Harbor 
as the instigating 
measure for US 
involvement in 
WWII, and it 
misrepresents US 
involvement as a 
direct response to 
Nazism.  

Communism is 
not equal to 
Fascism. 

This is a wildly 
inaccurate claim, even 
acknowledged as such 
by your deliberate use 
of “seems”. This 
communist ideology is 
taken out of context 
and forced into an 
argument around 
American ideas of the 
phrase “born equal”. 
This is misrepresented. 
Revisit. 

This presents a 
fundamental (and 
possibly purposeful) 
misunderstanding of 
communist 
principles and 
writings.  

This is irresponsible 
and duplicitous 
fearmongering 
concerning 
communism.  

These sentences are 
deliberately included to 
arouse suspicions that 
academics and 
intellectuals, i.e. experts, 
are anti-American, anti-
Western, and 
communist, and 
therefore violent 
enemies of the US. This is 
irresponsible, dangerous, 
and an outright fear 
tactic to dissuade the 
education that this 
document is allegedly 
encouraging.  

This is a partisan claim 
that socialism is 
inspired by “the same 
flawed philosophy” as 
the system you just 
compared to Fascism. 



 

This is an 
incomplete 
grammatical 
construction. 

This is partiality. 

Inappropriate word 
choice.  
Fact check: Women 
of color did not 
receive the right to 
vote until August 
1965 and voter 
suppression still 
does not guarantee 
many in 
communities of 
color the right to 
vote. 

Good 

The choice to select 
a picture in which 
Martin Luther King 
Jr. is surrounded by 
white people feels 
deliberate. 

Word choice 
again 

This sentence 
diminishes the 
credit due to 
millions of Black 
Americans and 
people of color who 
risked their lives 
fighting for their 
inalienable rights. 

These paragraphs graze 
over the horrors of the lived 
experiences of millions of 
Americans during the Civil 
Rights Movement, the 
police brutality that 
murdered citizens, and the 
systemic ways in which 
racism evolved in response 
to the legislation passed 
during the 1960s. This 
paragraph perpetuates the 
dangerous myth that 
Americans were fully on 
board with equal rights 
protections for citizens of 
color, and quoting Martin 
Luther King Jr. here 
perpetuates the myth that 
he was well-received by the 
American populace. King 
was assassinated for his 
speeches and was, at one 
point, the “most hated man 
in America” (Smithsonian). 

Comparing Civil 
Rights Movement 
initiatives to that of 
Calhoun on whom 
you placed the 
principles of the 
Confederacy is 
wildly inappropriate.  



 

This section is 
partisan, suggesting 
that in the pursuit 
of social justice, 
people of color are 
now privileged in 
the US when 
overwhelming 
studies and reports 
support the exact 
opposite: that 
people of color are 
strategically 
disadvantaged in 
society. This 
argument on the 
grounds of 
affirmative action 
to right past 
wrongs in society is 
unsubstantiated, 
abhorrent partiality 
and wholly 
incorrect.   

This section is also 
partisan. Identity 
politics is not a 
rejection of the 
founding principles; 
identity politics is 
giving equal 
opportunity to 
groups who have 
not received 
equitable 
treatment through 
the history of the 
United States. By 
deliberately 
misrepresenting 
identity politics as 
judging someone 
by the color of their 
skin and not as the 
active movement 
to ensure the rights 
of life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of 
happiness to 
historically 
marginalized 
people, you are 
dangerously 
condemning 
progress. 

There can be no 
healing without 
accountability. 

Not every 
American enjoys 
these privileges. 
Who is your 
audience? 

This report is 
filled with false 
theories. 

Is acting worthy of the 
unalienable rights a 
prerequisite to 
deserving unalienable 
rights? Who decides 
whom is worthy? 
Revisit. 

“True education” gives 
students the facts of a 
whole picture and the 
skills to determine their 
own opinions; true 
education does not 
present a distorted party-
line stance as delineated 
here in this report. 

“The truth about America” 
includes the horrors 
inflicted upon citizens past 
and present that this report 
purposefully omits or grazes 
over. 
 

One can extol virtues 
while also acknowledging 
sins; patriotism is not 
zero sum. Those who 
seek to take an honest 
look at American history 
and still conclude to love 
their country are more 
patriotic than those who 
lead with blind-faith. 



 

This section is 
contradictory to 
the right to 
freedom of 
religion extolled 
earlier. It is an 
American right to 
practice or not 
practice any 
religion. 

Fact check: Upon 
receiving the 
education of the 
founding principles, 
it is the individual’s 
duty to make 
informed 
judgements on 
their government, 
as is their 
unalienable right. 

Good 

This report contains one-
sided partisan opinions, 
activist propaganda, and 
factional ideologies that 
demean America’s heritage, 
dishonor our heroes, and 
deny our principles. States 
and school districts should 
reject it. 

This is a dangerous 
partisan assertion in line 
with McCarthyism’s 
warning of teachers 
subverting their views in 
the classroom.  



 

This sentence is 
anti-education. 
Being educated in 
the full picture of 
the nation’s 
history and 
working to 
change it for the 
better is an 
expression of 
outright love for 
this country.  

Understanding 
history does not 
breed 
resentment of 
history; it breeds 
educated citizens 
who can proceed 
into the future 
with the lessons 
of the past in 
their possession.  

This report is a 
perfect example 
of false and 
fashionable 
ideologies that 
obscure facts and 
ignore historical 
context. 

This report is 
entirely historical 
revisionism that 
tramples honest 
scholarship. 

This sentence is 
overtly partisan and 
also incorrect. 
Systemic racism is 
proven in many 
studies and reports 
to not only exist but 
also thrive in the 
United States. 

Refusing to engage in 
an honest discourse on 
the sins of the US 
silences citizens, and 
breeds division, 
distrust, and hatred. 
This is a partisan non-
sequitur and also 
unsubstantiated. 

This section is 
unnecessary filler. 



 

Still filler  

This call to action is 
questionable. From 
1947 through 1952, 
the government 
investigated 
Hollywood to root 
out alleged 
communists whom 
Congress 
condemned for 
subverting their 
works with 
propagandistic 
messaging. Would 
you guarantee 
those who do not 
create this type of 
content extoling 
American virtues 
would not be 
punished?  

Again, Abraham 
Lincoln is cited 
numerous times 
throughout this 
report.   



 

Openness and 
honesty must include 
open and honest 
discussions about 
our history. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 


