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PURPOSES of the SAFS

1. Maintaining freedom in teaching, research and

scholarship;

2. Maintaining standards of excellence in hiring and
promotion of university faculty.

Report on First Annual SAFS

Conference, Toronto, May 7, 1994
Chris Furedy

The main purpose of the first Annual Meeting was to
discuss specific Canadian concerns in institutes of
higher education. Whereas last year's conference ("The
University in Jeopardy") was an open one, this was for
paid-up members of SAFS, apart from the lunch with
the address by Jack Granatstein. About 50 members
attended. Most were from Southern Ontario, with
others from Charlottetown, Montreal and North Bay.

The morning panel on "Professors and the University,"
was chaired by Doreen Kimura. The first speaker,
Chris Essex (Applied Mathematics, Univ. of Western
Ont.), suggested that the only cure for the fear of
being persecuted if one speaks out, is "immunisation,"
i.e., one endures the experience of being attacked until
it no longer hurts. He also drew a distinction between
two proponents of political correctness (PC): PC/A --
those who take offense at the expression of certain
opinions, and PC/B-- those administrators who act to
protect the "offended" rather than freedom of speech.
Finally, he noted that the current atmosphere in
academia is helpful for those administrators who wish
to expand their sphere of influence by creating PC
officers.

Continued on Page 2
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Academic Freefall: Whatever Happened

to Free Speech?
J. L. Granatstein

[Address to Annual Meeting, May 7, 1994]

When I was a child, one of the schoolyard mantras
that we used to chant repeatedly was that "sticks and
stones will break my bones, but names will never hurt
me." The children were wrong, for names can wound,
and our society has moved over the intervening half
century to prevent hurtful speech with hate laws, the
protections of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
and equity hiring and human rights codes. At the same
time, Canadians have maintained their belief that
freedom of speech is a right, even if the Charter
constrains it, while our universities have entrenched
definitions of academic freedom in union contracts and
other administration-faculty documents. Has the
balance between the protection of academic freedom
and free speech and harmful speech held? Or has the
teeter-totter of public opinion and judicial
interpretation suddenly shifted so that freedom has
been constrained? I think it has.

Let me begin by citing a range of examples from the
public sphere:

* Judges have banned the reporting of evidence and
even pleas at trials. This is not simply the
Homolka-Teale sex murders case but also court cases
involving the brothers McCain, a British Columbia
stock promoter, a drug dealer from a prominent
Toronto furniture family, and the Martensville, Sask.,

Continued on Page 3
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John Furedy (Psychology, Univ. of Toronto), the
second panelist, suggested that senior administrators,
because of their potential for upward mobility in an
otherwise "tight" academia, may be the only group in
the university who can be pressured to protect
freedom of speech. Resistance to speech codes must
be absolute in the sense that no assumption should
enjoy protection from criticism in a university. There
are limits to speech within the classroom for the
professor. These limits, however, are set not by
student "comfort" but by academic propriety. A
professor's classroom opinion should be relevant to the
discipline or subject, stated in a general way, and not
personally abusive. The assessment of a student should
be independent of whether that student accepts the
instructor's opinion.

David Smith (Sociology, Univ. of Prince Edward
Island) presented a case history of the reception of a
film called "Cannibal Women" which offended some
members of his university community. To effectively
defend the principle of freedom of speech, it is
necessary to mobilize a "moral community,” he
suggested. In the UPEI case this community first
comprised the students to whom the film was shown.
They resented "outsiders" trying to dictate to them
what should and should not be viewed in class.
Eventually, the university community (students and
faculty) defended freedom of speech against
"outsiders." David also suggested three handy rules in
such fights: (a) when attacked, always retaliate; (b)
when attacked, always retaliate quickly; (c) when ht,
always hit back a little harder.

Paul Wong (Psychology, Trent Univ.) contrasted his
earlier personal experience of racial prejudice with the
current institutional prejudice. The latter has produced
a much more "chilly climate" in his university than
prejudice expressed against individuals. When he put
forward in a class the opinion that Chinese families
tended to provide a stronger context for traditional
values and for the importance of education than
non-Chinese families, it was he who was accused of
being racist, sexist, classist, and homophobic. The
"Zero Tolerance Framework," which is supposed to

reduce hostility, actually increases it, he argued. Like
the other panelists, he concluded that individual
professors need to be more proactive, and take an
aggressive stand in defence of the principle of freedom
of speech.

The afternoon panel, "Departmental Chairs and the
University," was introduced by John Furedy. The three
panelists have to chair departments while supporting
SAFS' principles. They have to balance the demands of
the faculty, the students, the higher administrators, and
the public.

Tom Adamowski (English, Univ. of Toronto)
suggested that the PC movement had antecedents in
past zealotry. Focussing on the Humanities, he argued
that self-hatred was an important feature of the
movement. This may explain the emphasis on comfort
in determining whether a particular opinion can be
expressed or must be punished. He also noted that the
PC movement may gain strength even when
administrators do not support it enthusiastically.
Shallow acceptance of PC principles, and
administrative silence on cases where academic
freedom is abused, are all that are needed for PC to

triumph. ‘

Clive Seligman (Psychology, Univ. Western Ontario)
who has assumed the chair quite recently, said that so
far he has had no problems in dealing with the dual
role of being faculty member and administrator. He
thought there may be no significant difference between
how a professor and a chairer handle problems of
freedom of speech. On issues of equity versus merit in
hiring, however, the latter is more in the direct line of
fire.

Marty Wall (Psychology, Univ. of Toronto) noted
possible differences in styles of administration, which
may stem from different ideas of what a chairer's role
should be (e.g., servant of the department, enemy of
the union, "head" of the department, and so
on). Hiring decisions are becoming sensitive. PC
forces may use "salami tactics" in hiring decisions.
That is, changes are introduced in increments that are
small enough to make it difficult to know at what
point to resist. Gradually there can be a radica’
transformation from a merit to a quota system o

hiring. He described how universities educate chairers



in equity issues, and how "compliance by convenience"
occurs. Prncipled faculty have limited time and
energy to "go to the barricades," so one has to select
which battles to fight. The type of person who
becomes a chairer, and his/her definition of the role
will be crucial in the resolution of equity and merit
issues in this difficult period.

The discussion focussed on issues of when to "go to
the barricades,"” the challenging of ambiguities in
language, '"preemptive cowardice" in senior
administrators, and the roles of students and alumni in
upholding academic values.

Discussion groups on the topics of: "Academic
Freedom," "Equity vs. Ment in Hiring," "Zero
Tolerance," and "Challenging the Disabilities
Bureaucrat" concluded the meeting.

The Board thanks the National Association of
Scholars for their financial support for the workshop
and for the helpful participation of Barry Gross.

[There will be further reports from the meeting in
Sfuture newsletters. Fditor.]

Robert Fulford Reports on SAFS Meeting

The (Globe and Mail columnist, Robert Fulford, who
has taken a strong interest in issues of academic
freedom, attended the lunch of the SAFS' annual
meeting. His report, "The Ongoing Assault on
Academic Freedom," was published in the Globe and
Mail on May 11, 1994.
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Academic Freefall
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child abuse case.

* Canada Customs continues to ban books with its
whim of iron, notably those destined for
homosexually-oriented bookstores.

* Attacks continue against the use of certain novels in
schools, most notably Margaret Laurence's 7The
Diviners, which is about as salacious as the Revlon
commercial in the 7th inning at the SkyDome. The
bookbanners here are not yet ready to issue the
equivalent of the fatwah in force against Salman
Rushdie on some Canadian novelists, but give them
time.

* Royal Commission on Reproductive Technology
recommends that research be banned into
non-therapeutic genetic alteration (a procedure in
which a gene is inserted into a healthy structure to
improve or enhance certain characteristics). I have
seen not one criticism of this attempt to prohibit
research.

* Native, black and feminist writers and artists step up
attacks on white and/or male authors and artists for
"appropriation of voice." Even poor, dead Emily Carr
gets roasted for painting B.C. native images. Federal
and provincial funds go to support a Writers Union of
Canada-sponsored conference of writers of colour that
bars the participation of whites--appropriation of
public money is apparently fair game.

* Blacks in Toronto attack the musical "Showboat" as
a symbol of Jewish exploitation of blacks,
demonstrating that a double standard exists: no black
can ever utter racist statements, however vicious the
anti-Semitic slurs. Certainly the minimal response
from press and politicians suggested that this was so.

I apologize for this long list, but it represents only a
few of the cases that could have been cited. Some are
contentious, involving a balancing of rights and
freedoms, and I am not surprised, for example, that the
desire to protect the rights of the accused in criminal
cases might arguably require (in the court's view) a



ban on publication. I cannot agree with the courts in
these instances, but I can at least understand where
their reasoning comes. Others of these cases are not
contentious, however, but simply outrageous
interferences with free speech in the interests of some
board, commission, or racial or political group's
definition of what it can get away with.

Inevitably, with the wider society caught up in
applying the squeeze on the right of free speech, this
has had its ramifications in the university. There have
been a host of cases with which most of you will be all
too familiar. Let me list a few that made a special
impact on me.

The Cannizzo case

The first major case to do so was the controversy
around the "Into the Heart of Africa" exhibit staged at
the Royal Ontario Museum. This was a show devoted
to Canadian experiences in 19th Century Affica,
focussing on soldiers and missionaries, and the
accompanying material took exquisite care to set the
Victorian context and make clear its differences from
today. That did not save Jeanne Cannizzo, the
curator, who would have described herself politically
as a left of centre liberal. She was also a professor at
Scarborough College and she was attacked verbally
and threatened physically in her classes, on the streets,
and at home. The show and the curator became the
focus for an extraordinary assault on free speech by
black militants in Toronto, and the University of
Toronto, not to say the ROM, effectively folded under
the pressure. Cannizzo and her husband, a friend and
coauthor of mine, have left Canada and I fear will not
return. They are the equivalent of the exiles who fled
the witch- hunting McCarthyites of the 1950s' United
States.

The Rushton case

Then there is the case of Philippe Rushton which is so
well known as to require no comment, except that,
like the Royal Commission on Reproductive
Technologies' recommendation, this case too involved
the subjects on which university scholars could
properly do research. Academic freedom evidently
does not encompass those who wish to study race
unless their work reinforces conventional wisdom.

The Yagzan case

Next came Martin Yaqzan, the most famous former
assistant professor of mathematics at the University of
New Brunswick. No scholar (as his lifetime rank of
assistant professor suggests), Yagzan was a perennial
controversialist who had long supported a number of
causes, some of which were foolish, indeed
reprehensible, but he achieved notoriety only when he
wrote a small article on date rape in the UNB student
newspaper in November 1993. There were protests,
the administration panicked, the President wrote to
every weekly and daily newspaper in the province to
denounce Yaqzan ("Is this how they do it in
Toronto?", a friend at UNB wrote me--the President
had come to UNB from the University of Toronto),
and the professor was suspended, barred from campus,
and threatened with an administrative review of
everything he might have said in his classes over years
past. Nothing in the article was against the law,
however foolish it may have been. It took
extraordinary efforts by the very conservative UNB
faculty association--and a fairly critical response from
the New Brunswick and national media--before
Yaqzan was allowed to accept a golden handshake. It
goes without saying, unfortunately, that the Canadian
Association of University Teachers was effectively
silent.

The Levant case

Soon after came the case of Ezra Levant, a law
student at the University of Alberta. In a letter to the
law faculty newspaper, Levant argued in hyperbolic,
indeed inflammatory, language against affirmative
action quotas for the hiring of women and aboriginal
law professors. This is a public policy question on
which, as most of us in this room would likely agree,
there is need for debate. Not at Alberta, however,
where Levant was told by an assistant dean to read up
on the university's code of conduct and advised to
study the defamation laws. He was being told to shut
up or else, but to his credit Levant went public. At
the University of Saskatchewan law school, by
contrast, a female professor who referred in class to
"limp-wristed" judicial decisions was denounced by a
lesbian student and nearly fired, her career being saved

\'

only after a lengthy and very expensive arbitration‘

hearing.



A textbook case

More disturbing still was the case of the prominent
political scientist whose textbook on government ran
afoul of the little commissars in the Ontario Ministry
of Education. To be used in Ontario high schools,
texts must be listed on Circular 14 and, to achieve
listing, such texts must be evaluated at the ministry.
His text was refused listing because, among other
things, it referred to only six female authorities on
government as opposed to a hundred or so males
including Weber, Blackstone, Bentham, Burke, and de
Jouvenal.  Unfortunately, most of the classic
authorities are male, and the author was, he replied,
"surprised" when he read this critique. "It seems to
me like a rather crude method of evaluating books. I
would like to know what percentage of names have to
be female in order for a book to be listed in Circular
14"

Worse still, the text was declared to be "biased against
Jews." Why? Because "Israel is not included in the
index; the PLO and Palestinians are included," and
"this appears to be a calculated omission." The index,
no surprise to those who write books, had been done
in a rush by a graduate student. The author's response
was quite properly indignant, noting that "there is
nothing more damaging to someone's reputation than
an allegation of anti-Semitism. It is not a charge to be
made lightly. I would regard it as defamatory if it is
made without weighty evidence." As the author
asked, just who is doing the appraisals? What are their
qualifications? The Ministry reply--from the
Coordinator, English Language Learning Media,
Curriculum Policy Development Branch--naturally
was that the ministry "will not discuss evaluations with
individual authors."  Further protests led to the
minister asking that additional reviews of the book be
made The outcome is still uncertain.

The Whitaker case

Then there was the case of the distinguished York
University political scientist Reg Whitaker who wrote
an op-ed piece in the Globe and Mail attacking the
Ontario government's proposed employment equity
legislation. Whitaker speaks powerfully, as always,
from the left and his arguments were cogent. It did

not take long before he received a letter from his
university's Status of Women officer saying that, given
his views, he should not be permitted to serve on
hiring committees. To oppose employment equity, in
other words, is by definition to be biased against
women and minorities. Whitaker took the matter to
his department, and a vote of censure against the
Status of Women officer duly passed. Given the
political composition of that department, that was no
mean feat. Whitaker also wrote to the President of the
University who promised to rein in the officer. The
bureaucrat in question, one obviously unaware of the
meaning of academic freedom and freedom of speech,
ought to have been sacked--but only after the
appropriate hearings, of course.

Zero tolerance guidelines

Finally there was the now-famous Ontario government
"zero tolerance" guidelines. = These proposals
circulated silently in the universities for several
months before Prof. John Fekete of Trent University
began to raise concemns about them and before Robert
Fulford in his column in the Globe and Mail brought
them to the attention of a wider public. The content
of these appalling guidelines will be familiar to you.
Less so, I suspect, is the university response to them.
The president of the University of Toronto initially
expressed support for zero tolerance, as did the
Ontario Confederation of University Faculty
Associations, the York University Facuity
Association, the president of the Canadian Association
of University Teachers and others. On the small
honour roll of those who rose in defence of academic
freedom are a majority of the CAUT council, the
presidents of York, Trent, and Carleton universities,
the Canadian Civil Liberties Association and a pitifully
small number of faculty associations. Robert Fulford
deserves special mention, and if SAFS gives awards to
those who fight for academic freedom as it should, he
should receive one.

The guidelines represented a direct assault on the
freedom of faculty to conduct their classes and do
their research as they chose and to speak freely on
and off campus. The same assault was directed
against students' right to talk and argue about issues of
consequence. And for what? For the right to protect



students and faculty from discrimination and
harassment, which we can support, but also to protect
them against "offensive" speech, against ideas that
might clash with theirs or approaches that might
disturb them. All of this is part and parcel of the Bob-
Raecism (in the wonderful phrase of Bob Martin of the
University of Western Ontario) that is being imposed
upon us in the guise of anti-racism.

The important point here is not that the publicity
obliged Dave Cooke, the minister, to back off--sort
of--from his guidelines which, given university
autonomy, he could not readily have enforced in any
case. The vital matter is that, with a few honourable
exceptions, the universities rolled over and died in the
face of a simply outrageous attack. Administrations
are not notoriously courageous when dealing with
their provincial paymasters, so there was no surprise
there. The student newspapers, increasingly the
captive of religious, racial, and gender special
interests, generally seem to have supported zero
tolerance. But the president of CAUT and the faculty
associations, the groups that historically led the fight
for academic freedom in Canada from the days when
the University of Toronto tried to fire Frank Underhill
and United College sought to sack Harry Crowe?

The simple, regrettable truth is that the present
"faculty association culture" has created a
bureaucratic, self-serving mind-set. While there are
honourable exceptions, most CAUT and faculty
association officials regrettably tend to be union
activists or failed academics interested in protecting
their weak positions. One candidate for my faculty
association's president this year in fact described
himself in his campaign literature as a trade union
militant while the other was a self-categorized militant
feminist. (I voted for the feminist, who won in the
usual small-vote landslide, on the grounds that she was
likely to be less dangerous than the militant unionist.
I hope I am proven correct.) These are not professors
who understand the life of the mind, but only the
struggle against the bosses, the white patriarchy, or
their more--accomplished colleagues. These are
certainly not the publishing scholars, those who put
themselves and their ideas on the line in print, or those
who speak out on public issues like Reg Whitaker.
These are ideologies masquerading as academics, the
unpublished protecting the undistinguished with their
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careful array of grievance dispute case law. So long as
this "university as shop-floor" culture exists, it might
be impossible to improve our universities and, may I
say, free speech and academic freedom will remain in
serious danger from the anti-democratic culture that
has taken root on campus.

Let me be clear. I speak as a former president of a
faculty association and, mea culpa, mea maxima
culpa, as the one who led the effort to unionize the
York University Faculty Association two decades ago.
I once believed that unionization would protect what
had to be safeguarded, such as the recognition of merit
and the protection of academic freedom, while
improving conditions and creating procedures that
protected faculty from administrative malice. The
latter has largely occurred; the defence of what had to
be protected most certainly has not. What has
happened at my university and at many others in
Ontario and elsewhere is that the able scholars have
turned away from the faculty associations in disgust,
while the ideological zealots and the academic drones
have taken over. This matters, as the response to the
Zero Tolerance guidelines demonstrated. But the

situation cannot change until the best faculty, the m
publishing scholars and the intellectual leaders, return '@

to their faculty associations and wrest control from
the present, self-perpetuating incumbents.

Ideology, academic standards and

freedom

We have, as in Ontario, governments with no freedom
to spend that are turning to issues that cost little.
Employment equity and zero tolerance, for example,
demand almost no money of governments and appeal
to segments of an increasingly fragmented electorate.
Again, let me be clear: I am in favour of laws that
enhance human dignity, provide a level playing field,
and smash any glass ceilings that may yet remain.
What I oppose is the assault on. freedom, political
civility, tolerance, and decency masquerading as
employment equity, zero tolerance, and the host of
additional government programs and policies we have
recently had imposed on us. Unfortunately, those
who fight against policies of this kind are inevitably
branded as racist and sexist, the buzzwords of the day.
Moreover, those who are attacked too often stand
virtually alone, as Garth Drabinsky, the producer of




"Showboat," learned. I seem to be in a confessional
mode today, and I should state that my remarks come
from one who has ordinarily voted NDP for the last
chirty years and who to his continuing embarrassment
voted for Bob Rae in the last Ontario election.

The guidelines were but the first phase of the NDP
assault on the universities. The second and much
more important one has been repeatedly hinted at by
ministers and officials: an overt check on what is
taught in the classrooms. This is not to determine if
offensive speech is present-- that was to have been
covered by the guidelines--but to monitor the subjects
taught and the texts and readings used. "We see you
have no lecture on German-Canadian suffering in
Canada after 1939, Prof. Smith. Why not?" "Why do
the readings in your course, Prof. Jones, not reflect the
racial and gender balance in Canada? Are they unfair
to those of black or aboriginal origin?" The thought
police are coming, and I believe it is no exaggeration
to say that if the NDP are reelected in Ontario, we will
be obliged to fight for our academic freedom in ways
that have never been seen in this country. Happily, the
chances today seem very slight that the NDP will ever
.again hold power in our lifetimes.

The government, however, may not have to enforce its
will in the face of the desire of some academics to do
its work for them. The 1994 Status of Women
Supplement published with the May 1994 CAUT
Bulletin was about academic freedom as interpreted by
the CAUT's Status of Women committee, and
contained a number of extraordinary comments. One
that especially frightened me was from Prof Jill
Vickers of Carleton University who recounted the
story of what she called a "textbook audit" in her
university's School of Canadian Studies. "[W]e were...
looking for sexist, racist, etc., biases," she said. "An
aboriginal student was very concerned that one of our
texts taught that aboriginal peoples came to North
America over the Bering Strait from Asia." Vickers
argued that this seemed to be a proven fact, but the
student maintained that his people believed they were
indigenous. Vickers then suggested that the two
positions be taught as "parallel “belief systems'--I
wish I thought she meant the right and wrong
‘mes—-but the student was adamant, suggesting that the

immigration thesis was being used by those who argue
that native peoples have no more claim to their lands

than later arriving groups. "We are still struggling
with this issue together," Vickers wrote, "as a
community, with as much civility as we can muster."
The main position paper in the CAUT's Status of
Women Supplement, a genuinely terrifying document
that ought to be retrieved from wastebaskets and read
by every academic in Canada, suggested that "The
protection of academic freedom in the practice of
exclusion has......denied students access to their
histories, their experiences, and to knowledge--the
knowledge of non-Western, non-white, and non-male
scholarship." This is dangerous claptrap.

In her article, Vickers similarly suggested that
academic freedom in practice carries with it the
baggage of elitism, privilege and intellectual
arrogance. To her, perhaps, but not to me. What
frightens me, as someone who believes in academic
freedom, is the Status of Women Supplement’s
conception, Vickers' conception, of the "inclusive
university" and "educational equity."

I take this latter phrase to mean giving students the
right to join faculty in questioning textbooks and
course content and to remove anything deemed
offensive so as to have their ideas of their histories and
experiences validated for them. Educational equity
obviously takes precedence over the right and the
duty of faculty, those who have presumably studied
their subjects for years and passed rigorous tests of
their knowledge, to decide what is to be taught. Now,
I can see nothing whatsoever wrong and much of
benefit in a student arguing in class or in papers that
aboriginals were native to North America. But to
have a professor suggest that "parallel belief systems"
should be taught so as not to offend one student's
view is an abdication of responsibility and simply a
perversion of academic freedom and the role of the
professoriate. It is also bad education.

Just as worrying was the comment of Prof. Emeritus
Thelma McCormack, a well-known sociologist and a
longtime colleague at York for whom I have always
had genuine respect. At a University of Toronto
forum on academic freedom and political correctness
on Aprl 12, McCormack said that "the people
demanding academic freedom these days and using the
traditional arguments about freedom of expression are
not expressing radical ideas at all. They are demanding
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more of what they already have: access to audiences
that are already racist, homophobic and sexist. Small
SSHRCC grants go to feminists; big ones to sexists."
That comment, reported in the University of Toronto
Bulletin, is a disgrace, one presented without a shred
of evidence, and one that smears virtually every
academic in Canada who holds a SSHRCC grant,
believes in academic freedom, and who does not meet
McCormack's definition of a feminist.

We academics, we scholars, are in trouble in this
country when hitherto reputable academics utter such
outrageous foolishness. Evidently, many of our
colleagues are putting ideological and gender
questions ahead of the traditions of the academy on
which scholars have been raised and for which
scholars have fought. [Is it any wonder that
governments in Canada feel certain that they can
impose their will on the universities?

This present Ontario government, its recent
predecessors, and others across Canada have elevated
accessibility into their prime, their only, aim for the
universities. Standards, let alone excellence, no longer
mean anything. Zero tolerance ranks far ahead of
academic freedom. And the very idea that free inquiry
in the universities, let alone free speech in the broader
community, should have any currency has all but gone
by the boards. Increasingly, in fact, it is going to the
boards--to the multitude of panels set up to assess,
too often without due process, and rule on charges of
violations of human rights, harassment, or equity.

I hold to the view that there is no speech that should
not be uttered, no idea that cannot be thought. Prof.
Michael Marrus of the University of Toronto is a
distinguished scholar who a few years ago lost an
election or the presidency of the Canadian Historical
Association in substantial part because of a smear
campaign focussed on his wholly unexceptionable
attitudes to employment equity. Marrus responded to
the Yaqzan case by noting that "a thought crime has
been committed here in that he has expressed a
‘forbidden thought'." He was right.

We know that we cannot shout "fire" in a crowded
theatre, that we must not libel the living, that we must
not denounce an individual for his ethnicity, colour, or
religion, but everything else should be permitted.
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There can be no "thought crimes," there must be no
"thought police." This is especially so within the
classroom where all ideas, even ideas that offend
preconceived notions and firmly held beliefs, must be
able to be freely expressed and responsibly argued.
Aida Graff, the Status of Women officer at the
University of Toronto said it well: "Sometimes the
cost of protecting our freedom of speech is,
unfortunately, to hear horrible things." So it is, and
among our tasks in the university and from public
forums is to teach our students and our fellow citizens
to recognize those horrible things. That cannot be
accomplished by governments deciding, and
universities tamely acceding to the idea, that only
soporifics may be uttered inside--and outside--the
classroom.

I am a member of this Society, and I believe in its aims
and purposes. We must recognize, however, that
SAFS is perceived as a right-wing organization and s,
therefore, almost automatically opposed by those on
the democratic left in consequence. It is this
perception that must be changed because, as the cases
of Jeanne Cannizzo and Reg Whitaker demonstrate,
academic freedom is not a left-right issue, not an
administration-faculty issue, but the broadest oi’
academic issues, an intrusive government vs academe
issue, a proscribed thought vs free inquiry issue, an
anti-democracy vs democracy issue, yes, a police state
vs a free society issue, an issue that cuts across the
political lines. That is how this question must be
fought, and the only way it can be is if SAFS can find
some strong democratic leftists to include on its
executive and in its ranks.

J. L. Granatstein is Distinguished Research Professor
of History at York University. He writes on Canadian
political, military and diplomatic history. His address
to the SAFS meeting has been published in the
Literary Review of Canada (vol. III, no. 6, June
1994) and Canadian Speeches (vol. 8, no. 3, June
1994).

SAFS' Board, or individual members, made
representations to the concerned authorities and the
press on several of the issues referred to by Prof.
Granatstein. See Newsletter, nos. 3 - 6. '




The AGM in Brief
' Chris Furedy

At the AGM, held after the annual meeting, the slate
of nominated candidates for the Board of Directors
was approved (see the box on p. 3). The president
emphasized that SAFS supports principles but does
not "take up" individual cases. The financial statement
for 1993 was presented and accepted. Doreen
Kimura, the membership chairer, gave a report on the
current membership situation (there are about 315
paid up members). There was a discussion of® how to
reach lapsed members; the need to recruit more
student members; attracting members of a range of
political persuasions. Fund-raising ideas were
discussed. Reports on the activities of chapters at
Brock U., the Greater Toronto area, Trent U., U. of
Prince Edward Island, U. of Waterloo, and U. Western
Ontario, were given by the chapter convenors (Murray
Miles, Phil Sullivan, Paul Wong, David Smith, Jan
Narveson and David Munoz).

If you would like a copy of the minutes of the AGM,
‘lease write to Laurie Mackay, care of Prof. John
Furedy, Psychology Department, Sidney Smith Hall,
100 St. George St., University of Toronto, Toronto
MS5S 141

Women and Science:

On the Report of the Sth Canadian Conference
of Women in Engineering, Science and
Technology, (York University, August 1992)
Doreen Kimura

The basic assumptions underlying this report are that
there are fewer women in science largely because of
a) both systemic and overt discrimination, and b) the
lack of appropriate (read "female") mentors. The
proposed remedies stress selective support and
encouragement for women, in the form of readier
access to training, jobs and scholarships.

The report does contain some recommendations which
most people would support, notably those dealing with
he promotion of science education in general,
egardless of the sex of the individual, but many other
recommendations do not follow from existing

evidence, or are logically flawed. Still others have little
to do with science in particular, but are aimed at
general concerns, for example, the juggling of family
obligations and career responsibilities.

While few would be rash enough to claim that there is
no deliberate discrimination against women in any field
of science, I must say that within the limits of my
experience in universities, with biologically-oriented
science and social-science departments, I have seen
little or no evidence for it. This is not to say that
individual women have not occasionally been made
uncomfortable either by conversation or social barriers
in a male-dominated group, but there are many men
who could claim similar discomfort. The question is
whether these are really critical factors in keeping
women out of science, or whether other self-selection
Jactors, such as ability, interest, or commitment are the
primary source. There is implicit recognition of such
factors in this report in that women are said generally
to regard math and science as "too hard-edged, too
complex, not people-oriented" (p.6). The presumption
is that this attitude is instilled by society.

The report begins with a general statement that
students regard science as more hostile and difficult
than other subjects. It is said to flourish eventually
only at the university level, but in "as hostile a setting
as possible for many female students" (p. 4). This
puzzling claim is neither elaborated nor justified. The
further affirmation that society sees little value in the
study of science is equally unsubstantiated, and it
contradicts an earlier claim that society overvalues
male activities. Moreover, so far from producing
evidence that women's presumed aversion to science
is substantially generated by men, the report suggests
that this attitude is instilled early, by female
elementary-school teachers, who have little
background in science and technology, and are afraid
to teach it. Thus, "men should be encouraged to apply
for teaching positions at the elementary level" (p.5)!

One recommendation seems particularly self-defeating,
that of encouraging the "enrollment of women in math
and science backgrounds through affirmative action
programs." This repeatedly emphasizes the necessity
for incentives to women, financial and otherwise,
which by implication would exclude better-qualified
and more interested men. Yet if by the current
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self-selection methods we already have women
unwilling or unable to teach or engage in science, how
can lowering the standards for admission of women
improve their ability to teach the sciences? This is
quite apart from the consequent lowering of morale
for men, and the lowered status of women so
preferred.

Other claims and recommendations are equally
fallacious. Thus, it is suggested that the media should
show a greater number of women as role models in
science (even if this is false advertising?). There is the
ridiculous insistence that the demand for technical and
scientific personnel in Canada cannot be satisfied if the
current under-representation of women in these fields
continues (tell that to the man who lost out in a job
application to a less-qualified woman); ridiculous
because of course most men are not in science fields
either. And we have the pronunciation that a feeling of
isolation is a significant factor in women dropping out
of science-based programmes, and so on.

The faculties of Engineering come in for severest
criticism, in terms of a hostile environment (and some
of this may be justified). However, the possibility that
women do not take as readily to engineering subjects,
regardless of these factors is not even considered.
Thus it is reported that the proportion of women in
engineering schools is "levelling out at about 15% in
many countries," whereas no mention is made of the
fact that about half the students in medicine are
women. Can this contrast really be due primarily to the
scurrilous behaviour of engineers, or are there other
explanations (see below)?

One of the more mystifying recommendations is that
government should promote "the interests of minority
and immigrant women" (p.13). No logical connection
between this recommendation and the status of
qualified women in the sciences is given. Similarly,
government should "present the hiring of minority and
immigrant women as an economic benefit for the
country" (even if untrue?). The average Canadian
would have difficulty seeing the benefit in the context
of science and technology requirements.

Finally, several recommendations are outright
offensive to many women who do not see themselves
as victims. Thus it is recommended that women "must
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find allies within the work force by networking" and
"establishing a mentoring relationship." Government
should "encourage, support and protect women."
Those of us who believed that the feminist movemen
might eventually achieve equality (not synonymity)
with men, must feel outrage at the repeated and
patronizing calls for special support of women
apparent in this document. Equally offensive are
proposals that employers should encourage employees
to lead "a balanced career family life," and that women
should involve both men and women in such a
campaign. Such intrusiveness is not only inappropriate,
but what evidence we have suggests that it is the
individual who does not lead such a balanced life who
makes the substantial contributions in science, as in
many other fields.

If, as I believe, women are not being kept out of the
sciences primarily by societal attitudes or outright
discrimination, what is the explanation? There are
good reasons for believing that significant factors
include: a) actual intrinsic ability differences between
the sexes in areas which impinge on science and math
requirements, b) women's native preference for work
that is people-oriented as compared to object-oriented,
c) the greater commitment by women to famil
concerns, which takes away from time devoted to
jobs. The latter holds for all fields, but it may be that
the sciences, which are usually laboratory-based, put
greater constraints on the ability to work at home than
is true for other fields. While every individual has the
right to choose his or her priorities, the relative
rewards must obviously also follow.

A recent study on sex differences in mental rotation
ability (Masters & Sanders, 1993) suggested that in
fields like drafting, architecture and engineering, such
differences might predict that the proportion of
women who would qualify for admission would be less
than half the number of men. The well-established sex
difference in math reasoning is especially marked at
the upper end of the scoring range, and moreover,
even those young women who do very well on math
tests show preferences for more person-oriented
activities (Lubinski & Benbow, 1992), and these are
not easily explained by socialization factors in their

study. ‘

A 1991 NSF report in the U.S. on the employment of




Ph.D-level scientists in various fields found that the
proportion of women hovered around 5%-10% in the
physical and math sciences, but was much higher in

iological sciences (where math ability is less critical
for many fields). If one wanted to interpret this as a
sign of white male-dominated discrimination, as some
have done (see Brush, 1991), one has to contend with
the fact that Asians were vastly over-represented, in
terms of their numbers, in all sciences, but particularly
the physical sciences. The more reasonable
interpretation is that individuals with greater math
ability (and Asians score higher on math aptitude tests,
on average) are more likely to be in those sciences
most demanding of such ability.

Is there anything in this report worth salvaging? As
intimated at the beginning, the report does point up
the paucity of support for science teaching at the
elementary school level, and the need for science to be
made more accessible in terms of everyday life, at all
levels of education. It suggests that all applicants for
Teachers' colleges be required to have some math and
science prerequisites, a position that many would
support. One can hardly be considered educated in
these technologically advanced times, without some

ackground in science. The recommendation that the
teaching of science should be improved is a good one,
though how to achieve this is unclear. Most of us will
remember our High School science courses as dull
reiterations of previously executed experiments,
instead of the courses in discovery that they could
have been.

We would probably all agree that stereotyping is not
a productive process in any field, and that young
women should certainly be encouraged to keep their
options open to science careers, as should young men.
Any non-discriminatory methods which will achieve
this are welcome, but to channel such endeavours
exclusively toward women will not achieve equity in
the real sense of that word, nor will it promote the aim
of scientific literacy.

This article also appeared in the Tribune/Libre
section of the April 1994 issue of the CAUT Bulletin
and is reprinted by permission.

The report can be obtained by sending 35 to
CCWEST, 6519B Mississauga Rd, Mississauga, Ont.
SN 1A6.
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The Framework: Ontario Minister Replies

In March, John Furedy wrote to David Cooke,
Ontario Minister for Education and Training, to
express SAFS' concerns about the "Zero Tolerance
Framework." (See Newsletter No. 6, April 1994, pp.
5-6). Here is the minister's reply.

April 19, 1994
Dear Dr. Furedy:

Thank you for your letter on behalf of the Society for
Academic Freedom and Scholarship regarding the
harassment and discrimination prevention initiative in
universities.

I am pleased to provide a correction to your
impression that I have received "harshly worded"
criticisms from almost all university organizations.
This is simply not true. As you must be aware, there
is wide and quite strong support for the elimination of
illegal harassment and discrimination at colleges and
universities from all members of the educational
community, including the professoriate.

The media articles which you have attached reflect a
disproportionate amount of space and voice given to
those who object to the Ministry's initiative. Various
media have chosen not to reflect what I am sure is the
majority opinion among those who work and study in
Ontario's colleges and universities--that illegal
harassment and discrimination must be addressed
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effectively.

As you may know, the Canadian Association of
University Teachers has promoted a discussion of the
issues and jointly sponsored a session, at which several
papers were presented, at the 1993 Learned
Association Meetings. I understand that the CAUT
Bulletin of April, 1994 is publishing a paper on the
inclusive university in its April, 1994 issue. You may
be interested in referring to these materials, as
expressions of views different from the group on
behalf of which you are writing.

Sincerely,

Dave Cooke

Minister

M.P.P., Windsor-Riverside
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OBITUARY
David Carlton Williams
Doreen Kimura

Dr. D. Carlton Williams, a distinguished SAFS'
member, died on April 6 at the age of 81, after a
lengthy illness. Dr. Williams was a native of Winnipeg,
and received his undergraduate degree from the
University of Manitoba. He earned a Ph.D. degree in
Psychology from the University of Toronto. He was
vice-president and principal of Scarborough and
Erindale colleges in Toronto before going to the
University of Western Ontario as president, where he
served from 1967 to 1977. He continued serving the
academic community and the public after his
retirement from Western. Among many other
activities, he headed the Ontario Commission on
Freedom of Information and Individual Privacy during
Premier Davis' term, and he served as a member of the
Ontario Press Council. Dr. Williams had a genuine
commitment to the principles which SAFS endorses,
and was particularly concerned about the issue of
academic freedom. He commented in the last year of
his life that he wished his health permitted his doing
more for the society.

Further Readings are deferred due to lack of space in
this issue. My thanks to Pavel Muresan and Jeannie

Sawula for help with the newsletter -Editor. '
The SAFS Newsletter

The editor welcomes short articles, case studies, news
items, comments, readings, local chapter news, etc.
Longer items are preferred on disk 3.5" (MS-DOS) in
Word Perfect, or by E-mail. Address: Chris Furedy,
c/o J. Furedy, Psychology, 4024 Sidney Smith Hall,
Univ. Toronto, Toronto, Ont. M52 1A1. Fax: (416)
962-4253. E-Mail: furedy@psych. utoronto.ca

SAFS MEMBERSHIP

If you would like to join SAFS, copy this coupon
and return it to:

I
|
Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship ;
152 Albert St., Unit 12, London, Ont. N6A IM1 |
or i
¢/o Prof. D. Kimura, Dept. Psychology, Univ. .
Western Ontario
London, Ont. N6A 5C2
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'Please make your cheque or order out to SAFS, for
1$20 (regular members) or $10 (retirees and students).

Name:

Address :

Institution:

Department:
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