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Until recently, the media have generally accepted that faculty
associations are the font of wisdom when it comes to getting
information on the complex topic of academic freedom.
Recently, SAFS was said not to have ‘‘fought the battle’’ for
academic freedom by the President of the University of Toronto
Faculty Association (W. Graham, letter of May 24, 1994 to the
Globe & Mail). 1 responded to Dr. Graham’s letter and edited
versions of this response were published in the June 13 issue of
the University of Toronto Bulletin (‘‘Academic freedom: Real
vs. guild”’ and in the June 20 Globe & Mail (‘‘Academic
freedom’’). The full version is provided here, with some
additional comments.

Real versus guild academic freedom

Bill Graham, president of the University of Toronto Faculty
Association (UTFA), asserted in his letter of May 24
(‘‘Cannizzo affair’’) that it is groups like UTFA that ‘‘are most
active in defence of academic freedom’ rather than, for
instance, the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship
(SAFS). However, especially in the last decade, Canadian
faculty associations have merely defended a kind of guild
academic freedom, and not real academic freedom, which is the

Continued on Page 2

NEWSLETTER

OCTOBER, 1994

WHY SAFS?

Steven Davis

The following is a response from Steven Davis, Department of
Philosophy at Simon Fraser University, to a colleague who
questioned forming a local SAFS chapter there, wondering why
concerns about academic freedom could not be pursued
through SFU Faculty Association (SFUFA) and the Canadian
Association of University Teachers (CAUT),,

I'll try to answer the questions that you raise about the chapter
of the Society for Academic Freedom which is being formed at
SFU.

The SAFS has two principles that it thinks worth protecting.
The first is academic freedom and the second is that hiring,
tenure and promotion be based on merit. There is reason to
believe that the SFUFA does not share the second of these two
principles. It recommended strongly that two women be
mandated to serve on the university tenure committee. The
implication seems to have been that there has been unfair
discrimination at SFU against women in tenure and promotion
decisions. There is no evidence that I know of that this is the
case, and no reasons were given by the SFUFA why the policy
should be adopted. Moreover, the merit principle is under
attack in Canada, especially in Ontario. And it does not appear
that either local faculty associations or the CAUT are willing to
defend it.

There are several cases across Canada in which academic
freedom has been attacked. In none of them, as far as I know,
has the CAUT taken a strong stand to protect the professors
who have been attacked. Take the Cannizzo affair at the U of
T. Professor Jeanne Cannizzo was a young academic in the
Anthropology Department who mounted a show at the ROM
that some members of the black community in Toronto declared
racist. She was subsequently prevented from teaching her
classes at the U of T by some students who took up the

Continued on Page 2
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Furedy, continued from Page 1

principle of freedom of speech and thought, not just for faculty,
but for the whole academic community, including students.

The formation of SAFS (after the Cannizzo case) reflects a
growing fear among many Canadian scholars that faculty
associations have become mainly concerned with issues related
to job security and, in many instances, the captives of special
interest groups with narrow political agendas. As a result of
cases like the Cannizzo affair, SAFS, which began with a
handful of members only three years ago, now has over 300
members in Canadian institutes of higher education from coast
to coast. It is committed to the principle of real academic
freedom. So, in the November 1993 case of Martin Yaqzan, the
University of New Brunswick (UNB) professor who was
suspended for his controversial remarks in a university
newspaper, SAFS was the only Canadian organization outside
UNB 1o censure the university administration. The UNB
Faculty Association appeared mainly concemed with obtaining
a good financial settlement for Prof. Yaqzan, and once that goal
was obtained, has said little about the gemeral principle of
freedom of speech.

Again, SAFS has been the only Canadian academic organiza-
tion to oppose, in principle, the notion of any speech code in
institutes of higher education, such as that proposed in the
Ontario Government’s Zero Tolerance Framework. As 1 wrote
in March to David Cooke, the Ontario Minister of Education
and Training, ‘‘SAFS is against the spirit of the document you
have issued, quite aside from whatever changes in the wording
that may be made,” because acceptance of any speech code
“‘means that universities will become institutions of indoctrina-
tion and not education’’.

In contrast, other academic groups (including faculty associa-
tions and the national body, the Canadian Association of
University Teachers, which Graham claims are ‘‘most active in
defence of academic freedom’’) have generally accepted the
speech code principle, merely questioning the wording. Thus, in
reply to my letter of criticism, David Cooke was quite correct
in stating that most other academic organizations appeared to
be happy with the basic principles that lie behind the Ontario
Govemnment’s Zero Tolerance Framework.

Up to the early seventies faculty associations defended real
rather than guild academic freedom, and one hopes that they
will return to this goal. In the meantime, organizations like
SAFS will continue to fill the recent need in Canada to defend
the principle of freedom of speech for all members of the
community in institutes of higher education.

Continued on Page 3

PAGE 2

Davis, continued from Page 1
N

cause”. Her classes were invaded, she was threatened wi
physical harm, and there were demonstrations outside her
home.

To the best of my knowledge the CAUT did not raise a
public outcry in the media. If the CAUT came to her
defense, it must have done so behind closed doors. Professor
Cannizzo, who is of the Left, was forced out of the U of T
and is now living in Scotland. Or take the Yaqzan case
which you mention. Professor Yaqzan, who was a mathemat-
ics professor at UNB, made some deeply offensive remarks
about women in the UNB student newspaper. Although his
remarks were deeply offensive, he was well within his rights
to make such remarks. The point of freedom of speech is
that people have the right to say deeply offensive things and
not lose their jobs because of it, especially their jobs at a
university. The UNB administration’s response was o
suspend Professor Yaqzan without a hearing (although when
an outcry was raised, he was reinstated). I do not believe
that the CAUT came to Professor Yaqzan’s defense.

It is easy to defend the rights of free speech and of academic
freedom of people with whom we agree, but much harder to

Continued on Page 3
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Further comments

This is not the first time that UTFA’s and SAFS’s concepts of
academic freedom have diverged. One occasion was when the
41-member Presidential Advisory Committee on Race Relations
(which I dubbed the ‘‘Purity Platoon’’) was formed. Its initial
mandate included checking for any material in texts or lectures
that ‘““may be offensive to a member of some minority or
disadvantaged group”’. In its 1991 report, the committee
recommended that the curriculum be reformed to eliminate
racism and be more "inclusive". I wrote to the University of
Toronto Bulletin to suggest that the committee’s existence and
activities were in conflict with academic freedom (Bulletin,
April, 1992, ‘‘Academic Freedom at Risk’’). As UTFA’s
president, however, Professor Graham seemed to think that
there was no conflict. Academic freedom’s important feature,
he said, was ‘‘certainly to be able to broaden one’s knowledge,
to step out of narrow boundaries, and to be more inclusive.”’
(University of Toronto Bulletin, December 14, 1992).

To take a more recent example, although UTFA objected to
some of the wording of the recent Zero Tolerance Framework
(ZTF) that the Ontario Government put forward in early 1994,
it accepted the ‘‘milder’” formulation for a speech code that the
) Academic Board of the University of Toronto adopted in the
spring of 1994. At the board meeting, Professor Graham
expressed strong objections to some of the Framework's
wording but did not object in principle to speech codes for
institutes of higher education. In contrast, I argued that any
kind of speech code was inappropriate and I opposed the
board’s code.

UTFA has not encouraged discussion of this speech code nor
explored the various ambiguities of it, which were recognized
even by the Academic Board itself.

However, the Faculty Association of McMaster University
opposed the ZTF in principle, rather than just objecting to some
of the wording and, hence, appears to have a concept of
academic freedom similar to that of SAFS. McMaster appears
to be the exception.

Give me the liberty to know, to utter, and to argue freely
laccording to conscience, above all liberties.

John Milton, Areopagitica

Davis, Continued from Page 2

It is easy to defend the rights of free speech and of the
academic freedom of people with whom we agree, but much
harder to defend those whose views we find deeply offensive.
There is a simple test to decide whether you are for or against
academic freedom. If you think that Yagzan should have been
suspended or that Rushton should not be allowed to teach at
UWO, then you are against it. Rushton is a professor of
psychology at UWO who advances crazy and unsavory views
about racial differences. Do you think that Yaqzan should have
been suspended? What are your views about Rushton? Should
he be dismissed from UWOQ? Are you for or against academic
freedom, academic freedom for those who hold views that you
find abhorrent?

I suggest that you look at the movie that has been made about
Chomsky’s views on the media, ‘‘Manufacturing Consent,”’
where he defends the right of an academic who is a ‘‘holocaust
denier’’ to express his views. I think that Chomsky has it just
right and as you well know, he is on the left. I don’t know
about you, but I lost family in the holocaust. I have, however,
the belief, perhaps naive, that our democratic citizenry rejects
the nonsense that come from the Keegstras and the Zundels and
that our students have the critical ability to evaluate unsavory
views and neither need a code or a law that protects them from
being exposed to such views. I should also tell you that the
British Columbia Civil Liberties Association is strongly against
Canada’s laws on hate literature.

You have raised the matter of a link between SAFS and the
Fraser Institute

I am really surprised that you raise this. I don’t know whether
SAFS in Ontario co-sponsored a conference with the Fraser
Institute. But suppose that it did? So what? The way in which
you raise the issue reminds me of the smear campaigns that
have been used against the Left. The NDP has been associated
in many ways with Communist organisations and Communist
front organisations. This doesn’t show that the NDP is a
Communist organization. All it shows is that the NDP shares
some of the same principles and goals of the Communists, not
that the NDP is in favour of the gulag. To the best of my
knowledge, the Fraser Institute is a think tank on the Right
which has as its central concern finding market solutions to
social problems. It is not filled with crypto-fascists or with
closet racists, but with conservatives, neo-conservatives and
libertarians. I believe that the Fraser Institute shares more of
our values about civil liberties than does the Communist Party
of Canada or some of the Communist led unions with which the
NDP has been associated. The Fraser Institute takes as one of
its central values liberty. This is clearly one of the values at

Continued on Page 4.
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issue in the debate now going on in universities across
Canada. That SAFS co-sponsored a conference with the
Fraser Institute does not mean that it agrees with its views
about UI or poverty in Canada.

I am on the board and the executive of the BCCLA. One of
our board members is a former staff member of the Fraser
Institute. Does this show that the BCCLA is somehow
contaminated?

The important issue here is not what some group of people
in SAFS in Ontario did with the Fraser Institute. The
important issues are the principles of SAFS and how they
can be defended at SFU. Many of us think that the proposed
revisions to the harassment policy pose a potential threat to
academic freedom at SFU and that there is a real danger that
the principle of merit will be put aside and a quota system
adopted. It is not only in Ontario that the merit system is
under attack. The Philosophy Department at the University
of Victoria has been offered three faculty positions, that it
desperately needs, on the condition that two of the positions
be filled by women. To date the department has refused even
to consider the University of Victoria’s administration’s
offer. There is no reason not to think that similar sorts of
things can happen at SFU.

You might wonder why I am against a quota system. I think
that it is unnecessary. Perhaps you are unfamiliar with the
work of Andrew Irvine. Irvine examined the data from
Statistics Canada about the percentage of women Ph.D.s in a
given discipline for a given year and compared it with the
percentage of women hired in that discipline. What he found
is that during the last 20 years a greater percentage of
women have been hired than the percentage of women in the
qualified pool. This has occurred in every academic
discipline in which there is a doctoral degree. That is, during
the last twenty years, if in a given discipline 20% of the
Ph.D.s were women in a given year, more than 20% of the
positions which became available in that year were filled by
women. So in hiring in Canadian universities over the last
twenty years, women have been favoured over men. Current
percentages of women in a discipline have no bearing on
what the percentages should have been for the positions
filled by women in previous years. In addition, few women
in a department do not mean that the department has unfairly
discriminated against women in hiring. It might mean only
that there are few women in the discipline, or that the
department offered positions to qualified women candidates
who declined to take up the positions. I suggest that you
look at Irvine’s paper on this issue which is available
through the Centre for Applied Ethics at UBC. Irvine’s
research was also reported in the latest issue of Inroads.

Continued on Page 5

A NEW STRATEGY TO COMBAT THE NEW
ORTHODOXY

Paul T. P. Wong

[Prepared for panel discussion on ‘‘Professors and the
University,” First SAFS’ Annual Conference, U. of Toronto,
May 7, 1994]

Teaching isn’t fun any more, and universities aren’t what they
used to be. A chilly climate has descended even on Trent,
which was once a unique community of scholars because of its
small size and the vision of its founding father Tom Symons.
How things have changed! We now have a faculty deeply
dividled on human rights issues; teaching and academic
decisions have become increasingly politicized. Liberal educa-
tion is being corrupted by a new orthodoxy.

I have had my fair share of discrimination, ranging from racist
slurs to “‘poisonous pen’’ letters, because of my ethnic origin
and religion. But such blatant discrimination is relatively easy
to handle as compared to the ubiquitous, insidious oppression
dished out in the name of political correctness (PC).

To make but the briefest statement on the latter kind of
discrimination: students have been penalized for expressing
politically incorrect views; research has been banned for
political rather than ethical or methodological considerations;
many topics can no longer be discussed in the classroom
without running the risk of drawing fire from PC zealots.

Universities and colleges are under siege, from all sorts of
political forces from within and without, which conspire to
undermine academic functions. Governments have imposed
more and more restrictions on how we should behave and
whom to hire. University administrations, which depend on
government funding, have bought into the politically correct
goals. The thought police are already here to expose and accuse
anyone suspected of deviating from the new dogmas.

Who contributes to the poisonous environment?

A poisonous environment may be defined as a negative
environment created and maintained by offensive and hostile
behaviours and language. Unfortunately, those who are most
zealous in eliminating the poisonous environment from univer-
sities are often most guilty of creating one. For example, the
Ontario Government’s Framework for a harassment-free envi-
ronment actually has the opposite effect of creating a
oppressive, intolerant and hostile environment harmful to all
members of the university. My own research on harassment and
discrimination at Trent has revealed that about half of the
complaints were from students who felt offended by male
bashing and other types of PC motivated behaviour! The power

Continued on Page 5
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. makes tutorials difficult.”’

‘ Davis, Continued from Page 4

In addition, I think that quotas are unfair. There is no reason
to bestow a present benefit on the women now on the
academic job market, because some other women in the past
have been unfairly discriminated against. Moreover, it is
unfair that young men who bear no responsibility for the
past unfair discrimination against women should bear the
burden of paying for this. Also, it is deeply unfair to women
who would be hired at universities which have such quotas.
The suspicion would be that they would not have been hired
had there been an open competition. The best women do not
want to come to an institution where they would be under a
cloud. Lastly, if some of the more extreme quota systems
that have been proposed were adopted it would really effect
the quality of Canadian universities.

This does not mean that the University should do nothing to
increase the number of women and minorities in the various
departments in which they are under represented. It should.
My department has a committee to increase the number of
qualified women who apply for positions in our department.
The University should encourage other departments to set up
similar committees. Nor does Irvine’s research show that
there are no departments which have unfairly discriminated
against women and minorities. If such departments exist at
SFU, the University should do whatever is necessary to
ensure that they stop such practices. A solution to this is not
to put in place quotas.

There is much more to discuss about these issues. I invite
you to come to the next meeting of SAFS to raise your
concerns there.

Best wishes

Steven

Wong, Continued from Page 4

to offend is exercised by members of the disadvantaged
groups just as often as by white, heterosexual males.

Consider these responses obtained in that study:

““Concern about being politically correct stops people from
being honest and voicing their opinions for fear of
offending. It inhibits the opportunities we have for discus-
sion. I also feel that in certain circles within the university
there is far too much animosity and negativity towards men
which creates a somehow hostile learning environment.”

““Trent tends to be a little too politically correct which often

Continued on Page 6
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“The gender discrimination I experienced was based on
some courses that constantly male bash without adequate
support for their argument.”

"Woman’s Studies is too rigid in opinions."

I have encountered numerous individuals who believe that
membership in a protected group gives them the license to
trample on everybody else’s freedoms and rights. Intoxicated
by the taste of power and allured by all the practical benefits
power brings, PC dichards and opportunists are more
interested in advancing their political agenda than in
promoting real human rights. Some of them would deliber-
ately insult others in order to get a reaction, upon which
they would shout: ‘‘Discrimination!’” There is every indica-
tion that we have a new ‘‘sexism’” and various forms of
reverse discrimination on campuses.

A new human rights strategy

The standard reaction of the academic community to the PC
movement is to defend the tradition of academic freedom.
But this approach has proven ineffective: those who
champion academic freedom are being painted into a corner
as opponents of human rights and social justice. The current
debate on human rights policy has, unfortunately, often
pitted academic freedom against human rights as if they
were opposing forces. Furthermore, in the minds of many lay
people, academic freedom is associated with elitism and
special privileges demanded by professors. The worn-out
slogans of academic freedom are simply no match for the PC
rhetoric.

A new strategy is needed to counteract PC aggression. If we
only react and spend all our efforts trying to put out fires
started by the PC Camp, we will soon find our academic
house burnt down. We need to switch from a defensive
stance to an activist approach. We need to develop a positive
agenda with proactive measures. We need a multi-pronged
counter attack on several fronts -- political, legal, intellectual
and social.

We should seize the initiative from the PC movement. As
long as we allow PC activists to dominate social issues, we
yield to them the advantage of occupying the higher moral
ground. PC forces have no monopoly on equality and respect
for differences. We also stand for social justice. Who does
not favour genuine ‘‘employment equity’’? Instead of
merely making a case for academic freedom, we should
actively promote the basic human rights of freedom of
speech and equal opportunity for all. We should reiterate
both the instrumental and intrinsic value of free expression
of ideas.

By the same token, as long as we let this movement
monopolize all the right words to push the right emotional

Continued on Page 6
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buttons, they have an upper hand in the human rights debate.
What we need to do is to expose what is really meant by the
PC camp. We need to point out that ‘‘employment equity
officer’”” actually means ‘‘employment quota inspector’’. We
need to insist on the true meaning of employment equity, which
is equal opportunity for all, including the qualified white
males!

The legality of ‘‘white men need not apply’’ ads that have
appeared in CAUT bulletins should be challenged in courts. If
every academic department yields to the pressure from ‘‘quota
inspectors’’, we will have a lost generation of white males, who
are denied academic jobs because of their gender and race. *‘It
is wrong to eliminate a segment of our society from
opportunities,”” says a recent editorial in The Examiner,
“nobody should be allowed to practice discrimination. Making
up for the past by censoring, punishing, embarrassing, discrimi-
nating against part of a society is not the way to solve
anything."2

Politically, we need to broaden our base of support from the
entire political spectrum because our mission is twofold:

(1) To protect the quality and integrity of higher education as a
vital force of democracy.

(2) To protect the fundamental human rights and freedoms of
all members of the academic community, regardless of their
political views.

We should get involved with the local faculty associations as
well as the provincial and national faculty organizations.
Trent’s recent success in rejecting the ‘‘Zero Tolerance’
Framework is largely due to Prof. John Fekete’s initiative to
mobilize the faculty at the grassroots level. If we can win the
support of majority of the faculty members, then we have a
good chance of curtailing the spread of intolerance on our
campuses.

Coping with change

Social change is inevitable, and universities ought to be agents
of social change. But changes should not be imposed by
Government bureaucrats and special interests groups. Political
indoctrination has never been a desirable means of social
change. Creative ideas for change must come from individuals,
who have caught the vision for a better society, because their
minds have been informed and enlightened by higher education.

Professors have an obligation to wrestle with the social
implications of the knowledge they transmit and create; they
need to be concerned with how such knowledge can be used to
serve societal needs. Academics do have an important social
function.

A truly democratic society should not tolerate entrenched,
privileged elite groups, whether they are in control of research
fundings, journal publications or admission to professional
schools. There is a need to make our system more open and
fairer so that all qualified individuals can compete on an even
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playing field. Injustice in any form should be a matter of
concern to faculty members who really care about human

rights. ‘

Harassment policies and curriculum changes are other
matters of concern. Again, instead of taking a reactive,
defensive stance, we need to get actively involved in
formulating policies that are consistent with the ideals of
basic human rights and academic integrity. For example, we
need a harassment policy that recognizes the responsibilities
of adults in any consensual sexual relationship. In curricu-
lum change, we need to ensure that changes reflect the latest
significant developments and influential views in the
discipline, and that scholarship will not be sacrificed to
appease a few radical activists. We should also use the
feminist yardstick to make sure that courses offered by
Women’s Studies have a proper balance in course content
with respect to male scholarship, perspectives and concerns.

In addition to the democratic process of debate, criticism
and reform, I propose that the best way to advance equality
for the traditionally disadvantaged groups is not to grant
them special privileges as if they are powerless, but to
empower them to compete. Such a progressive, rational
approach to social change is far more compatible with
university education than the heavy-handed tactics of social
engineering advocated by PC activists.

A positive environment, thoughtful dialogue and

vigilance ‘

A positive environment is a tolerant one, in which even
offending views are tolerated. A welcoming environment is
big enough to accommodate those whose views are thought
undesirable. We cannot create a positive, welcoming
environment by shutting out those who disagree with us.

We can no longer hide our heads in the sand hoping that PC
assault on academic freedom will go away. We need to be
vigilant and proactive. Acquiescence and passivity inevitably
lead to loss of fundamental human rights and freedoms. We
should no longer allow PC radicals to delegitimize us on the
grounds of language and social issues. We need to strip
away their pretentious robe of self-righteousness and expose
the fact that discrimination can never be justified, even
under the cover of human rights.

Rational analysis, thoughtful dialogue and empirical research
are needed to work through the complex human rights issues
in the context of increasing cultural diversity. Human rights
issues require a rational, empirical answer, not a political,
ideological solution. Thus, our proactive human rights
strategy must include a strong emphasis on systematic
research. In the final analysis, I believe that facts and reason
will prevail over rhetoric and political correctness.
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Intellectual Guerrilla Warfare
Report on the workshop at the SAFS Conference
May 7, 1994
David Smith

The workshop mainly discussed the need to address the
continuing pre-emption of language carried on by the forces of
political correctness (PoCo).

The anti-intellectual attitudes are more often manifested by
politically correct elites who have moved well beyond being
peripheral, and now directly threaten the freedom of thought
and inquiry so essential, not only to the preservation of
academic scholarship, but to the values central to Westemn
culture itself.

Specific attention was given to the successful ways in which
these elites gained sympathetic treatment by the media. Part of
this success is perhaps attributable to inherent media biases but
there is also a need for proactive steps. Those committed to the
defence of scholarship usually do not have ‘‘media savvy’’ and
often devote many minutes to carefully outlining their
disagreements with the most recent politically correct tactic.
What is usually lacking is the kind of ‘‘soundbite’” that fits into
the one to two minute time slot which is the absolute maximum

.the media will normally devote to covering all sides of a

dispute. In the battle of the soundbites we are not always well
armed.

In military terms most of the PoCo forces are allocated to the
conquest of new territories. Relatively few resources are for
“‘damage control”> or the consolidation of the empire. Their
social and intellectual colonising skills appear to be analogues
of the techniques perfected by the Soviet Union in Eastern
Europe. Despite this there is no great advantage in waiting until
the entire system implodes. By then far too many personal lives
and careers will have been destroyed and too much damage
done to scholarship and westemn culture.

The workshop members directed their attention to two major
items:

More effective defence

a. Counter-attack strategies and other ways to retake the
initiative in setting the debate;

b. Alliances outside the professoriate and particularly with the
students. The PoCo forces have not been negligent in this
aspect. The general discussion can be sumnmarised as follows.

Addressing and combatting the preemption of language

The PoCo elites, being creatures of video combat, know
full-well that their strength is also their weakness. Their
arguments lack both logic and evidence. It is the triumph of
style over substance, of the one-liner over the reasoned

analysis. Often, individual news stories covered on television
get less time than most commercials, and this is certainly true
of any individual representative of contending factions.

PoCo has already largely succeeded in relabelling ““institutiona-
lised discrimination” with the more upbeat ‘‘affirmative
action’” and the imposition of hiring quotas as ‘‘employment
equity.”” What was suggested therefore is the need to articulate
a few throw-away lines which fulfil the following two major
criteria:

a. They be good soundbites.

b. They hold PoCo lunacy up to ridicule.

examples: Bob Raecism; Hypocrisy Today: Tenure Tomorrow!
Preemptive Cowardice; Safe Sexism; Hire the Marginally
Qualified; Resign if you Support Employment Equity

We can co-opt the standard PoCo tactic of politicising the
personal and personalising the political. They use this tactic
themselves to great effect and are therefore powerless against it.
When confronted with it they must either repudiate their own
tactics (thus indicating they are only being opportunistic) or
debate the desirability of their own resignation. Either way they
look like fools. Most of us have been assaulted by PoCo
charges so often we will find the attacker role extremely easy
to take on.

Attack plans

Moving to retaking the ideological initiative, the group
discussed demanding full financial accounting so that the fiscal
costs of various PoCo initiatives can be totally revealed.
Placing these costs in the more flesh-and-blood form of
taxpayer weeks or library books or things which directly
impinge on the alleged real reason for the university to exist is
paramount.

Fiscal implications of PoCo

The costs of PoCo were identified as being worthy of more
elaborate discussion. Along with the fiscal drain imposed by the
need to hire administrative staff who are skilled only in finding
the kinds of problems which legitimize their jobs, the entire
notion of academic integrity is also under threat.

Scholarly costs of PoCo

Threats to academic integrity (increasingly well-documented in
more recent publications) include tolerance and reward for the
practices of: (a) distortion of evidence; (b) suppression of
findings; (c) simple incompetence.

Continued on Page 8
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Self-defense tactics for those victimised by PoCo
vigilantes

A secondary focus was to address the needed tactics for those
who find themselves the designated targets of PoCo zealots and
their squads of berserkers.

For those individuals who are attacked it is necessary to
consider carefully how to proceed, based on the lessons of
recent ‘‘cases’’.

Inclusion of students

A major additional topic that was discussed is the urgent need
to consider the concerns of students. Students are those to
whom the future of scholarly commitment must be entrusted.
Many of them are ready and able allies who are shocked,
dismayed and frankly confused by the isolationist attitudes
evidenced by what is happening in universities and colleges.

Involving students should be done with some care since they do
have their studies to attend to first. Failure to involve students,
however, is in a sense expressing a lack of confidence in our
own beliefs. Many students would welcome the opportunity to
get involved in the active defence of their own intellectual
heritage.

Impact on students
a. The stifling of the opportunity to develop critical capacities,

in an intellectual climate not unlike that of Eastern Europe
under the Soviets;

b. The erosion of the public education system thereby
exacerbating the privilege conferred by wealth.

Reading Sun Tzu’s The Art of War was considered appropriate
preparation.

CHAPTER FORMATION
Report on the Workshop at the SAFS Conference
May 7, 1994
P. A. Sullivan

One of the activities at the 1994 annual meeting was a
workshop devoted to chapter formation. The following notes
summarize the main points of the discussions and describe the
organization of our semior chapter, that at the University of
Western Ontario (UWO).

It was generally agreed that a major goal for SAFS should be
the formation and support of regional or institutional chapters.
These have four main functions: (1) developing a local mutual
support network for those concerned about or directly affected

by academic freedom and related issues; (2) documentation of
incidents to contribute to a national data base; (3) provision o
a mechanism for organized response to particular events as they
occur; (4) organizing a roster of speakers familiar with issues
and cases.

We are all busy people with full professional and personal
lives. Thus success depends on sharing the administrative tasks
amongst as many members as possible, and identifying those
who have appropriate skills or access to services such as
preparing address labels for mailing. An executive group must
be formed, and the UWO Chapter provides a model.

Currently the UWO executive group includes:
(1) A co-coordinator or convenor
(2) A secretary

(3) Three media monitors/contributors, one assigned to the
university newspaper, one to the local community newspaper,
and one to the alumni magazine

(4) A non-member contact

(5): A roster of speakers familiar with the issues and cases;
currently three are available

(6) Local members of the SAFS Board.

Obviously variations will occur to reflect local needs and
resources. For example, the Toronto Regional Chapter nee
representatives from each institution within its purview.

To conclude, two other points were agreed upon. First, all
members should strive to access the email network. Other
advocacy groups have exploited this with great effect. Second,
since interest tends to wane when there is no local issue of
current concern, ongoing projects should be organized. There
are obvious candidates for such initiatives; one is the
documentation of past cases, another is the identification of the
costs of running political correctness bureaucracies.

A reminder; members of local chapters must all be paid up
members of SAFS.

Eie)ferencos and Further Reading
u Taffler,Fair New World. Backlash Books, 1994. (anovel).

Steven M. Cain (ed.), Affirmative Action and the University: A Philo-
sophical Perspective. Temple Univ. Press, 1993 (essays).

Peter C. Emberly & Walter R. Newell, Bankrupt Education: The De-
cline of Liberal Education in Canada. Univ. Toronto Press, 1944.

[Richard Epstein, Forbidden Grounds: The Case Against Employment,
DiscriminationLaws. Harvard Univ. Press, 1992.

John Fraser, " The Mark of Zorro." Saturday Night, April 1994, pp.
10-11.

enneth H. W. Hillborn, The cult of the Victim: LeftistIdeology in the
90s, C-Far, Canadian Issues Series 33, 1993.

D. L. Simms, commenting on Martin Bemel on Archimedes (" Ani
madversions on the origins of western science," Isis, vol. 83, 199
no. 3, pp.596-607). Letters to the Editor, Isis, vol. 84, no.3, 1993,
pp. 538-539.
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"Politicizing the Classroom"
Report on conference held at Carleton University
May 26-29, 1994
David Warrick

This four day international conference was organized by
Professors Emberley and Newell of the Department of Political
Science at Carleton University, who have recently published
Bankrupt Education: The Decline of Liberal Education in
Canada (University of Toronto Press) and two articles in the
Ottawa Citizen (May 26, 27, 1994).

The purpose of the conference, as defined by the convenors,
was to examine the crises besetting Canadian education and to
review the basic tenets of a liberal education. Liberal education
is considered indispensable for creating a responsible citizenry
and essential for genuine, personal fulfilment. The conference
was directed at those who, while being concemed about
pragmatic issues like test scores, social skills, and students’
future employability, look to education for a sense of moral and
intellectual balance.

The conference brought together an international group of
leading thinkers, educators, social critics, and activists. The
topics included today’s policy debates over curriculum reform

d the massive public discontent surrounding them. The
peakers considered how the crisis in the schools is linked to
problems of the university.

The papers looked behind the policy debates to their national
and global contexts, showing how schools and universities are
increasingly threatened by a politicization of education. The
importance of the classic ideals of liberal education, as
elaborated by the greatest thinkers of the Western tradition, was
seen as central to the contemporary crisis in education.

The conference, with approximately 170 participants of varied
backgrounds, was organized around the presentation of papers
followed by a period of questions and answers. Many useful
discussions and strategy sessions took place informally in the
foyer during breaks. SAFS was well represented, with three
speakers or panelists and other members attending.

If we don’t believe in freedom of expression for people
we despise, we don’t believe in it at all.

[Noam Chomsky. Television interview with John Pilger on “The
Late Show,” 25 Nov. 1992, BBC2, excerpted in Guardian
(London, 23 Nov. 1992).

Here is a list of the presenters and their topics:
Dr. Ea Brann, ¢‘For A Contemplative And A Common Curriculum”’
Dr. Barry Cooper, “Liberal Education In A Technological Society"’

Mr. Andrew Coyne, untitled paper on the power and influence of
special interest groups
Dr. Leon Craig, *‘The Fourfold Education Of Plato’s Republic™’

Dr. J. Freedman, ‘‘Failing Grades: Canadian Schooling In A Global
Economy’’

Dr. Timothy Fuller, ¢“The University As A Site Of Restoring™’
Dr. Kathleen Gow, ‘‘Making A God Of Self*’
Dr. Doreen Kimura, “‘In Defense of Discomfort And Discrimination’

Dr. Marion Montgomery, ‘‘Multi-Culturalism: The Ideology Of Self-
Love’’

Dr. Ken Minogue, ‘How Did Education Ever Come to Be Thought Politi-
cal?”’

Mr. Andrew Nikiforuk, ‘‘The Holes In Whole Language’’

Ms. Lorraine Pangel, ‘“The Learning Of Liberty’’

Dr. Neil, Postman, ‘‘ Technopoly: The Surrender Of Culture To Technol-
ogy

DrdJ ames Wiser, ¢‘Political Philosophy: A History Of The Search For Or-

er

Also presenting in a round table discussion about the

politicization of classroom were the following:

Dr. John Furedy, President, Society for Academic Freedom &
Scholarship

Mr. David Hogg, Vice-President,Organization for Quality Education

Dr. Dennis Raphael, Director, Coalition for Education Reform

Mr. William Robson, Director, Coalition for Education Reform, C.D.
Howe Institute

Dr. David Warrick, Professor, Humber College

The final speaker was Dr. David Bromwich of Yale University,
author of Politics by Other Means. He reviewed the themes of
the meeting and offered critical commentary.

Taken all together, the papers and discussions marked the first
time in recent memory that a conference has focussed attention
on the central philosophical crisis facing education in Canada.
In particular, the increasing trend toward ‘‘correctness’” was
examined. The participants in the conference expressed the
common concern that the ‘‘balanced’’ kind of education
associated with a liberal education is seriously threatened by a
new kind of radicalism on campus. Special interest groups
appear to have significant influence over many aspects of
learning. Academic freedom is at risk.

The participants were eager to continue the discussions beyond
the conference and to develop strategies for dealing with the
problems identified. The hosts agreed to provide a list of
participants and their addresses be provided for those wishing
to pursue the discussions further.

* * *
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BOOK REVIEW

Who Stole Feminism?: How Women Have Betrayed
Women, by Christina Hoff Sommers. New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1994. (C$29.50)

P.ASullivan

A few years ago, an alarming statistic received wide publicity
in the U.S. media: about 150,000 women were said to die of
anorexia nervosa each year. Naomi Wolf’s book The Beauty
Mpyth ventured comparisons with the Holocaust; Ann Landers -
who prides herself on checking facts with top experts - quoted
it, so surely it must be correct? Wrong! Christina Hoff
Sommers, who teaches philosophy at Clark University in
Worcester, Massachusetts, decided to check the statistic’s
origin. She traced it to a text by a former director of Women’s
Studies at Cornell University, who in turn quoted the American
Anorexia and Bulimia Association. Sommers called the associa-
tion; its president, Dr. Diane Mickley, asserted that they had
been misquoted. There are 150,000 cases annually, with no
more than 100 deaths.

Sommers’ book describes her investigations of tendentious
misuse of data made by radical feminists as part of their
attempt to promote a divisive, costly and destructive ideology.
Calling herself an ‘‘equity feminist,”” she designates these
ideologues ‘‘gender feminists’’. According to one, women
continue to be in thrall to a system of male dominance
“‘whereby bisexual infants are transformed into male and
female gender personalities, the one destined to command, the
other to obey.”” The book examines feminist propaganda on
such ‘hot’ issues as the effect of schools on the self-esteem of
girls, domestic battery, campus rape, and curriculum and
teaching in schools and colleges. Sommers exposes in fascinat-
ing detail how these ideologues have propped up their
arguments with highly questionable but well funded research,
while at the same time successfully foisting their ideas on
compliant university administrations and the uncritical public
media.

Consider the self-esteem question. The American Association
for University Women (AAUW) commissioned a poll of three
thousand boys and girls between nine and fifteen, asking about
self confidence, career goals and scholarly interests. According
to the AAUW, their poll showed that as they become teenagers,
girls suffer a dramatic loss of self-esteem relative to boys. This,
in turn, supposedly affects their ability to leamn and to achieve.
The AAUW publicity has had enormous impact in the U.S.: a
$360 million Gender Equity in Education bill has been
introduced in Congress and Sommers asserts that ‘‘hundreds of
conferences and community action projects” have been
initiated.

When she investigated, Sommers found that the original survey
report containing the data was not available in libraries. The
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AAUW, while eager to supply promotional brochures and
videos, proved to be extremely reluctant to release it. Sh

had to agree that any resulting publication involving the use
of the data ‘‘must receive advance written approval by the
AAUW (sic!).”” It became clear why: the methodology was
questionable, there was no discussion of the concept or of
the relevant psychological literature, and the actual data was
inconsistent with the AAUW’s trumpeted conclusions.

Sommers discussed the report with child psychologists,
female and male. One woman psychologist described the
study as "poorly designed and psychometrically unsoun
another commented that "what may look like a gender gap in
self-esteem may merely be a gap in expressiveness”. One
male said that its findings are "inconsistent with the recent
literature” and that there is no established relationship
between self-esteem and behaviour. Another observed that
he has been “"unable to find a single article in any refereed
journal that actually tests the [AAUW] thesis; the debate
over girls’ self-esteem has apparently occurred entirely in
the court of the media”.

The radical feminist response to the last observation would
undoubtedly be to denounce academic journals as ‘‘hetero-
patriarchal’’. Sommers points out, however, that severe
weaknesses in the report are plain for all to see. Thus, to the
statement ‘I am happy the way I am’’, the children were
asked to respond on a five-point scale: (1) ‘‘always true”‘
(2) “sort of true’’; (3) ‘‘sometimes true/sometimes false’’,
(4) “‘sort of false’”; and (5) ‘‘always false.”” The AAUW
based their conclusions solely on the response under (1). As
anybody would guess, in a self-report, these included some
liars and egotists. If, in making gender comparisons, one
includes response (2), the alleged gap begins to evaporate;
including the realistic response (3) eliminates it completely!

In this respect, psychologists would consider somebody to
have a self-esteem problem only if they responded to (4) or
(5). Furthermore, the group having the highest rating
according to response (1) was black females. They outscored
white males, yet they have the worst academic performance
as measured by drop-out rate and other indicators. Needless
to say, this finding -- which invalidates the AAUW’s
assertion that poor self-esteem causes poor performance --
never surfaced in their publicity material. Sommers con-
cludes that the brouhaha over gender bias in the classroom is
diverting attention from serious problems in U.S. secondary
schools.

Her investigation of feminists’ research on domestic assault
and campus rape reveals the same pattern: a monomaniacal
determination to blame patriarchy as the sole cause leading
to questionable use of data coupled with the exclusion of

Continued on Page 1).



.Sullivan, Continued from Page 10

serious consideration of other potentially more important
factors. There may also be outright fabrication.
She investigates the claim that a 40% increase in assault
occurs on the day of the Super Bowl football game, and
declares it a ‘‘hoax’’.

On the campus rape issue, she argues that feminist polemics
has caused diversion of public funds for counselling centres
from impoverished inner cities, where they are needed, to
college campuses, where they are not. In 1992, three rapes
were reported to the University of Minnesota campus police,
whereas close to 3,000 were reported in New York City.
Minnesota U. has a hot line, New York does not.

Just as disturbing is Sommer’s description of the impact of
feminist ideology on teaching and scholarship. She attended
women’s studies conferences and reviewed hundreds of
curricula, and concluded that the courses are ‘‘unscholarly,
intolerant of dissent and full of gimmicks.”’ Furthermore, ‘‘It
is an embarrassing scandal that, in the name of feminism,
young women in our colleges and universities are taking
courses in feminist classrooms that subject them to a lot of
bad prose, psycho-babble and ‘new age’ nonsense.”’

She cites many episodes, some absurd and some hilarious, to
justify such a condemnation. For example, some feminist
statements about the nature of knowledge seem impossible
to parody. According to one text, men tend to be ‘‘separate
knowers”’ whereas women are inclined to be ‘‘connected
knowers.”” What is the distinction? Separate knowers play
the ‘‘doubting game’’: when ‘‘presented with a proposition
[they] look for something wrong - a loophole, a factual error,
a logical contradiction, the omission of contrary evidence.”
Connected knowers play the ‘‘believing game’” because
““many women find it easier to believe than to doubt (sic!).”
Another suggests that men seek ‘‘exact’” thinking and
‘excellence’’, whereas women are more ‘‘relational and
inclusive’” and seek a ‘‘decent relationship with the invisible
elements of the universe.”’

The horrifying part of this farce, in my opinion, is the extent
to which the activists have been successful in having their
intellectual vandalism taken seriously by the educational
establishment. California’s Department of Education now
requires that, for all disciplines, secondary school text-books
represent the contributions of men and women in approxi-
mately equal number. Needless to say, this has led to
obvious distortions and pointless inclusions known as ‘‘filler
feminism.”’

I have read excellent feminist critiques such as Carol Tavris’
Mismeasure of Woman. But Sommers has confirmed my
suspicion that such work is the exception; nonsense is the
norm. Her informative book is, in places, depressing to read;
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it chronicles a noble cause succumbing to ideology,
ignorance and totalitarianism. But above all else, it is a call
to action. She notes that many academics hope that radical
feminism will simply collapse under the weight of its own
absurdity. But, she argues, a well-entrenched bureaucracy
exists in many public institutions which will have influence
for years to come; it must be exposed. For example, she
asserts that ‘‘inside the academy, it would only take a
courageous few to launch the long-overdue critique that will
puncture the intellectual affectations of the gender femi-
nists.”’ I believe she is right.

* * *

NOTICES

There will be a two day conference on ‘‘Democracy and
Citizenship’’ on October 28-9 at the University of Western
Ontario, organized by Professors Robert Martin and Jack
Granatstein (SAFS board member). There will be sessions
on “Democracy,”” ‘“Citizenship,”” ‘‘Constitutional Reform,”’
““The Charter,”” and ‘“The Academy.”’Professor Granatstein
will sum up at the end of the conference. Of particular
interest to SAFS members is a session on ‘‘The Academy’’,
where one of the presenters is SAFS President John Furedy.
Professor Furedy will speak on ‘‘Orwellian Doublespeak’’.
Consider attending this conference, especially if you are
relatively close to London, Ontario. For further information,
write to: Prof. Robert Martin, Faculty of Law, UWO, N6A
3K7 FAX: (519) 661-3790 TELEPHONE: (519) 661-3343.

* * *

We have been asked by Professor Emeritus Robert McCon-
nell of the University of Pittsburgh to announce that anyone
who will send him a note indicating that he/she is a member
of SAFS, will receive a complimentary prepublication copy
(no money, no obligation) of his forthcoming book on PC
and related matters. As those who are familiar with the
biological sciences know, Prof. McConnell is a distinguished
researcher and his reflections on these issues are likely to be
of considerable interest. Write to him at Box 99413,
Pitsburgh, PA 15233 USA.

The SAFS Newsletter- Editor, Chris Furedy

Research Editor, Judy Wubnig Publisher, David Silver

IThe editor welcomes short articles, case studies, news items, comments,
dings, local chapter news, etc. Longer items are preferred on disk 3.5”
r(;S-DOS) in ASCII or WordPerfect format, or by E-Mail.

[Address: Chris Furedy, c/o J. Furedy, Psychology, 4024 Sidney Smith
Hall Univ. Toronto, Ont. M52 1A1

IE-MAIL' furedy@psych.utoronto.ca




SAFS MEMBERSHIP

If you would like to join SAFS, copy this coupon and return it to:
Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarhsip
152 Albert Street, Unit #12
London, Ontario
N6A 1M1
OR

¢/o Prof. D. Kimura, Dept. Psychology
Univ Western Ontario
London, Ont. N6A 5C2

Please make your cheque or money order to SAFS, for $20
(regular members) or $10 (retireees and students).

SAFS MEMBERSHIP

Name:

Address:

Institution:

Department:

Telephone:

Fax:
E-Mail

PAGE 12




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

