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SUBMISSIONS TO THE SAFS NEWSLETTER
The SAFS Newsletter is published three times a
year (September, January, and April) by the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship and
is edited by the Society’s president, Mark Mercer.
The editor welcomes articles, case studies, news items,
book reviews, and letters. Send submissions by email
to president@safs.ca or by letter mail to SAFS, PO
Box 33056 Quinpool Centre, Halifax, NS B3L 4T6.
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result that obeisance to “diversity” and homage
to the voice of the “other” replaced any
commitment to knowing the literary tradition.
How could we teach British literature, we
fretted, to a multicultural student body, some of
whom had cause to resent the British Empire?
Who were we to believe that western literature
had value in itself, that it could teach anything
except what we already thought we knew: the
sins of western culture, the oppression of
women and their valiant overcoming, and our
failures of openness to the subaltern?
This efflorescence of self-loathing and pious
renouncing spread to every English department
in North America until precious few, if any, had
not been overtaken by sociological and
ideological rather than literary commitments.
So we come to where we are today, when the
merest whiff of sexism or racial insensitivity—
an English instructor who prefers male writers, a
Nobel laureate who makes a joke about girls in
his lab, a white professor who corrects the
English usage of a black student, a student club
that wants to discuss men’s rights, a speaker
who ridicules the claim that college campuses
condone rape—is enough to cause disruptive
protest, tearful apologies, and administrators’
abject rehearsals of their diversity commitments.
The question now remains: can we define the
university’s purpose in terms separate from
social justice? Might it be possible to say in the
21st century that the university is committed to
the dispassionate examination of ideas—not to
multiculturalism and equity, not to the liberation
of oppressed groups, not to the healing of
historical grievances—and that if it wants to
heal the world and empower the oppressed, it is
no university at all? That anything that interferes
with the pursuit of truth is a desecration of its
mission?
Can we challenge the social-justice mandate
head on? If not, then the university is certainly
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lost, for social justice will always trump every
good of free inquiry, reasoned debate, or
academic standards. These are the values that
must be defended by any institute of higher
learning worthy of its name.
Janice Fiamengo, a member of SAFS, is a
Professor of English at the University of
Ottawa. Dr Fiamengo adapted her article from
the keynote address she delivered at the SAFS
annual general meeting, 9 May 2015, Western
University, London, Ontario.
SAFS MEMBER WINS CANADIAN
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION
AWARD
The Canadian Psychological Association has
named Peter Suedfeld recipient of its 2015
Award for Distinguished Contributions to the
International Advancement of Psychology. Dr
Suedfeld has studied multinational polar and
space crews, politicians, genocide survivors, and
the effects of isolation and stimulus restriction.
His papers have been published in half a dozen
languages. Dr Suedfeld is a long-time member
of SAFS and sits on the Board of Directors.
Congratulations, Peter!
THE SCANDAL IN DALHOUSIE
DENTISTRY SEEN THROUGH FIVE
DIFFERENT LENSES
Kenneth Westhues
Last December, the CBC broke the story of
some raunchy posts on a Facebook page shared
by 13 male dental students at Dalhousie. The
most quoted post was a survey question about
which female classmate the students would like
to “hate fuck.” Readers and viewers expressed
outrage, university administrators took steps to
address the scandal, journalists reported on
every step of the story, and pundits like Christie
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Blatchford, Margaret Wente, Edward Wilson,
and Licia Corbella published op-eds.
This essay identifies five major lenses through
which the scandal has been viewed. First, a lens
that brings events into clearer focus. Second, a
popular but distorted lens. Third, another lens
that clarifies what is going on. Finally, two
further blurry lenses. Five takes on the same
subject, the first and third of which are
illuminating and helpful, the others not so much.
(1) Virtual mobbing — yes
The first, most important lens is that of virtual
mobbing, which means a nonviolent verbal
attack carried out in cyberspace by a large
number of people, whose object is the target’s
elimination
from
respectable
company,
symbolic death. In an earlier essay, I defined
this quick, terrifying, cataclysmic phenomenon
as “collective fury” centred on “some small,
indisputable, repugnant bit of news – captured
in audio, video or print. The news is
oversimplified, taken out of context, blown out
of proportion, imputed to nefarious motives,
interpreted with least possible generosity,
repeated over and over, and smeared on the
target as an indelible stigma.” Virtual mobbing
is a metaphorical pillory in which the alleged
wrongdoer is pelted with slurs.
Albeit under different names, this powerful new
form of public humiliation has attracted much
recent notice. The New York Times published
last February Jon Ronson’s gripping account of
a young New York businesswoman who posted
a quirky, ironic tweet from Heathrow Airport on
December 20, 2013, just before departing on an
eleven-hour flight to South Africa. By the time
she landed, her name was mud around the globe,
her job was toast, and her friends were mostly
gone. Ronson’s article was entitled, “How One
Stupid Tweet Blew Up Justine Sacco’s Life.”
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With insight gained from personal experience,
Monica Lewinsky described virtual mobbing in
her speech at the 2015 TED conference in
Vancouver. Especially valuable was her
explanation of how the economics of social
media encourage collective shaming: “How is
the money made? Clicks. The more shame, the
more clicks; the more clicks, the more
advertising dollars … We are in a dangerous
cycle: the more we click on this kind of gossip,
the more numb we get to the human lives behind
it. And the more numb we get, the more we
click.” As for the effects of being mobbed
online, Lewinsky proposed, “Just imagine
walking a mile in someone else’s headline.”
In the Dalhousie case, militant feminists seized
upon the raunchy Facebook posts for their
symbolic value, as an alleged example of
misogyny and rape culture in universities. The
mob that formed for demonizing and punishing
the dental students had four major expressions.
The largest was purely virtual, an online petition
at change.org calling for the expulsion of all
members of the Facebook clique: “none of the
students involved in the Facebook group called
‘Class of DDS 2015 Gentlemen’ should be
allowed to continue studying at the Dalhousie
School of Dentistry.” By March 2015, this
petition had over 50,000 signatures. The hacker
group Anonymous weighed in with an online
threat to name publicly all members of the
Facebook group unless the university would
meet a long list of conditions by 5 January 2015,
including steps to expel these students.
Comments on news reports constituted a third
expression of the mob, the thousands of mostly
boilerplate anathemas hurled at the offending
students. Fourth and finally, about 200 students
held a rally on campus on December 19, 2014,
protesting against the administration’s opting for
a “restorative justice” process instead of a
draconian penalty like expulsion. Temperance is
not characteristic of mobs.
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Virtual mobbing, obsessed as it is with
eradicating some general, abstract evil, tends to
harm not only the targets but their community.
(Think of Ferguson, Missouri., which will be
infamous for generations to come.) In the
present case, all members of the 2015 dentistry
class at Dalhousie, including the women, have
been unnecessarily burdened with suspicion,
doubt, and notoriety. The university’s refusal to
name the 13 members of the Facebook clique is
understandable and defensible, as a means of
sparing them still worse humiliation, but one
effect is to put all members of the class under a
cloud. The blame for this lies less with the
administration than with participants in the
virtual mob.
To its credit, the Dalhousie administration has
so far rebuffed the mob’s immoderate insistence
on naming and expelling the members of the
Facebook group. I share the view of Brenda
Morrison of Simon Fraser University, who
“commended the school’s administration for
taking action that went against the public outcry
for conventional disciplinary measures.” The
Dalhousie administration has handled the matter
at least more soberly and temperately than did
the University of Ottawa administration, which
suspended for one year its entire hockey team
on account of allegations of sexual assault laid
against two of the 24 players, and which now
faces a lawsuit on that account.

Facebook posts, who, in an open letter, objected
to the segregation imposed on their male
classmates in the Facebook group, and wrote
bluntly, “Many have asserted that all women
feel unsafe, but this is not the case for us – we
feel safe with the members of the Facebook
group involved in this restorative process.”
I see no reason why they should not feel safe. In
a culture as sexualized as ours, males indulge in
all kinds of sexual fantasies. So do females, as
witness the popularity of the book and film,
Fifty Shades of Grey. Such fantasizing correlates
weakly with rape, if at all. By the best evidence
I know, the incidence of rape in the United
States (I suspect also in Canada) has steadily
declined in recent decades, to a level less than
half what it was in 1980 – good news that some
have attributed in part to the increased
availability of pornography. The moral panic
and hysteria over campus rape culture that lay at
the root of the virtual mobbing of the Dalhousie
dental students has little foundation in evidence
– as dramatically shown by the gang rape hoax
last year at the University of Virginia.

Now for a distorted lens through which to view
the Dalhousie scandal. Maclean’s columnist
Anne Kingston is just one of the many
commentators who have seen it as an expression
of so-called “rape culture,” an alleged way of
life on campus wherein rape is considered okay.
This catchphrase has appeared in many press
reports.

Rape culture is not everywhere a myth. The
horrific gang rape at Vanderbilt University in
2013, and a similar one at the Steubenville
(Ohio) High School in 2012, point to pockets of
rape-tolerant culture among male athletes. Many
lyrics of gangsta rap glorify rape. Citing U. S.
government statistics, Steve Sailer, Lawrence
Auster, and others have pointed out the
overrepresentation of men from the black
underclass among rapists of both black and
white women. In Islamic terrorist organizations
like ISIS and Boko Haram, as in many Muslim
societies, also in India, one finds a popular and
legal culture that sanctions rape in certain
circumstances. By the available evidence, these
are all a far cry from the prevailing student
culture on Canadian campuses.

We should instead take at their word the six
female dental students who were named in the

The perception of rape culture in the Dalhousie
Facebook posts may be due in part to simple

(2) Rape culture — not so much
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misunderstanding of the phrase, “hate fuck,” in
one of the offensive posts. I suspect some
commentators, being outside the debauched
subculture in which this term is used, mistook it
as a synonym for rape.
So far as I have been able to learn, the term was
first used in 1986, by a short-lived rock band in
Washington, D.C., named Pussy Galore, in the
title of an extended play recording. The title was
Groovy Hate Fuck. The term does not mean
rape (see here or here). It means consensual sex,
typically raw and rough, between two people
who do not like each other. Dislike radically
separates the sex from the affection, or at least
passing fancy, with which sex is normally
associated, and is thought to enhance thereby
the pleasure of it. It can be groovy, that is
enjoyable, for both parties.
I doubt that hate-fucking is as groovy in practice
as in theory. Perceptions by the participants may
differ. I see it as a sexual perversion, one
manifestation of the decline Pitirim Sorokin
described from an ideational to a sensate
culture. It is in principle, however, an unforced
perversion, not rape.
(3) Raunch culture — yes
If “rape culture” is a murky lens through which
to view the Dalhousie scandal, a different sexrelated lens is clearer, more helpful. This is the
lens of “raunch culture,” a lifestyle that
undervalues restraint and discipline in sexual
and other matters, as if the good life were
defined by raves, hookups, slutwalks, and pride
parades, one amusing diversion after another,
without any long-term purpose to be diverted
from. The dental students’ Facebook posts
exemplify raunch culture well: inane running off
at the mouth, gutter talk in social media. Open
to both sexes, raunch is a culture of cheap thrills
and instant gratification. U.S. journalist Heather
Mac Donald hits the nail on the head: “What is
the reality on college campuses? Not a rape
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epidemic, but a culture of drunken hook-ups
with zero normative checks on promiscuous
behavior.”
As his best single explanation for the
psychological distress and related woes of
today’s western world, the British pundit,
Theodore Dalrymple, has settled on “the
collapse of personal self-control, which is now
not only regarded as unnecessary but actively
harmful, insofar as it leads to frustration, and
frustration supposedly leads to yet worse
consequences.” The dental students’ Facebook
posts exemplify precisely the “collapse of
personal self-control” Dalrymple has described.
In its issue of 29 January 2015, Maclean’s
published a telling letter by Corinne Leek, a
Nova Scotia dentist. She said she began dental
school here at Western in 1972, one of ten
women with 245 male classmates. She said she
“never heard, nor was confronted by, any of the
misogyny exhibited this year at Dalhousie
University. It seems society has regressed. It is
beyond disgusting that these male students
would fantasize about their classmates in such
denigrating ways. I am certain that my
classmates, way back in prehistoric times,
would never have considered treating any of us
gals in the class in such a vile way. In fact, I am
certain that the majority would have risen in
revolt at such talk.” Leek’s view confirms my
own recollection, as a professor who was
teaching here at Western in 1972. Half a century
ago, raunch culture had not yet infected our
campuses so deeply as today.
What I’m suggesting here is that there was
something wrong with the posts on the
Facebook page. It was not sanctioning of rape.
Nor was it sexual harassment, by my reading of
the evidence, despite the use of this label in an
anonymous open letter and elsewhere. What was
wrong was a degree of raunchiness beyond what
a faculty of dentistry should tolerate.
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Virtual mobbing does not imply that targets are
wholly innocent. Maybe so but maybe not. The
campaign last year against Tom Flanagan was
based on false reporting of remarks he had made
after a lecture in Lethbridge. As Mark Mercer
commented at the time, Flanagan had nothing to
apologize for. He had done nothing wrong.
In other cases, however, and I believe this is
one, altogether apart from the clamor and
contagion of the mob, the targets have behaved
reprehensibly.
Dentistry is an applied science, a profession.
Like other health professionals, dentists gaze at,
examine, and act intrusively upon live human
bodies. They poke, pull, twist, cut, inject,
implant, anesthetize, prescribe drugs, cause
pain, and otherwise treat patients for the sake of
restoring and maintaining health. What is more,
for the sake of medical or dental treatment,
patients routinely expose the most private parts
of their bodies, allow themselves to be rendered
unconscious, and submit to intimate touching.
Anybody who goes to a dentist has a right to
expect that the dentist has enough self-discipline
and self-control to keep his or her mind on the
job, and in particular to keep sex out of the
practice of dentistry: not just to refrain from
seeking sexual satisfaction in the guise of giving
treatment, but even to block sexual fantasies
thereof, let alone share such fantasies with
colleagues.
Under the influence of raunch culture, the
members of the Facebook group displayed a
lack of the necessary self-control. In their online
forum, they collectively engaged in sexual
fantasies related to their profession – to the
point even of posting a photo secretly taken of a
patient lying prostrate with buttocks exposed.
In a world more rational than ours, the
Dalhousie Facebook scandal would have been
promptly and quietly resolved within the
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Faculty of Dentistry. The dean might, for
example, have called together all 46 students in
the class, informed them all of the raunchy posts
in the 13-member Facebook clique, and calmly
explained why the clique and the posts are
outside the bounds of tolerance in a school of
dentistry. Members of the group would probably
have fallen over themselves apologizing and
pledging to exercise more self-control in the
future. Then the dean, or the appropriate
committee, could have assessed contributions to
the Facebook group by the members, one by
one, and possibly applied some further
discipline. The entire affair might have been
over in a few days or weeks.
It has taken months instead of weeks, but the
Faculty of Dentistry’s Academic Standards
Class Committee has indeed been addressing the
unprofessional character of the Facebook posts.
This is reasonable. There are limits to how much
raunch a health profession can put up with.
(4) Infringement of academic freedom — not so
much
Observing the scandal through the lens of
academic freedom, Mark Mercer has defended
the students in the Facebook group on grounds
of this sacred value. His argument has the virtue
of helping stave off the mob demanding the
students’ expulsion, but this comes at the cost of
divorcing free speech in the academy from its
purposes. These are above all the quest for
empirical truth, producing ideas that square with
evidence, both for intellectual satisfaction and
for practical techniques of human betterment. A
further purpose, implicit in SAFS President
Clive Seligman’s recent letter to the London
Free Press, is to serve democratic values in
university administration.
In my research on academic mobbing, I have
studied hundreds of scientists and scholars who
paid heavily for their exercise of free speech for
these noble purposes. Some of them, Socrates
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most famously, lost their lives. Others, like
Galileo, were humiliated and silenced. Ten
years ago, Lawrence Summers was run out of
his position as president of Harvard for speaking
what he believed to be the truth about women’s
underrepresentation in the sciences. Philippe
Rushton barely survived the mobbing he
underwent here at Western in the late 1980s, for
publishing research findings on racial
differences. By his book, Persona Non Grata,
Tom Flanagan brilliantly repulsed the virtual
mob that attacked him in 2013. Just last year,
the National Post reported on the attack of an
angry student mob on today’s featured speaker,
Janice Fiamengo.
The Dalhousie dental students are in a different
category from scholars like these. The words
that got the students in trouble were not for the
sake of democracy or a search for truth. The
satisfaction these boys were craving was not
intellectual or political. Academic freedom is
irrelevant to the trouble they got themselves in.
They were using words for an altogether
different purpose, namely to titillate one another
with sexual fantasies about female classmates.
John Carpay, of the Justice Centre for
Constitutional Freedoms in Calgary, was correct
in telling the CBC that the Facebook posts are
not the ideas that university rules on free speech
are intended to defend. “What these students are
talking about,” Carpay said, is “far removed
from authentic academic discussion.”
I share the common respect for the sentiment
about free expression attributed to Voltaire, that
“I disapprove of what you say but will defend to
the death your right to say it.” So am I supposed
to go to the wall defending the right of these
guys to chat idly about hate-fucking female
classmates, chloroforming them for a sexual
purpose, and using one’s penis to turn lesbians
straight? Gimme a break.
(5) Violation of privacy — not so much
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Dalhousie dental student Amanda Oakley has
viewed her male classmates’ raunchy posts
through quite a different lens, but one that also
has the benefit of helping repel the expulsionhungry mob. This lens is the value on privacy
fundamental to a civilized society. Oakley has
rebuked Ryan Millet, the member of the
Facebook group who brought his fellows’
raunchy posts to the attention of a woman
named in them, and thereby precipitated their
public exposure: “I think you should feel shame
for ruining the lives of your trusted
classmates...sure this content was inappropriate,
but never meant to make it to the public...as one
of two women in a class of 20...I would never
betray the trust of my colleagues, my friends;
even if I personally had been highly offended,
with my feelings hurt....what a spectacle you
have made of some crude joking...you won’t get
a pat on the back from me...your [sic] a fraud
among friends.”
I have sympathy for Oakley’s point of view.
Privacy remains worth fighting for, however
much it is undermined by digital technologies in
today’s world. I was horrified last year by the
virtual mobbing and public disgrace of LA
Clippers owner Donald Sterling, on the basis of
a secretly recorded private conversation with his
girlfriend. And even though I deplore raunch
culture, I have doubts about Dalhousie’s
punishment of undergrads for posting on the Dal
Jungle instagram account some photos of
students having consensual sex. If the police
found no reason to lay charges, I think the
university could reasonably have let well
enough alone.
In three ways, however, the dental students’
Facebook posts were not very private from the
start. First, each was communicated by one
student to twelve others. The more people you
say something to, the less private it is. Second,
the thirteen students were part of a two-year-old
discussion forum that even had a name, “The
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Class of DDS 2015 Gentlemen.” Every recipient
of a post knew that the others received it, too.
Within the confines of that little fraternity, the
posts were already public. Third, the posts were
not oral but written, with a record kept in
cyberspace. Oakley is correct that the content
was never meant to be public, in the sense of
being broadcast on CBC, but it was never
altogether private either.
What the Facebook group amounted to was a
secretive online clique of thirteen students, from
a total of 46 in the class. Its existence was a
matter of public consequence at least in that
class. It is therefore too harsh to say Millet is a
fraud among friends who betrayed their trust.
He placed allegiance to the class as a whole and
to dentistry ahead of allegiance to a deviant
clique. That was defensible, especially since he
identified
himself
publicly,
accepted
responsibility for his actions, and if I understand
the facts correctly, had earlier tried in vain to
have group members voluntarily remove the
raunchy posts.
Conclusion
In an effort to make sense of the uproar over
offensive posts to a Facebook page shared by
thirteen Dalhousie dental students, this essay has
identified five lenses through which the scandal
has been viewed. Two of the lenses are
illuminating and clear, bringing the facts of the
matter into sharp focus: virtual mobbing and
raunch culture. Three of the lenses distort or
blur the essential facts: rape culture,
infringement of academic freedom, and
violation of privacy.
The lens of virtual mobbing is the one I count
most valuable, especially because it connects
this uproar to many other ones in today’s world.
Mobs of whatever kind threaten our civilization
to its core. They cause their targets unnecessary
harm, and make it harder to resolve conflicts
and
rectify
problems
soberly,
fairly,
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constructively. With the best of intentions, they
encourage rash, unbalanced laws and policies.
Careful scientific study of the new kind of
mobbing
enabled
by
computerized
communication is therefore worthwhile.
Kenneth Westhues, a member of SAFS, is
Professor Emeritus, University of Waterloo. Dr
Westhues presented this article at the SAFS
annual general meeting, 9 May 2015, Western
University, London, Ontario. It is reprinted
here, with permission, from his blog
http://www.kwesthues.com/safsDal15.html
CAPILANO UNIVERSITY
ADMINISTRATION VIOLATED
ACADEMIC FREEDOM: REPORT
CAUT Bulletin
A year after a media storm that shook his
campus and his life, George Rammell can at last
breathe a sigh of relief. A CAUT investigation
into the seizure and destruction of his artwork
by the Capilano University administration found
his sculpture was an expression of protest and
his academic freedom was violated by the
seizure.
“They used fear as a strategy to silence me. But
when you try to gag someone, it can backfire,
and that’s what happened in my case. By
destroying my artwork, they provided me with
an incredible platform and inspired me to create
even more,” Rammell said.
In a scathing report issued this month, a CAUT
ad hoc investigatory committee found that
Capilano University president Kris Bulcroft and
her administration did not support Rammell’s
academic freedom, they trampled it. The report
calls on the university to publicly apologize and
compensate Rammell for the distress caused by
the incident.
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On May 8, 2014, officials at Capilano seized
and dismantled Rammell’s sculpture entitled
Blathering on in Krisendom. The satirical piece
depicted Capilano’s president with her dog
Margaux draped in an American flag. Rammell
created the caricature to protest Bulcroft’s role
in carrying out controversial cuts to arts courses.
Capilano’s administration argued that placing
the sculpture on display on campus was a form
of harassment and intimidation, and ran counter
to the university’s statement on a respectful
work and study environment.
The CAUT report found that Rammell’s
sculpture constituted “legitimate political
commentary, not bullying or personal
harassment,” and concluded the university was
“guilty of institutional censorship and violated
Rammell’s academic freedom” by seizing his
sculpture.
“Academic freedom cannot be undermined
merely because an opinion may be shocking.
Any university policy limiting freedom of
expression more than is permitted by law
threatens academic freedom,” wrote the authors
in their 14-page report.
“The committee believes that Capilano
University was in no way justified in seizing
professor Rammell’s work of art. The standard
of tolerance applicable to the expression of
controversial opinions under academic freedom
is much higher.”
But the victory remains bittersweet for
Rammell, who enjoyed a 24-year teaching
career at Capilano, before the university axed
the entire visual arts program last year. He lost
his job and his employment insurance benefits
are now exhausted.
The former instructor is still passionate about
his art and says the incident has inspired him to
include pieces of the original in a new, more
ornate sculpture entitled Margaux and the
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Monarch. His artwork is still censured on
Capilano’s campus.
“I’m saddened there no longer is a school of
visual arts on Vancouver’s North Shore. I
deplore the university has decided to turn
towards the film industry. They want to tell
students what to think rather than show them
how to think, and I believe that’s a serious
mistake,” Rammell said.
CAUT Bulletin, Vol. 62, no. 6, June 2015.
Reprinted with permission.
WILL ACADEMIA WASTE THE
MICHAEL LACOUR SCANDAL?
Drew Foster
In the wake of the explosive scandal
surrounding Michael LaCour, the UCLA
political science grad student who faces
overwhelming evidence that he fabricated the
data behind a highly celebrated, widely
publicized study about how to shift gaymarriage attitudes published in Science last
December, the scientific community has a rare
opportunity to reconsider its obsession with
“clever young things” — and the professional
pressures that create (and corrupt) them.
It’s tempting to argue, as some social scientists
have, that the LaCour scandal is proof that the
system works. After all, LaCour was caught,
and it’s likely he will be drummed out of
academia entirely. The Science paper was
quickly retracted once its author’s fraud came to
light. But if academics are satisfied to view this
incident as an anomaly that was effectively
handled by a functional system of checks, it
would be a regrettable missed opportunity.
Because while scandals like this one are
(mercifully) rare, the underlying issues in
academia that likely fueled LaCour’s misdeeds
and delayed their discovery need to be
addressed.
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It’s worth pointing out that this isn’t just an
academic problem — these issues ripple into the
real world. At a time when social science
research findings enjoy increasing coverage in
big-time news outlets as well as dedicated
sections in scientific magazines and niche blogs
alike, and when social scientists themselves
have the ear of government officials like never
before, this research is indirectly — and
sometimes directly — shaping all manner of
public policy, as well as greatly influencing the
vocabulary laypeople use to explain why
humans do what they do. In other words, maybe
you don’t think you’re interested in obscure,
distant-seeming academic scandals and debates.
But if you care about the gender pay gap, the
police’s relationship with young black men, the
financialization of the economy, or any of
dozens of other issues that social scientists take
up, then you have a stake in how social science
is conducted.
With that in mind, there are at least three
profitable conversations about academia that the
LaCour scandal should provoke:
First, we need to figure out how to realistically
slow down the ultracompetitive world of
academia for young researchers. It’s been clear
for a while now that there are far more Ph.D.s
produced each year than there are job openings
(especially in the social sciences and
humanities), and to get one of those jobs a
graduate student needs to publish a lot and in
high-end journals. The demand has become so
excessive that one professor recently proposed
that journals stop accepting manuscripts from
grad students to stave competition and level the
playing field (not likely).
The profound pressure to publish certainly can’t
explain LaCour’s deception on its own — every
day, countless graduate students slog through
imperfect data and tepid findings without
engaging in fabrication. Still, the everintensifying contest for jobs and for recognition
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that is inherent to being a young social-science
researcher makes these sorts of catastrophes —
as well as all sorts of other, more subtle forms of
misconduct — far more likely. And while the
academic community has begun to take these
pressures seriously in recent years, practical
dialogues about how to find a better way are
rare.
Second, we need some much-needed candor
regarding just how easy it is to falsify socialscience data. Even as young researchers face
demands to publish splashy results in big
journals, most conduct their research with
notably little oversight. While LaCour’s alleged
fabrication is a particularly egregious one, all
researchers face the temptation to add or delete
a few lines of data in their spreadsheets so as to
firm up their statistical argument, or to
“paraphrase” an interviewee’s quotation in a
way that makes them say what the researcher
needs them to say.
Academics need to confront the fact that
“minor” infractions of integrity lead to
“findings” that have the potential to change
public policy, redirect resources, and transform
people’s behavioral choices in potentially
harmful ways. When our publications are based
on incomplete representations of data, it brings
our work closer to the style of cherry-picked,
anecdotal arguments deployed in partisan media
to which academic scholarship is supposed to be
an antidote.
The current attempts to instill in young
researchers a spirit of academic integrity are
often half-baked. Some graduate programs
include a perfunctory unit on “research ethics”
somewhere in their early curricula, but that
conversation tends to happen at a moment in
students’ graduate careers before they’ve started
to work with their own data and had a chance to
feel the temptation to tweak their data when it
isn’t telling the story they want it to. As a result,
the conversation about data falsification in
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graduate school can be abstract
unmemorable — if it happens at all.
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Third, we need to rethink the circumstances
under which it is appropriate for senior faculty
to be named as co-authors on studies that they
did not conduct. One of the reasons LaCour
almost got away with an extravagant lie is that
his ostensible co-author, the highly regarded
Columbia political scientist Donald Green, was
across the country and played no role in
administering the — apparently, in retrospect,
nonexistent — surveys that were the cornerstone
of his and LaCour’s results. (Green, who is
known within political science for his focus on
experimental design and his tendency to take on
many mentees, quickly asked the paper be
retracted after the fraud was revealed, and then
expressed embarrassment and regret about the
whole thing.)
It may seem strange to non-academics, but the
cultural practice of giving senior faculty
members co-authorship of papers to which they
contributed supervision rather than substantive
intellectual work has been commonplace since
at least World War II. It’s a self-perpetuating
system that professionally benefits both the
junior scholar, who can claim a collaborative
relationship with a well-regarded faculty
member, and the senior scholar, who can give
off the appearance of greater research
productivity.
This habit isn’t likely to change anytime soon,
so it’s important to clarify and underscore the
responsibilities of senior collaborators. Faculty
members are encouraged to treat their graduate
student collaborators and advisees like
colleagues rather than underlings, and mutual
trust is a major part of that relationship. To
move toward a culture in which senior faculty
fact-checked every aspect of their students’
research would be to debase that trust. So the
solution shouldn’t be to treat every graduate
student like they’re the next Michael LaCour,
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but rather to inject these relationships with a
little bit of skepticism — an ideal that is, after
all, supposed to be one of the driving forces of
academia. There need to be frank discussions in
faculty meetings across the country about how
easy it is to make stuff up and how to reconcile
that fact with a necessary faith in one another’s
professional integrity.
***
As the immediate aftermath of the LaCour
scandal fades a bit, academics face a choice:
They can see this as an unfortunate, one-off
affair and get back to their own work, or they
can take this opportunity to confront the
systemic forces that lead to bad social science.
It’s clear which of these options would entail
more hard work and more painful conversations.
It’s equally clear which one is right.
Drew Foster is a doctoral candidate in
sociology at the University of Michigan. Mr
Foster’s article originally appeared in Science
of
Us,
5
June
2015,
http://nymag.com/scienceofus/2015/06/willacademia-waste-the-michael-lacourscandal.html Reprinted by permission.
REVIEW OF PETER MACKINNON,
UNIVERSITY LEADERSHIP AND PUBLIC
POLICY IN THE TWENTY-FIRST
CENTURY
Tom Flanagan
Peter MacKinnon, University Leadership and
Public Policy in the Twenty-First Century
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014).
ISBN 978-1-4426-1611-0.
Peter MacKinnon was Dean of Law at the
University of Saskatchewan and then President
of that institution from 1999 to 2012. This book
is based on his experiences and on interviews
with other university administrators as well on
the literature about advanced education. The
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main theme is “path dependency,” a term
borrowed from the social sciences to describe
inertia in human affairs. Both individuals and
institutions tend to continue in their established
trajectories. Decisions once made tend to
foreclose other options, and vested interests
grow up around the status quo, making change
difficult.
In MacKinnon’s view, the mission of the
university president is to move the university
away from path dependency and towards bigger
and better goals—higher standards, bigger
budgets for research and graduate programs,
greater recognition in international rankings.
It’s all very familiar to anyone who has ever
worked in university administration. I used to
think and talk this way myself in my five years
as a department head and two terms as a special
assistant to university presidents.
MacKinnon’s analysis of the factors that often
impede presidentially led change is perceptive.
Presidents are frustrated at every turn by faculty
unions that want collective bargaining to trump
internal decision-making, provincial politicians
who try to manipulate universities for political
objectives, weak-kneed boards of governors,
federal governments that refuse to pay overhead
for major research projects, and philanthropists
who want control as well as recognition after
giving large amounts of money.
The
“precarious presidency” is how MacKinnon
sums it all up.
Any Canadian academic considering a tour in
senior administration would profit from reading
this book. It gives a realistic view of the pitfalls
that lie ahead and a sober assessment of what
one is likely to achieve. However, the book is
almost completely silent about the concerns that
animate the members of SAFS. There is no
mention of the rampant grade inflation
undermining academic standards at Canadian
universities, nor of the cresting wave of political
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correctness menacing ordinary freedom of
speech as well as academic freedom.
A university president’s failure even to mention
such subjects shows how remote the typical
president is today from campus life. “That’s the
concern of the provost,” he would probably say.
Relatedly, there is no discussion of how
university administration has grown both in size
and expense in recent decades, and how
administrators who come to do good for the
institution end up by doing well for themselves
in salaries, perks, and pensions.
Indeed, the only place students appear in the
book is in the chapter on tuition, which
discusses how universities might wring more
tuition out of students while getting
governments even more deeply involved with
students loans. There is no mention of what is
now being vigorously discussed in the United
States, namely that government-funded student
loans may be luring too many people into
university, saddling them with debts they can
never repay.
This is an insider’s book, exploring how a
determined president can drag his institution up
the scale of financing and prestige. The author
never attempts to take a systemic view of what
advanced education as a whole has become and
whether its current path is sustainable.
Members of SAFS will probably be more
interested in the new book by Glenn Harland
Reynolds, The Education Apocalypse, which
depicts higher education, at least in the United
States, as a bubble that has already started to
burst. After recently visiting my beloved alma
mater, Notre Dame University, and seeing the
lavish new buildings and athletic facilities, and
hearing about the $60,000 annual cost of tuition
plus room and board, I’m inclined to think
Reynolds is on to something.
Those who lead universities don’t have time to
ask systemic questions; they are paid to shake
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their institutions loose from path dependency
and push them towards higher levels of funding,
recognition, and “excellence.”
But SAFS
members can’t help but ask what this means for
academic freedom, student affordability, and
quality of instruction. It would be interesting to
see MacKinnon turn his mind to questions such
as these now that he has explored the mechanics
of institutional aggrandizement.
Tom Flanagan, a member of the SAFS Board of
Directors, is professor emeritus of political
science at the University of Calgary
WALKER WINS: NEW BUDGET WILL
REPEAL UNIVERSITY TENURE
Blake Neff
Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker is poised to win a
huge victory on education as the state legislature
passed a budget that repeals state tenure
guarantees while also slashing the budget of the
University of Wisconsin.
The victory was enunciated by the acquiescence
of the university, which recognized its defeat by
passing a spending plan that implements
Walker’s cuts. All that remains is for Walker to
consummate his victory by affixing his
signature to the budget.
The two-year, $73 billion budget approved
Thursday makes a host of changes Walker has
sought in the realm of education. Wisconsin’s
school voucher program is expanded, and $250
million in funding is taken from the University
of Wisconsin. That’s down from the $300
million cut Walker originally sought, but still a
substantial haircut.
Bowing to the fait accompli, later on Thursday
the University of Wisconsin approved its own
budget, implementing the big cuts expected of
it. About 400 positions will be laid off or will go
unfilled, and the university’s budgets no money
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for pay hikes. The school’s situation is made
tougher because the legislature has also frozen
in-state tuition.
While academics have accused Walker of
sabotaging the school’s competitiveness, Walker
has refused to yield, arguing that professors
should be teaching more classes. (RELATED:
Walker: University Profs Need To Work
Harder,
http://dailycaller.com/2015/01/28/walkeruniversity-profs-need-to-work-harder/)
Walker’s push to slash spending at U-Wisconsin
has received the most press, but his push to alter
tenure may have the biggest long-term
implications. Until now, tenure for professors at
the University of Wisconsin has been protected
by statute (Wisconsin is the only state with such
a law). Now, that protection has been
eliminated, leaving it up to the school’s board of
regents to decide whether professors have
tenure.
Not only that, but tenure itself has been
weakened so that it doesn’t offer the protections
it once did. Previously, only “financial
exigency” (an urgent budget shortfall) could
justify the firing of a tenured professor. Now,
tenured professors may also be laid off
whenever it is “deemed necessary due to a
budget or program decision regarding program
discontinuance, curtailment, modification, or
redirection.” (RELATED: Wisconsin Might
Destroy
Tenure
For
Professors,
http://dailycaller.com/2015/06/01/wisconsinmight-destroy-tenure-for-professors/)
The budget also rolls back the principle of
“shared governance,” in which faculty are given
heavy leeway to control the governance of their
own departments. Instead, faculty are assigned a
primary advisory role for helping the chancellor.
University of Wisconsin-Madison Chancellor
Rebecca Blank sent a letter to Walker Friday
begging him to veto the changes, saying they
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would drive away current and prospective
faculty.
“Over its 165-year history, the University of
Wisconsin-Madison has built an international
reputation for the highest quality research and
teaching,” said Blank. “For us to attract and
retain the best faculty in the global higher
education marketplace, it is imperative that UWMadison not be seen as offering a less attractive
package than can be found at our peer
institutions.”
But given that rolling back tenure is Walker’s
idea in the first place, a veto at the eleventh hour
is a very unlikely concession.
Angry faculty have directed a great deal of
venom toward Blank and the UW board of
regents, accusing them of letting the tenure
provisions pass by failing to make a loud
protest.
Walker is expected to sign the budget by
Monday, when he is scheduled to officially
announce his presidential campaign.
Originally published in The Daily Caller, 11
July
2015,
http://dailycaller.com/2015/07/11/walker-winsnew-budget-will-repeal-university-tenure/.
Reprinted by permission.

HOW THE PRESSURES OF TITLE IX
COMPLIANCE HAVE CHILLED MY
COLLEGE CAMPUS
Rachael Russell
On my first day of class this past semester, like
my previous three semesters at the University of
Delaware (UD), I expected to attend my classes
and be given syllabi with course expectations. I
did not expect to have references to Title IX on
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my course syllabi, warning students that any
reference to sexual misconduct disclosed in
class would be reported by my professors. Here
is an excerpt from one course syllabus:
Please note: as a responsible employee at the
University of Delaware I have reporting
responsibilities under Title IX and I am required
to file a report regarding any sexual misconduct
that is reported to me or that is described in the
classroom.
I hardly knew what Title IX was, and yet, it was
dictating what I could and could not feel
comfortable saying in a classroom. This
prompted me to do some research.
Just over a year ago, UD—as well as over 50
other colleges and universities—were put under
investigation by the U.S. Department of
Education’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR). The
number of schools being investigated has since
doubled, and over 100 institutions are currently
under investigation for their handling of sexual
assault cases. Publicly announcing the
universities that are under investigation puts an
immense amount of pressure on school
administrations, which has led to universities
taking excessive measures in an effort to comply
with Title IX’s requirements. The warnings
placed on my syllabi are a direct result of the
UD administration responding to the pressures
of Title IX compliance.
BEQUEST TO SAFS
Please consider remembering the Society in
your will. Even small bequests can help us greatly in carrying on SAFS’s work. In most cases, a
bequest does not require rewriting your entire
will, but can be done simply by adding a codicil.
Thank you,
Mark Mercer, SAFS president
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While the foundation of Title IX and its goal of
eliminating sex-based discrimination in
education is desirable, I have seen the negative
effects of the pressures to keep up with Title
IX’s standards firsthand in the classroom
setting. In a course I took this semester, our
class discussed a variety of subjects including
abortion, sex-based discrimination, rape, and
sexual assault on college campuses. Our
professor confided that in the past many
students felt comfortable discussing their sexual
assault experiences with her and the class, as
these topics were commonly examined in class.
Victims of sexual assault were able to confide in
my professor about extremely delicate and
emotional information—at least they were able
to before UD found itself under investigation by
OCR. Since OCR’s enforcement and the
references placed on my syllabus, my professor
reports that not one student has come to her to
discuss past experiences of sexual assault.
Could it be that there were no cases of sexual
assault this past semester? Is the Department of
Education’s investigation truly making a
difference? No, I don’t believe this is the case.
The only effect I have seen from Title IX’s
enforcement at UD is the silencing of victims
and the loss of potential speakers.
Title IX has created a chilling effect at UD as
students no longer feel that they can be open in
discussions with their class and their professors.
Every student has different experiences that
allow them to add to class discussions in
constructive ways. These candid discussions
about sexual assault on campus can create an
open, supportive environment where victims can
speak about their experiences. However, by
forcing professors to report sexual misconduct,
Title IX is interfering with the choice a victim
has as to whether he or she wants to report the
incident or not.

September 2015

Forcing an unwanted investigation on students
that do speak out will cause many students to
feel uncomfortable discussing their experiences,
which will end the conversation. If a victim does
not want to report an incident, but finds comfort
in discussing the misconduct with a professor
who is empathetic and experienced with issues
of sexual assault, why should the university
demand an investigation? Universities should be
encouraging victims to discuss their trauma in a
healthy and progressive manner, but instead
they are teaching students how to be afraid and
silent.
The vagueness and overbreadth of the Title IX
language on my syllabus is also extremely
worrisome for the expression of students. Again,
this course involves discussion of various
sensitive and provocative topics. The excerpt on
my syllabus claims that any sexual misconduct
described in the classroom must be reported—
not merely on-campus or recent sexual
misconduct, but any sexual misconduct. Even if
a student experienced sexual assault as a child
and feels comfortable discussing this with her
class or professor, the syllabus suggests that the
professor is required by law to report it. This
creates a barrier for speech, where students will
no longer bring their past experiences to the
discussion, in this course or any other course at
UD, because of the chilling effect of this overly
broad interpretation of Title IX.
As I start my junior year at UD, I hope that I am
not presented again with syllabi warnings that
create apprehension for students to describe
their experiences in course discussions. I
strongly believe that until the responsibility of a
professor to report sexual misconduct is
removed, many victims will continue to be
silent and feel their speech is being suppressed
while universities claim to be in accordance
with Title IX standards.
Rachael Russell is a summer intern at the
Foundation for Individual Rights in Education.
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This article appeared 26 June 2015 on the FIRE
website,
https://www.thefire.org/how-thepressures-of-title-ix-compliance-have-chilledmy-college-campus/. Reprinted by permission.

THE PROFESSOR AND THE KINDER
EGG
Emily Bajorek-DeLater
The Ambassador Bridge between Detroit and
Windsor is one of the busiest border crossings in
the world. Here, customs and immigration
agents need to be able to tell almost
immediately whether a person is a threat to the
homeland or if they’re a harmless day-tripper to
the casinos located either side of the river.
Agents learn to set priorities. You might be
forgiven for assuming that these priorities are
grounded in common sense—bombs, drugs,
weapons, one would think, would top the list of
the most confiscated items. After all, these are
things that can do actual harm and pose a real
and present danger to citizens on either side of
the border.
No, the most confiscated item by U.S. Customs
and Border Control is, in fact, a chocolate
confection beloved by kiddies the world over
but forbidden to American children—the Kinder
Egg. European and Canadian children can be
trusted with a small toy encased in an edible
chocolate shell, but American children are
judged far too delicate (or perhaps dim-witted?)
to discern what is a credible edible before they
turn five.
This tradition of cosseting children continues in
many forms well into adulthood. Under federal
health law, for example, American “children”
continue to be children well into their mid-tolate-twenties, even if they are married with
children of their own. A similar attitude
pervades American higher education and,
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perhaps to a lesser degree, Canadian higher
education as well.
Even the most repressive regimes on the planet
have never been successful in dictating romance
and sexual activity. Does anyone actually
believe that there are no homosexuals in Iran?
Indeed, who one falls in love with and has
consensual sexual relations with remains one of
the few freedoms that are respected in most
societies worldwide. However, extended
adolescence seems to be the norm in North
American higher education. We cannot
reasonably expect the same “children,” unable
to discern the difference between chocolate and
plastic, to choose their own sexual partners, can
we? The result? In loco parentis run amok.
In addition to speech codes, in loco parentis is
perhaps one of the most damaging ideas to have
hit higher education since Socrates drank
hemlock (who, incidentally, was executed for
corrupting innocent youth). Western civilization
seems to have made a devil’s bargain,
sacrificing free inquiry and freedom of speech
and association for a bubble-wrapped soft-serve
“education” that merely prolongs the already
extended adolescence of Western youth. Call
this woman cynical, but sometimes I think that
the modern American university exists merely
as a means to keep a large segment of the
population out of the job market long enough to
drive down our often shamefully high
unemployment figures.
So much lip service is paid to being tolerant,
inclusive, multi-cultural, and politically correct,
but so little respect given to love, the one (and
perhaps only) experience that unites the entire
human race. Celebrated on campuses continentwide when it “transgresses” notions such as
“gender binarism” and thumbs its nose at
“phallocentric patriarchy,” love is suddenly
considered as abusive as the relationship
between predator and prey when it concerns
professor and student.
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The absurdity of this double standard is plainly
apparent in the numerous equitable relationships
formed between people of sometimes widely
differing social, educational, generational, and
economic status throughout every other sector
of society. Why the academy feels itself to be so
delicate and precious as to be unable to cope
with such relationships is beyond me. Have we
turned into such hothouse flowers that a
consensual relationship between two adults is so
threatening to us that the mere suspicion of it
sets into motion the automatic machinery of
ostracism and punishment? Is it better for us to
assume that adults are capable of making their
own decisions, or to assume that students need
to be saved from . . . themselves? And in many
cases, the love of their lives? Whether they like
it or not?
Considering the new draconian measures
adopted by American colleges and universities
against faculty-student relationships, the
trademark essay of Cristina Nehring in Harper’s
Magazine (“The Higher Yearning: Bringing eros
back to academe,” September 1, 2001) is as
poignant today as it was a decade and a half ago.
“Power differentials” are not always
automatically on the professor’s side. Regarding
the moral difficulty of legislating which power
differentials
are
acceptable
in
adult
relationships, Nehring writes,
“If there is ‘power’ in academic rank, for
instance, there is power in youth too—in
physical attractiveness, in energy. There is
power, even, in yet-to-be-fulfilled promise—
power in time. To the extent that such
legislation succeeded, it would be a disaster—a
reactionary dystopia, a hierarchical hell to which
the way had been paved with liberal intentions.”
I married the love of my life, whom I first met at
age 16 in Rhetoric and the Great Books 101,
whose tweedy appearance initially reminded me
more of Freud than the actors and musicians my
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peers would have idolized, and whose wit
charmed me and made such an impact on my
consciousness that twelve years ago, having
attained the age of 18 and no longer his student,
I was thrilled to have been asked on a date. We
have been together ever since.
The history of literature is full of beautiful,
intellectually
and
physically
spirited
relationships between teacher and student.
Perhaps our romantic history was in the back of
my mind as I chose John Donne’s love poetry as
the subject for my honors thesis at the U of
Michigan. Written from a place of persecution,
loss of reputation, and loss of his career after his
love affair (and elopement) with his student
came to light, I saw in his passionate verses a
mirror of our own lives: “John Donne, Anne
Donne, Undone.” That these four-hundred-yearold words sound fresh to us today is, and ought
to be, a source of shame for academia.
Emily Bajorek-DeLater graduated in 2006 from
the University of Michigan with an honours
degree in English.
TREAD CAREFULLY IN THE LIVES OF
PROFESSORS AND THEIR FORMER
STUDENTS
James Albert DeLater
My first visit to Paris in the early 1980s
included a visit to the City of Lights’ famous
Père Lachaise cemetery. Among the many
literary luminaries buried there were the
adjacent tombs of Abélard and Héloïse,
protagonists of the semi-tragic twelfth-century
love story between a teacher and his brilliant
student. To this day their tombs remain a
pilgrimage site for lovers and never lack for
fresh flowers laid round them. At the time, I had
no idea that my own teaching career would
someday lead to romance, marriage, and family
with a former student of mine, and to all the
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attendant controversy, though not the
dénouement, of the Abélard and Héloïse story.
Not that I was a stranger to the close, even
family
possibility
of
professor-student
relationships. My only sibling, a younger sister,
at nineteen years had married her generationolder university professor not long after I
returned from military service in Vietnam. She
and her husband now have been married for
over forty years and have a college-age
daughter. Although I had no objection to my
sister’s choice at the time of their marriage, I
think a more supportive source in their progress
to a successful relationship was my singleparent mother’s support for her daughter’s
choice. Family support was later to play an
important role in the controversy over my
relationship with Emily Bajorek-DeLater, now
my wife for nine years but then a former student
of mine.
I’d met Emily’s parents several years before our
first date, on the occasion of which they offered
me hospitality and a glass of wine before Emily
and I spent the evening together. In particular,
Emily’s father (a district judge at the time) was
true to his libertarian principles and respected
his of-age and precocious daughter’s choice in
unmarried potential suitors. And at the time of
my appointment and after, the college had no
written or spoken rules about personal facultystudent relationships. Nevertheless, the college
administrators, flexing their in loco parentis
muscle and their “at will” contractual powers vis
à vis faculty, not only decided to interfere by
sending out their spies to follow us even into
other towns and on family outings (e.g., Emily’s
grandmother once spotted one of these college
hirelings when the three of us were on a
shopping trip in a town miles away from the
college), but summarily dismissed me during
my third teaching year at the college for
“inappropriate activity with a student.” Emily,
her father, mother, brother, and I shortly
afterwards attended a concert together (at which
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off-campus venue there were present some of
the college’s administrators, faculty, and
students), that served also as a welcome show of
solidarity for Emily and me. To the college’s
administrators’ chagrin, we did have a number
of supporters and well-wishers at the college,
though as I said, Emily’s family’s support and
confidence in me was the most important boost
to us.
Shortly after my dismissal, Emily herself
withdrew from the college and subsequently
took her honours degree at the U of Michigan,
in Ann Arbor, where we then lived. And when
we married, Emily’s father not only walked her
down the aisle, but turned round, donned his
judge’s robes, and officiated at our marriage at
my Veterans of Foreign Wars post’s hall, where
our reception was held.
Nearly twelve years have passed since our first
date, followed by our marriage and now our
year and a half-old child, Theodore Benjamin
DeLater, and, as I said, Emily’s family’s
continued support of her choice and their
confidence in me were most gratefully
appreciated.
I understand concerns about professor-student
personal relationships—especially when the
student is being taught by the professor in
question and thus subject to his or her class
authority and evaluation. But that was not our
case, for Emily was then a former student of
mine—and a brilliant, spirited student she’d
been, as well as a class leader. After we’d left
the college Emily and I traveled for conferences
and visits from Baton Rouge to Boston, and
from St Johns to Seattle and Portland. We were
living on the Adriatic, in Piran, Slovenia, when
we returned to the States to act as the sole caregivers to my ailing mother in the last five years
of her life, who came to love Emily as her own
daughter.
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administrators to prohibit, this is hardly
surprising.) Her statements had disturbed some
students, and an occasion in which she had used
the word “pussy” during an off-campus
conversation with a teacher was cited against
her.
But the committee specifically ruled out
termination as a possible consequence. Instead,
faculty members recommended that Buchanan
should merely agree to stop using such colorful
language, and that would be the end of it. The
committee also chided the university for failing
to offer Buchanan proper counselling, due
process, and sexual harassment training.
LSU President F. King Alexander ignored the
committee’s suggestions and instead moved to
fire Buchanan—eventually succeeding earlier
this month.
Upon termination, Buchanan lost all her
university emails—as well as some of the
research she had been doing while on mandatory
teaching hiatus. She has limited financial
resources, and is concerned about her future.
But she wants to fight back. If LSU won’t let
professors run their own classrooms—
infrequently sprinkling lectures with adult
language—the university is only lazily
committed to academic freedom, and no one is
safe.
“It’s got to stop,” she said. “You can’t treat
people like this.”
Kevin Cope, president of LSU’s Faculty Senate,
told The Advocate that he didn’t believe
Buchanan had actually violated university
sexual harassment policies:
“Cope cast doubt on whether Buchanan violated
any of the university’s policies. He noted the
university’s sexual harassment policies require
behavior that is not only sexual in nature, but
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that it must clearly hurt the school performance
of students and employees.
“‘Personally, this is nothing that I would
consider sexual harassment at all,’ Cope said.
“He added that if using profanity is grounds for
dismissal, two-thirds of college administrators
should be fired.”
The Foundation for Individual Rights in
Education’s Peter Bonilla wrote in a statement
to Reason that LSU’s treatment of Buchanan
“gives cause for serious concern”:
“Among the offenses cited against Buchanan are
her occasional use of profanity among her adult
students as well as occasional sexual jokes and
references. Such interchanges are presumptively
protected by a faculty member’s free speech and
academic freedom rights and by themselves
seem to fall well short of constituting any kind
of actionable sexual harassment.
“Unfortunately, this fits with FIRE’s recent
experiences. FIRE has seen multiple faculty
members in recent years investigated, suspended
from teaching, removed from campus, and even
fired from their positions over similar
complaints to those against Buchanan at LSU.
Their universities have regularly shown
remarkable indifference to their academic
freedom rights even when their speech at issue
was demonstrably germane to their teaching or
were themselves direct applications of the
assigned course materials.”
Bonilla also noted that LSU has already been
censured by the American Association of
University Professors for repeatedly violating
the academic freedom rights of its faculty.
AAUP’s Louisiana state chapter has set up a
tax-deductible legal defense fund for Buchanan,
who would like file a lawsuit against LSU.
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That Buchanan got in trouble for cursing and
referencing sex is as unfortunate as it is
completely unsurprising. The modern university
campus is becoming a bizarrely prudish place,
where witch hunts against professors who
express dissenting views or practice unorthodox
methods are commonplace.
Blame thin-skinned students and cowardly
university administrators, but most of all, blame
the federal government.
Robby Soave is a staff editor at Reason.com.
This article originally appeared 30 June 2015 in
Reason, http://reason.com/blog/2015/06/30/lsuprof-fired-for-telling-jokes-is-late. Reprinted by
permission.
LECTURING STYLE: THE TERESA
BUCHANAN-LSU FRUSTRATION
Michael A. Persinger
Humor, initiative, knowledge, confidence, and
creativity are strong correlates of a professor’s
capacity to engage the cognitions and
imaginations of students in the university
classroom and the laboratory. Unless one can
resonate with the thinking and concepts of
modern university students the maintenance of
the message of the particular lecture and the
obligation to challenge the audience to think
differently and independently cannot be easily
achieved. This is particularly evident in
classrooms that are bombarded by the
continuous moan of background air systems,
poor temperature control, electronic buzzes
from elaborate equipment, and the diminished
capacity of large groups of students to sit
quietly.
The requirement for students to sit for 60 or
more minutes and listen (primarily) to a single
stimulus ignores the normal human propensity
to habituate. I have found that affective and
intermittent diversity of expression to the class,
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so there is always mild anticipation of
something arousing, will maintain attention and
increase inquiries. Occasional profanity,
innuendo, and clever use of language that is
commensurate with the linguistic mode of the
audience add to the realism of the information
and emphasize the personal relevance of the
classroom
experience.
When
I teach
Introduction to Psychology, the first lecture
focuses upon the conditioning principles of how
words become “offensive” and how implicit
chains of learning make every student in the
class a victim of their own language and culture.
I encourage my students to break free of the
constraints of what should be said and not said,
thought or not thought, and to realize that labels,
taboo words, and arbitrary patterns of speech
inhibit their development as unique individuals.
From this context, assuming that the 30 June,
2015 news story by Robby Soave is correct,
LSU Professor Teresa Buchanan’s style of
lecturing was appropriate.
In a normal
distribution there is almost always a handful of
students, usually after they fail an exam or do
not receive special exceptions because of their
“situation”, who manipulate the social system of
feeling “offended”,
“uncomfortable” or
whatever verbal sequence will potentially access
the attention of administration. Occasional
“insensitive” humor maintains classroom
attention and arousal so that information can be
acquired. It really depends upon the preferred
style of the professor. In the balance of
probabilities there were variables other than her
lecture style that stimulated her dismissal by the
administration. The fact that a harmless word
such as “pussy” during an off campus
conversation with another professor was cited
against her reveals that her lecture style was not
the only variable.
In my experience there are no “bad” professors
or “bad” administrators. The ones I know are
usually convinced they are “protecting the
public” or “helping professors or students for
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their own good”. One of the costs of selfappointed moral superiority is pervasive and
vindictive repression of professors who are
perceived to be “not controllable”, that is, who
prefer to employ their own reasoning rather than
knee-jerk consensus. In my experience over the
last 50 years in Academia those professors who
were the most creative, assertive, and productive
thinkers preferred data and reasoning to social
sycophancy. Often administrators engage in
diffusion of responsibility. They must “control
the faculty” because not following some vague
and contrived government policy could lead to
withdrawal of financial support to the
institution. Guidelines are almost invariably
interpreted as inflexible rules.
The first casualty of lecturing in an environment
of aversive anticipation and anxiety about what
one might say is creativity and the confidence of
the professor. Confidence is coupled with easier
access to memory, verbal fluidity, and
entertainment value. The political obsession
with exaggerated effects from “the wrong
words” has minimal empirical bases. As I stated
in my testimony some years ago to the Human
Rights Commission regarding Section 13, there
is no clear causal evidence that “insulting”
words affect a person’s self esteem unless social
consensus rewards it. Assertions that the “same
portion of the brain that is involved with pain is
involved with derogatory words” reflects a
confused understanding of complex brain
functions.
How does the original thinking and talking
professor, like Teresa Buchanan, survive in a
climate that promotes pusillanimous behaviours
in its faculty and puerile pouting from its
students? It’s not easy. I know this personally.
Two university administrations have attempted
to discipline or fire me. In one instance the
College of Psychologists was encouraged to
discipline me because of my language in the
classroom. I soon discerned that the “colorful”
language was only a pretense because I
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challenged the legitimacy and validity of the
assumptions of Clinical Psychology and the
College. In the second case a few years later I
was denied courses and referred for discipline
because students complained that I told two of
my male students to stop being pussies, enroll in
a thesis course, and pay their tuition. Then there
were multiple accusations, removed from
context and exaggerated by one administrator
who rewarded rumor and libel from students and
faculty. Like Professor Buchanan I found that
the optimal response is to expose repressive
administrative behaviours to the public light. I
was fortunate to have perspicacious people like
Clive Seligman, from the Society for Academic
Freedom and Scholarship, a quintessential
lawyer like P. Berk Keaney, and a powerful
Chief Steward like Linda St. Pierre, from the
university faculty association, to support me. I
think this is a condition for being an exceptional
professor and lecturer in the contemporary
“university”.
Michael A. Persinger, a members of SAFS, is
Professor in the Departments of Psychology and
Biology, and in the Behavioural Neuroscience,
Biomolecular Sciences, and Human Studies
Programs, at Laurentian University. In 2007,
Dr Persinger was the winner of TVO’s Best
Lecturer Competition.
UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA ADOPTING
CANNY TACTICS TO QUIET PRO-LIFE
GROUPS ON CAMPUS
John Carpay
When it comes to censoring unpopular speech
on campus, some universities are smarter than
others.
The University of Calgary foolishly charged its
own students with trespassing, and later with
non-academic misconduct, for having set up a
pro-life display on campus, tactics that were
decisively rejected by the court in Wilson vs.
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University of Calgary last year. At Mount Royal
University, security guards arrested a young
man for distributing pro-life literature on
campus, and detained him for several hours in a
small room, with his hands cuffed painfully
behind his back. After a court action was
commenced,
the
university’s
president
apologized for the security guards’ conduct, and
the court action was withdrawn.
In contrast, the University of Alberta uses more
clever techniques to censor unpopular speech,
by extorting “security fees” from students
wishing to express controversial ideas, and by
failing to enforce its own Code of Student
Behaviour.
In the fall of 2014, Go-Life was subjected to
having hundreds of its posters torn down by U
of A students who boasted openly on Facebook
about having destroyed Go-Life’s property. The
perpetrators of this vandalism have not been
required to pay restitution for the damage they
admitted causing. This in spite of express
provisions in the Code that empower the
University to require students to accept real and
tangible consequences for their conduct.
In the weeks leading up to a campus pro-life
display in March 2015, several U of A students
used Facebook to urge the physical obstruction
and disruption of Go-Life’s event. This
recommended behaviour is expressly prohibited
by the U of A, not to mention the Criminal Code
of Canada. These Facebook threats also directly
violated the U of A’s own rules against
encouraging the commission of offences.
In March, the University of Alberta Protective
Services (UAPS) stood by passively while
dozens of U of A students, joined by nonstudents (including NDP MP Linda Duncan),
used mob censorship to deny other students their
legal right to see Go-Life’s display. UAPS did
not photograph the students who physically
disrupted the display, or ask to see their
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identification (which students are legally
required to produce to university officials when
asked), or inform them that their conduct was in
violation of the Code. UAPS wilfully deprived
itself of the information it would need to
commence disciplinary proceedings against
Code-violators.
Campus security can act decisively when it
wants to. At Carleton University, campus
security arrested and handcuffed students who
tried to set up a pro-life display on campus, and
frogmarched them into the waiting paddy
wagon. At the University of Calgary, campus
security photographed pro-life students,
demanded to see their identification, and used
that information to charge the students with
trespassing and with non-academic misconduct.
Campus security would, appropriately, not allow
a mob of young conservatives to disrupt a
campus NDP event, or white supremacists to
shut down an aboriginal ceremony, or religious
fundamentalists to disrupt a campus gay pride
parade. But when it comes to pro-choicers
physically preventing people from seeing their
opponents’ expression, campus security guards
suddenly turn into spineless weaklings.
Upholding the rule of law on campus depends
— mysteriously — on the identity of the group
that needs protection from the mob.
After the physical obstruction of Go-Life’s
display in March, the club booked a classroom
for a pro-life speaker. Two weeks prior to this
event, the U of A informed Go-Life that the
room was available for use. However, the U of
A denied formal approval until minutes prior to
the event’s start, thereby preventing Go-Life
from advertising. This rendered the event almost
meaningless.
Adding insult to injury, the U of A then
presented Go-Life with an invoice for hundreds
of dollars because a UAPS security guard was
present at the event — a service which the
students had not requested. The perverse
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thinking that underlies the invoice — that lawabiding students must pay hundreds of dollars
for the potential misconduct of law-breaking
students — is completely contrary to the rule of
law.
U of A president Indira Samarasekera is more
clever than the University of Calgary in
achieving the same result: a campus which does
not provide a safe space for the free expression
and debate of ideas.
Calgary lawyer John Carpay, a member of
SAFS, is president of the Justice Centre for
Constitutional Freedoms (Jccf.ca), and acts for
the Go-Life students at the University of
Alberta. This article was originally published
29 June 2015 in the National Post,
http://news.nationalpost.com/fullcomment/john-carpay-university-of-albertausing-canny-tactics-to-quiet-pro-life-groups-oncampus. Reprinted by permission.

ON WHAT GROUNDS SHOULD
ACADEMIC DECISIONS BE MADE?
Mark Mercer
On what grounds should academic decisions be
made? I mean decisions about hiring, tenure,
and promotion, as well as decisions about
curricula and standards, about styles of teaching,
about admitting students to university?
On academic grounds alone is one answer, the
answer I favour. Another answer is on grounds
also of diversity, equity, or inclusiveness.
So why not when making academic decisions
try to increase diversity in the classroom and in
the curriculum or try to bring more women and
more people of colour into the professoriate?
Because when we turn away from academic
criteria, we’re less likely to make the right
academic decisions, and when we make the
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wrong academic decisions, we make it harder to
serve our academic mission.
But doesn’t having more women or people of
colour around as students and professors make
for a better university, academically speaking?
Isn’t a commitment to represent, in the content
of our courses and our research, the experiences
of many different people an academically sound
commitment?
Our concern as academics is with developing an
understanding of the ways of the world, or that
aspect of them that is our focus. In that purely
academic concern is already a desire for
comprehensiveness, for including in our thought
all that we need to understand the ways of the
world is essential to our academic mission. A
concern for comprehensiveness might lead us to
bring the experiences of women and people
from historically marginalized groups into our
work and thinking, but it will do so simply
because we are attempting to understand things.
On the other hand, should we change or expand
our focus out of an interest in diversity or
inclusiveness, we might find ourselves
compromising the quality of our research and
teaching, for we would be answering to social or
political interests rather than academic ones.
Demands for diversity, equity, and inclusiveness
almost always take the form of demands for
policies and regulations, and policies and
regulations come with the threat of oversight
and enforcement.
At Saint Mary’s, the
university at which I teach, Section 10.4 of the
Collective Agreement, our positive action
clause, requires departments to make reports to
deans, and gives deans a measure of oversight
and control regarding what should, from an
academic perspective, be department business. I
doubt Saint Mary’s is alone in allowing
administrators to intervene in academic business
to promote non-academic goals.
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Hiring, curricula, and the rest, though, must be
left to departments and their individual
members, if the professors are to be able to
exercise their judgement with regards to their
academic goals and needs.
Perhaps a case can be made that by paying
attention to diversity or inclusiveness, our
universities would improve academically. One
argument is that students from historically
marginalized groups feel more at home in
university and are inspired to do well when their
professors
are
also
from
historically
marginalized groups. Another argument is that
many or most of us already in the academy hold
preferences regarding teaching styles or subject
matters that make it difficult for us to appreciate
the research and teaching accomplishments of
minority and women academics. A third is that
unconscious bias still plays a role in the hiring
process, as shown in a research study from Yale
University published in 2012, in the
Proceedings of the National Academies of
Science.
These arguments might well be sound. If they
are, they teach us important facts about our
students and about the range of academic
endeavour, facts of which we should be mindful
when we exercise our professional judgement.
Those who think these arguments are sound
must certainly be encouraged to try to educate
their colleagues through discussions and
criticism. They can explain the value of nontraditional subjects, approaches, and styles, and
the importance to a diverse student body of a
diverse professoriate. They can make us aware
of biases so that we might rid ourselves of them
(my preference is to hire from dossiers in which
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names and sex-identifying pronouns have been
redacted). Professors who have learned from
these arguments would do a better job when
making decisions about hiring or curricula, for
they will possess a greater awareness of
academically relevant factors.
They would do a better job, though, not because
they are thinking about diversity or
inclusiveness, but because they are considering
particular curricular suggestions or job
candidates in light of a greater number of
academically salient factors. Members of a
department who expand their courses to include
East-Asian history, say, or continental feminist
philosophy, wouldn’t be doing so for the sake of
inclusion or respect, but because they believe
that they and their students will benefit as
scholars.
Decisions made on academic grounds serve the
ends of teaching, research, and intellectual
community. Since these are the only ends we,
as academics, should be committed to serving,
we should not bring concerns about diversity,
equity, or inclusiveness into our academic
decisions. We should certainly not invite our
administrators to bind us to the pursuit of nonacademic ends.
Mark Mercer became president of SAFS in May.
This article original appeared 20 April 2015 in
University
Affairs,
http://www.universityaffairs.ca/opinion/in-myopinion/on-what-grounds-should-academicdecisions-be-made/. Reprinted by permission.
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SAFS LETTER TO UBC FACULTY
ASSOCIATION
20 August 2015
Mark Mac Lean, President
UBC Faculty Association
University of British Columbia
112 - 1924 West Mall
Vancouver BC V6T 1Z2
Dear Professor Mac Lean,
I am writing as the president of the Society
for Academic Freedom and Scholarship
(SAFS), a national organization of
university faculty members and others
dedicated to the defense of academic
freedom and reasoned and respectful debate.
(For further information, please see our
website at www.safs.ca.)
Having read the UBC Faculty Association’s
press releases of August 17 and August 19,
2015, and having noted the Faculty
Association’s preference for “complete
transparency” regarding recent events at
UBC, I am writing to request information in
response to the following questions:
(1) Prior to the Faculty Association’s call for
the resignation of John Montalbano as Chair
of the UBC Board of Governors, were any
formal grievances filed with the Faculty
Association alleging that Mr Montalbano or
others have been involved in activities that
have compromised academic freedom on the
UBC campus? Have formal investigations
into any such grievances been undertaken
and completed? If so, what have been the
findings? And if not, why has the Faculty
Association rushed to call for Mr
Montalbano’s resignation, as stated in your
press releases, on the basis of what are, at
present, merely allegations?
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(2) In the Faculty Association’s press release
of August 19, it is also stated that Mr
Montalbano’s
actions
(for example,
speaking with the press) have resulted in
“established
procedures”
for
the
investigation
of
grievances
being
“compromised”
and
that
“standard
protocols” have been breached. Are you able
to direct us to a written list of such
procedures and protocols?
Thank you for your consideration of these
remarks. We look forward to hearing from
you. We will be pleased to post your reply
on our website together with this letter to
you.
Sincerely,
Mark Mercer
President
Society for
Scholarship

Academic

Professor and Chair,
Philosophy
Saint Mary’s University
Halifax, NS B3H 3C3
(902) 420-5825
Cc:

Freedom
Department

and
of

Lindsay Gordon, Chancellor, UBC
Martha Piper, Incoming Interim
President, UBC
Angela Redish, Acting President,
UBC
Board of Governors, UBC
Faculty Association, UBC
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SAFS BOARD OF DIRECTORS

SAFS MEMBERSHIP FORM

2015-2016

To join SAFS or to renew your SAFS membership,
please complete this form, sign it, and mail it to:

Mark Mercer, PhD, Saint Mary’s University
president@safs.ca
Rodney Clifton, PhD, University of Manitoba
clifton@ms.umanitoba.ca
Tom Flanagan, PhD, FRSC, University of Calgary
tflanaga@ucalgary.ca
Andrew Irvine, PhD, University of British Columbia
andrew.irvine@ubc.ca
Steve Lupker, PhD, Western University
lupker@uwo.ca
John Mueller, PhD, University of Calgary
mueller@ucalgary.ca

SAFS
PO BOX 33056 QUINPOOL CENTRE
HALIFAX, NS B3L 4T6 CANADA
Please make your cheque payable to SAFS.
Check one:
Annual regular: $25
Annual retirees or students: $15
Lifetime (available to those 60 years or older or retired): $150
Sustaining: $100 to $299
Benefactor: $300
“I support the Society’s goals.”

Clive Seligman, PhD, Western University
seligman@uwo.ca

Signature:

Peter Suedfeld, PhD, FRSC, University of British Columbia
psuedfeld@psych.ubc.ca

Address:

Past Presidents
Doreen Kimura, PhD, FRSC, Simon Fraser University
John Furedy, PhD, University of Toronto
Clive Seligman, PhD, Western University

Email address:

SAFS OFFICE
PO Box 33056 Quinpool Centre, Halifax, Canada NS B3L 4T6. Email: president@safs.ca.
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