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Purposes of SAFS

1. Maintaining freedom in teaching, research
and scholarship.

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

ACADEMIC FREEDOM IN THE
INCLUSIVE UNIVERSITY

Charles Crawford, Simon Fraser University

I was educated in an era when university people were
expected to be well-bred “ladies and gentlemen.” Ido
not remember hearing a four letter word or racist or sexist
remark in my nine years of classes.

Then came the liberating 1960’s and the conventions
that had governed on-campus relationships for centuries
were eroded. Although I realize that those who wish to
build the “inclusive university” are seeking to develop
a valid basis for on-campus relationships, and I
understand the need for sensitivity in these relationships,
I am suspicious of many politically-correct goals and
the methods for achieving them.

In an inclusive university, some argue, “uncomfortable”
learning environments must be eliminated because they
may inhibit the intellectual and emotional development
of marginalized individuals. This reasoning seems to
derive from the legal philosopher John Rawls who
argued that “all social primary goods - liberty and
opportunity, income and wealth, and the basis of self
respect - are to be distributed equally unless an unequal
distribution of any or all of these goods is to the
advantage of the least favoured.” The proponents of
the inclusive university seem willing to invoke
considerable social control to achieve this goal.
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Must we censor ideas and the language in which they
are expressed in the interests of the marginalized?
Should we stop teaching, for instance, that the native
inhabitants of North America came across the Bering
Straits from Asia, because this “origin” is not mentioned
in their mythologies, and because some of them believe
the “scientific” account is a story devised by old white
males to weaken their land claims? Must we teach that
men and women have identical psychological potentials
although we know of marked sex differences in brain
anatomy?

I use Darwin’s theory of evolution in my teaching and
research. My courses entail discussing the evolutionary
significance of altruism, mating, crime, coercive
sexuality, and war. For many years I taught this material
without fear about whether my audiences felt
“comfortable”. Recently, I was taken to task by a
woman for using the phrase “if your father is a doctor....”.
She said it demeaned her because it implied that women
could not become doctors. Lately, I have eliminated
some material from my courses. I tape all my lectures
so there can be no question of what I say in class. I try
to restrain my sense of humour. Isay things about white
males that might get me into trouble if I said them about
members of marginalized groups. I emphasize my
interest in developing abstract schemes for
understanding the marvellous variety of the world. I
use the conflict and interplay of ideas, and the logic and
data supporting them, to help educate. I explain that
although students must understand the ideas I present,
they need not believe them. I tell them some of my
ideas may be wrong. So far my tactics for avoiding
trouble have been adequate.

I worry that the advocates of the inclusive university
are more concerned with power than with education.
Deconstructing Andersen’s fairy tale “The Princess and
the Pea,” may help make my point. Andersen wrote:

continued on page 2
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She said “....it was something hard, and I am black
and blue all over.” Now they knew she was a
real princess, since she had felt the pea that was
lying on the bedstead through twenty mattresses
and twenty eiderdown quilts. Only areal princess
could be so sensitive!

Princesses have power, and the way to prove you are a
princess is to feel physical pain and be able to hold
someone responsible for it.

But now the emphasis is on subjective and personal
discomfort. Rational bases for settling disputes are
undermined, however, if an argument can be settled by
the claim that it makes people “uncomfortable” or
damages their self esteem, rather than through the appeal
to logic and evidence, and if the basis of the discomfort
is personal and subjective. The result is that social
coercion and physical force become the ultimate means
of settling disputes.

My greatest concern is for academic freedom in the
inclusive university. The search for knowledge, as well
as the development of the capacity to pursue that search,
entails the free play of imagination and the unhindered
experimentation with ideas. There is no way of knowing
in advance which explanations will be fruitful.
Discoveries and insights sometimes result from
considering improbable hypotheses that go against
conventional wisdom and morality, that even flout it.
Consequently, the university must have an atmosphere
which encourages the consideration and teaching of
ideas without constraints that rule out in advance what
hypotheses are acceptable.

I believe that today the greatest threat to academic
freedom comes from those who would use university
harassment policies to censor ideas and the language in
which they are expressed. They argue that such policies
should be so broadly applied that teaching about, and
doing research on, politically unpopular topics, and using
forms of language that might make some feel
uncomfortable, become forms of harassment, and should
be censored. It follows that harassment policies should
take precedence over academic freedom. I claim that
the opposite is true. Academic freedom is so important
to the research and teaching role of universities that
policies on academic freedom must take precedence over
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policies on harassment.

In the fifteenth century the fear of the Reformation
restricted academic freedom in Italy, sent Galileo into a
lifetime of house arrest, and shifted scientific enterprise
to Northern Europe. In the 1930’s and 1940’s, the need
for a science of genetics compatible with communism
destroyed the academic freedom of Russian geneticists,
sent them to the Gulag, and undermined Russian
agriculture. In the 1950’s the fear of communists
restricted academic freedom in the United States,
destroyed the careers of many American professors, and
prevented American students from hearing of some of
the benefits of a more collective way of life. We must
avoid these tragedies.

A longer version of this article may be obtained by
writing to the author at the Department of Psychology,
Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, British Columbia,
V5A 156.
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SAFS Board’s Open Letter to
President David Strangway,
University of British Columbia

July 1, 1995
Dear President Strangway:

The Board of Directors of the Society for Academic
Freedom and Scholarship (SAFS) views with the
utmost concern your recent decision to suspend
admissions to the graduate program of your department
of political science on the basis of the “McEwen Report”
which examined allegations of discriminatory
behaviour. Although written by a lawyer, this is an
inquisitorial report which contains vaguely stated and
unproven allegations of racism and sexism, names no
specific individuals, and permits of no defense by the
accused collectivity.

Whether Ms. McEwen has acted in a professional
manner is a question for the legal profession to consider.
SAFS' concern is with the academic propriety of your
decision to suspend admissions to the political science
graduate program. By this action of collective discipline
imposed without due process, you have smeared the
reputation of an entire department, as well as of your
University, whose academic status you are bound to
uphold.

We view your action as a gross and unwarranted assault
on the academic freedom of your faculty, and,
furthermore, of students—both those in your university
and those who are considering entering it. It suggests
to all observers that under your leadership, the
University of British Columbia is prepared to sacrifice
due process and basic principles of faimess at the altar
of political correctness.

Messages such as these have a deleterious effect on the
academic culture in Canada of which the University of
British Columbia is a part.

Bearing in mind the implications for teaching and
scholarship in Canada of the failure to allow due process
in allegations of discrimination and harassment, we
hope you will speedily reconsider your decision on the
political science department and affirm the basic
principles of academic freedom.

Yours sincerely,

John J. Furedy, Ph.D. President,
Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship
Philip G. Davis, Ph.D.
J. L. Granatstein, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Ruth Gruhn, Ph.D.
Doreen Kimura, Past President, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Philip Sullivan, Ph.D.
Judy Wubnig, Ph.D.

For excerpts from the "McEwen Report”, please
see page 15 of this newsletter.

The Methodology of the McEwen
Report on Political Science at UBC

[From a letter of James Steiger, Department of
Psychology, UBC, July 7, 1995.]

“Selective evidence, the one-shot fallacy,
circular operationalizations: nearly every major
mistake we talk about in social science research
methodology classes was committed, quite
openly, by McEwen. Indeed, if I gave this report
to an undergraduate class, and asked them to
evaluate it for gross methodological flaws, they
would tear it to shreds. The fact that the
university actually paid nearly a quarter of a
million dollars for this ‘work’ in this era of
financial uncertainty is staggering. I have read
the Terms of Reference of the report, and in no
way do they provide the slightest excuse for its
manifest incompetence.”
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THIS Fails Logic 101

Doreen Kimura, University of Western Ontario

In case some SAFS members caught the sleazy article
on our Society ina recent issue of THIS Magazine, some
background may be enlightening.

The article entitled “Hate 101” is a poor imitation of
one published a few months ago in Rolling Stone
magazine (not about our society), called “Professors of
Hate”. The THIS Magazine article, by Krishna Rau and
Clive Thompson, copycats that title, as well as the device
of distorting photographs. Not only is the piece
unoriginal, it is a mine of misinformation and innuendo.
Even a casual reading reveals that the authors fail the
test of logic.

I agreed to an interview with Clive Thompson (who did
not reveal that Krishna Rau was to be the first author)
only afier repeated phone calls from him. I normally do
not do media interviews about my research, because they
tend to sensationalize and distort the findings. I made it
clear to him that the discussion would be about SAFS,
its history and principles. Despite this, he repeatedly
pressed me with questions about my research during our
conversation. Some time after the interview with him,
the magazine insisted on a photo session (though I have
a standard publicity photo which I offered instead). The
photographer took an hour to get at least two dozen shots;
to what purpose, I leave the reader to infer from the
photo published.

To cite just some of the inaccuracies in the article:

1) It claims that SAFS’ opposition to so-called
employment equity policies has “at the root... some
explosive scientific theories”. As SAFS members do not
need to be told, the basis of our opposition to
employment equity is a simple concern for justice and
for standards.

2) The article states “several prominent members have
quietly developed extensive funding, publishing or
membership ties to racist groups with white supremacist
ties”. This is absolute nonsense.

Neither the SAFS Board nor the authors of the piece

have detailed information on members’ research
funding, which is in any case irrelevant. Thompson
inquired persistently about my source of funding, and
when I assured him that it was from regular peer-
reviewed Canadian federal granting agencies (MRC,
NSERC), seemed quite disappointed.

Unable to find evidence of “racist” infiltration into SAFS
membership, Rau and Thompson sideline the issue by
an utterly irrelevant reference to the book “The Bell
Curve”. The logic (!) seems to be “You may have a
member who has received support from what we
consider a dubious source, we also claim this source
has indirectly provided funds for books like “The Bell
Curve”, some people think that book has social
engineering implications, hence you must be a racist
organization.”

3) The article states, “Kimura argues that women are
worse at math and spatial reasoning.” I don’t argue this,
there are well- established statistics on this issue. When
Thompson raised it, I pointed out that this dealt with
research, not SAFS’ principles, and I reminded him that
we are talking of average differences, and that women
are better at several other intellectual tasks. These
qualifications of course did not find their way into the
article.

4) Concerning the formation of SAFS, they assert
“Rushton was their main stimulus”. I stressed, on the
contrary, that there had been several disturbing incidents
in Ontario universities prior to the formation of SAFS,
only one of which involved Rushton. Of course those of
us at Western were acutely aware that the curtailment
of Prof. Rushton’s right to teach openly was an
infringement of academic freedom, but our concern was
for implications much broader than the effect on one
individual.

S) So far from my mentioning our research on
fingerprints, Thompson himself raised the question
because he had read second- and third-hand media
accounts before the interview. I said I didn’t want to get
into discussions of research with him, since I had
hesitated to do so even with science writers (who were
much better informed than he is). This research was
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published in a very respectable reviewed journal, and it
was my intention that it should be evaluated by objective
scientists in the field, not by ideological disk jockeys.

6) The authors make insinuating reference to a study
(on which I am not actually first author), in which we
found that hormonal fluctuations in women affect their
cognitive abilities. This is another example of selective
reporting, since I have reported that in men also,
hormonal fluctuations affect cognitive functioning.

7) The article repeatedly tries to find “racist” or “sexist”
motives in SAFS members, and being unable to provide
concrete evidence, makes use of the guilt-by-association
ploy, 1.e., if you know or speak to someone who is
“racist”, you must be racist. The term appears to be
indiscriminately applied to any organization with whose
political agenda the authors disagree. One of the more
ludicrous examples is in the description of Prof. Hilborn.
The worst the writers can unearth is that he is a member
of the Reform Party. But they point out that he is
acquainted with someone else who has been known to
support the right of racist groups to speak! How many
of us would not be racist by that definition?

I did, as the article claims, express concern that my role
in SAFS could be misconstrued; not because SAFS
principles were in any way based on my or anyone else’s
research, but because I realize that ill-intentioned
ideologues like Rau and Thompson might attempt to
paint just such a picture. Unable to argue effectively
with SAFS principles, they chose to direct a smear
campaign against our membership. Perhaps what their
article really demonstrates is that the Society for
Academic Freedom and Scholarship has come of age—
we have become enough of a force to be targets of hostile
Jjournalistic rubbish.
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DONNER AWARDS SUPPLEMENTARY
GRANT FOR RESEARCH ON
DISCRIMINATION, SPEECH AND MERIT
ISSUES

The Canadian Donner Foundation has awarded a
one-year supplementary grant to my Canadian
academic issues grant in order to develop the
scholarship aspects of the grant. This new grant is
to support Dr. Martin Loney--formerly a British
academic sociologist with many publications and
several books to his credit-- who is now a
consultant in social policy in Ottawa.

Martin’s main work will be to write a book
provisionally entitled In Search of Discrimination:
Race, Gender and Employment Equity in Ontario.
In addition, he will do research on freedom of
speech and merit issues in Canadian institutions
of higher education.

Martin recently published a very nice op-ed piece
on equity (Toronto Star, Wednesday, May 24th).

If you have research information and/or ideas that
you can share with Martin, please contact him at:

P.O. Box 46, R.R. #2
Manotick, ON
K4M 1B4
tel: (613) 692-2565
fax: (613) 692-1447

John Furedy




SAFS Newsletter

July 1995

Logic and Hate

SAFS Board on Doreen Kimura’s article,
“THIS Fails Logic 101”

“He that wrestles with us strengthens our
nerves, and sharpens our skills. Our
antagonist is our helper.”
Edmund Burke, Reflections on the
Revolution in France, 1790.

“The enemies of Freedom do not argue;
they shout and they shoot.”
W. R. Inge, Dean of St. Pauls,
The End of an Age.

The other members of the SAFS Board have little to
add to Doreen Kimura’s clear answer to the THIS
Magazine diatribe, except the following.

Kimura’s credentials as a first-rate and eminent scientist
are well known. The calibre of THIS Magazine can be
judged by another article in the same issue, which is
sympathetic to arson and vandalism when carried out
by teenage feminist terrorists. The story of the photo of
Doreen is illuminating. Imagine the uproar had aradical
feminist been photographed in that way, and the sexual
harassment tribunals that would have swung into action.

The “Hate 101" and other items (such as “Hierarchy of
Hate” published in Excalibur, the York University
student newspaper) are gross examples of ad hominem
and “guilt-by-(contrived)-association” argument. Itisa
common tactic of hate mongers to demonize those whom
they attack. It may seem an effective short-term tactic,
but more and more people within and outside the
academy are coming to recognize that the problems
which SAFS has been raising (such as those related to
speech codes and “equity” offices), are real problems
and warrant serious attention.
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A Little Notoriety

[Ken Hilborn's letter to THIS Magazine was published
in the latest issue (July 1995), but the phrase in
parenthesis in the last sentence was deleted by the
editors. The following is an extract from his letter. Ed.]

The Editors
THIS Magazine

I am flattered to be described by Krishna Rau and Clive
Thompson (March/April 1995) as an “academic power
broker” at the University of Western Ontario. To my
discomfiture, however -- for a true power broker ought
surely to inspire a degree of awe (if not actual fear) in
lesser mortals -- the colleagues to whom I showed a
photocopy of the Rau-Thompson article responded in
all cases with unconcealed amusement at what they
considered the authors’ exaggerated portrayal of my
status.

The credibility of the portrayal is unfortunately
undermined by the numerous errors in fact with which
Rau and Thompson have surrounded it. For example,
there has been no organization called the World anti-
Communist League (WACL) since 1990, and the WACL
world conferences that I attended -- beginning with the
one at Geneva in 1988 -- included people of every skin
colour. Incidentally, I attended not as a WACL “member”
(which I never was) but as a delegate from the Freedom
Council of Canada on the invitation of its president, Dr.
Robert N. Thompson....

As far as my being “well positioned to lead the attack”
on Western’s old Race Relations Policy -- already
discredited by the way in which Krishna Rau’s sister,
then our Race Relations Officer, had used it to persecute
a respected member of the faculty -- I was not in fact a
member of either the university Senate or the faculty
association’s executive until after my “attack” began....

One final point: When I refer to myself as “one of the
notorious Cold Warriors,” I am not displaying a “sense
of humour.” I am being sarcastic. Apparently Clive
Thompson, who interviewed me by telephone, cannot
tell the difference. In the end we “Cold Warriors” got

what we wanted -- the overthrow of the Soviet
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Communist Party and the fall of the Soviet empire. It
was an outcome for which many sacrificed their lives; a
little notoriety (especially notoriety among leftists!) is a
small price for others to pay.

Yours sincerely,

(Prof.) Kenneth H.W. Hilborn
Department of History

University of Western Ontario
London, Ontario N6A 5C2
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NOW HEAR THIS!
Murray Miles, Brock University

SAFS members may be surprised and amused to learn
of one of the first reactions of a group of academics to
the fatuous piece of yellow journalism devoted to our
organization recently by THIS Magazine.

What lends the story a wry piquancy is the fact that it
took place in a philosophy department!

On April 10, 1995 a motion was introduced at a Brock
University departmental meeting: “Be it resolved that
the Department of Philosophy does not support and is
not prepared to spend its economic resources (postage,
telephone, stationary, xerox) in supporting the activities
of SAFS, and that if any departmental monies have been
spent in promoting such activities by any member of
the department, it should be refunded.” (I should note
that I am co-ordinator of the Brock chapter of SAFS
and that only a few dollars of photocopying have been
charged to the department.)

Brandishing at arm’s length a photocopy of the THIS
article, the sponsor of the motion asked me whether I
knew it. When I replied that I did not, he announced to
all present that I was a member of what a “respectable”
periodical had characterized as “a racist organization”
and that he was “ashamed” to have such a person as a

departmental colleague. My membership in SAFS was
“an embarrassment to the department.” A colleague and
fellow SAFS member and I objected that the intent of
the motion was censorship and that it was discriminatory.
(Article 11 of the Brock University Agreement on the
Terms and Conditions of Employment for Faculty states:
“Faculty members shall have the right to participate in
activities of their learned professions and societies.”)
When the question was called, the vote was three
professors in favour, two against (several department
members being absent but five a quorum).

My colleague and I appealed to the Interim Dean of
Humanities to declare the motion null and void. In a
memorandum of May 3, 1995, addressed to the Chair
and all faculty, Department of Philosophy, the Interim
Dean wrote:

"A recent event in a Philosophy Department
meeting has to be addressed and corrected.
Whatever decision the department may
eventually take at a later date, it was
procedurally improper for the matter of
association with SAFS to be discussed (April
10 meeting) without prior discussion on an
individual basis with the faculty member
directly concerned, without clear notification
of the nature of the up-coming debate, without
prior circulation of the NOW [i.e. THIS] article
that was part of the discussion, and with grave
issues - for example implications of racism -
debated largely on the basis of hearsay or of
popular journalism, which does not constitute
the type of evidence that normally would
convince thoughtful academics. Thus I must
rule that the departmental resolution on that
topic is without effect and as such should not
even appear in the minutes."

[E-mail: mmiles@spartan.ac.brocku.caj
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GETTING THIS STRAIGHT
A letter to THIS Magazine

[Submitted 16 April 1995 but not printed
in July issue. Ed.]

Re: “Hate 101” (March/April 1995). Let us see if we
have got this straight:

Professor Rushton holds certain views about race.
Professor Rushton belongs to the Society for
Academic Freedom and Scholarship.

We belong to the SAFS.

Therefore, we share his views.

Gee, that sounds strangely familiar. The version we
remember went something like this:

There are Communists in the Peace Movement.
You are in the Peace Movement.
Therefore, you must be a Communist.

Not that authors Rau and Thompson are opposed to
academic freedom or anything. No siree! Why they even
go so far as to express some concern (sotto voce and
very late in the day) about the Cannizzo Affair and the
‘Zero Tolerance’ Policy (episodes, it is useful to recall,
that moved many of us to join the SAFS.) But it is
evident from the article that their idea of academic
freedom is limited to defending the rights of people
whose ideas they do not find to be offensive. This
position, of course, is tantamount to no academic
freedom at all, which is why it has always been the
classic stance of the anti-intellectual right.

Once upon a time, it was taken for granted among
academics that the best, indeed the only, way to deal
with doctrines deemed to be both false and noxious was
to refute them. The only trouble is that this requires
research and thinking. Moreover, success is not
guaranteed. It is therefore so much easier simply to
suppress dissident views, using, where necessary, the
naked power of the state. It was the spread of such
authoritarian reflexes on Canadian campuses that
prompted the formation of the SAFS.

Sincerely,

William D. Irvine
Terry Heinrichs
Glendon College, York University

STUDENTS:
APATHY VS. CRITICAL AWARENESS

Stewart Page, University of Windsor

Struggling for academic freedom and meritorious
scholarship is not easy when the undergraduate student,
presumably one of the benefactors of this struggle,
remains unaware and innocently detached of threats to
these ideals. These threats have been well described in
previous issues of this Newsletter and were highlighted
at the SAFS annual meeting in May.

The following brief examples may help to illustrate
something about the issue of apathy versus critical
awareness.

At the University of Windsor, several articles and letters
have recently been published by academics concerned
with government guidelines on sexual harassment,
political correctness, and the implications of these
pronouncements for academic freedom and scholarship.
Many fears have been voiced about the effects of these
guidelines, and also about the influence of “equity”
policies upon the academic integrity of university life.
Naturally, rejoinders questioning the validity of these
fears have also been published. The debate, however,
has taken place largely in the Windsor Star newspaper.
Although at least one of the articles appeared also in
the university’s student newspaper, there has been
virtually no response from student readers. These readers
seem to construe such debate as academic esoterica
which do greatly interest or involve them.

With regard to curriculum and teaching issues, here is a
specific example from my own classes. During a course
called “Theories of Personality,” which identifies
strengths and weaknesses in various perspectives, a
woman student objected strongly to the mere mention
of Freud as a major theorist, let alone the idea of giving
any coverage to his philosophy and views about human
nature. These objections, voiced both after and during
classes, were based on the view that simple exposure
to, or objectively accurate description of, Freud’s views
would, in itself, cause students, especially “the young
women,” to feel uncomfortable. Worse: the exposure
itself would cause them to commit thought crimes, that
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is, to start thinking that maybe Freud was “right”. No
student responded to the objections in terms of principle,
that is, that an attempt at academic censorship
(specifically, disallowing students to develop or decide
their own positions and beliefs) might be contrary to a
university’s academic ideals. In fact, throughout several
instances of the can’t-mention-Freud scenario, no other
student responded in any fashion whatsoever.

We have found in recent research that many students
believe professors are “really” motivated (as are the
students in their own self-descriptions) primarily by a
search for comfort and material gain, and not by
academic ideals or the desire to do research. We have
also found that both teachers and counsellors at the
secondary school level clearly reinforce the view that
universities exist as part of a job-search procedure, and
that “learning for learning’s sake” is an outmoded
concept.

Yet, along with financial cutbacks, fee increases, and
cuts in library holdings — all likely to elicit strong and
well-justified student protests — threats to academic
ideals jeopardize the quality of education.

At the University of British Columbia, a temporary
suspension of graduate admissions has been instituted,
so that aspiring students have been punished for alleged,
but unspecified, discrimination or harassment on the part
of professors. One hopes that students will not be mere
spectators of the controversy but will evaluate the
evidence with fairness and academic values, and be
prepared to speak out.

If students became better informed, more vigilant toward
threats to academic values, then perhaps governments
and university administrations would listen to protests
or recommendations from them on these issues just as
fervently as they listen to the demands of other interest
groups and constituencies whose favour they court.

For many faculty, a critical challenge is whether one
can attain a position of influence and security, yet still
struggle to realize the educational values to which one
is committed. Debate among the professoriate is
inevitable; more must be done, however, to introduce
students to the ideals of critical thinking and uncensored

scholarship upon which the “idea of a university” is
founded. These ideals must be modelled and conveyed
to them long before, as well as after, they reach
university. Since the student constituency understandably
does not realize it, they must be informed also that it is
these ideals and values which have been threatened in
recent times. These ideals form the very foundation of
higher — their own — education. In effect, the student
constituency must learn why it is a decent idea to have a
university in the first place.

% ok ok 3k %k %k




SAFS Newsletter

July 1995

Employment Equity -- a View from Abroad

Sakire Pogun Fizyoloji, SAFS member
Ege University Centre for Brain Research,
Izmir, Turkey

I have been observing the current employment equity
debate in North America with interest and astonishment.
I consider myself lucky because we do not have quotas
in academic hiring or promotions for some designated
groups based on sex, race, ethnic origin, etc., in Turkey.
Academic merit is the only criterion in these decisions.
(We do have some political interference in some
institutions, but not of this kind). Our approach seems
to work, as the representation of women in academia is
33% and I have not heard of any complaints regarding
racist or ethnic discrimination in hiring or promotion
policies. I have, therefore, never experienced the feeling
of being discriminated for or against in academic
matters.

I fantasized a little bit and tried to imagine what it would
be like if I was residing in Canada and wanted to apply
for an academic position. Being a woman of Turkish
origin, I would have a double bonus that may put me
way above some colleagues who will also be applying
for the same position. I may have a better chance of
getting the job even if my competitors had superior
qualifications. How would I feel? Gratified? By all
means, NO! T would only feel humiliated, disgraced
and embarrassed.

Being a member of a “protected group” will naturally
impose a very heavy burden on the so-called benefiter.
Even if s/he had the highest credentials for the job,
sceptical views regarding these qualifications would
inevitably linger. The academic would have to live under
this shadow of doubt for years, or try to convince the
sceptics by high, or over-, achievement.

What are the benefactors trying to do? Are they trying
to promote the political concerns of groups practically
unrelated to academia on academicians? Are they trying
to help members of minority groups? Is this a case of
“help is the sunny side of control”?

Even though my permanent position as an academic has
always been in my home country, I have had experience

in North America, in several respected institutions as a
post-doctoral fellow and later as a visiting scholar. 1
had thought then that the term “an equal opportunity
employer” meant that no person will be discriminated
based on any factor other than the requirements of the
job. Now I have some concerns as there can be a
discrimination; the direction (for or against a certain
group) would by no means make this discrimination
justifiable.

If T had decided to come and work in Canada, I would
like to be in a position to refuse any discrimination other
than academic merit to be effective in the evaluation of
my application for a position. I find sheltered hiring
policies extremely aversive and insulting, and I would
like to have the right to demand equal treatment.

I'think it would be a very good idea if the administrators,
who find themselves in a position to claim quotas to
protect minority groups, were to distribute a
questionnaire on the issue of employment equity to
members of such designated groups with well-
documented academic merit. I believe that it is the
opinion of such people, who are supposed to have a
disadvantage, that really matters and should be taken
into account seriously. I can aimost foresee the results;
I don’t suppose that any minority scholar with academic
merit and integrity would favour quotas and the resulting
suspicions.

Universities are not charitable societies. If a university
had a limited number of inexpensive housing
opportunities, for example, families/persons with a
limited income could be given priority and nobody
would be offended. But, when the decision is for
academic hiring or promotion, the only factor that should
deserve attention is academic merit and anything that
may sidetrack this very basic principle should be
disputed by the members of the so called protected
groups more than anybody else.

Not being a resident, my comments on this subject may
be considered irrelevant, but I think, as academicians
and believers in academic freedom, we all have common
concerns and so I wish to share my apprehensions with
other members of SAFS.

[E--mail: POGUNG@tipfak.ege.edu.tr]
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Women Professionals and Science

A brief submitted to the National Science and
Technology Review by the Society for Academic
Freedom and Scholarship.

The Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship is

anational association dedicated to promoting academic
freedom and the merit principle in scholarly pursuits.
Most of our approximately 400 members are university
faculty. The Review committee will undoubtedly
receive briefs on national science policy from various
special interest groups, including women'’s groups. Since
we only recently learned that there was ongoing a
National Science and Technology Review, we are
submitting this very brief statement with the aim of
providing an alternative to feminist perspectives.

As women in the academic profession ourselves, we feel
it may be useful to the Review committee to know that
there are many women like us who are offended at the
suggestion that women be treated specially. We suggest
instead that, beyond recognizing their irreplaceable role
in child-bearing and childbirth, it is inappropriate to give
special treatment to women. We oppose scholarships,
fellowships or grants directed specifically to women.
We therefore applaud the recent decision to do away
with the NSERC Women’s Faculty Awards in the
Sciences. Not only are such special directives unjust, in
that equally or more meritorious men are not eligible;
but they also ultimately demean and debase the status
of women in these areas.

Moreover, they do nothing to ensure the future quality
of scientific research in Canada. Only rewards for
excellence, regardless of sex or any other group
membership, will achieve that.

There has been increasing pressure to appoint women
to grant selection committees on many granting agencies,
out of proportion to their representation in the respective
fields of research. While we applaud the appointment
of qualified women wherever appropriate, the integrity
of selection committees rests on the opinion which the
scientific community holds, that committee members
are chosen because they are superior in their field. When
appointees appear to hold their positions through other
than meritorious criteria, that respect will vanish. No
one wants to have his or her grant reviewed by political
appointees.

Similarly, we would find it inappropriate for a national
review of the sciences to make recommendations about

how scientists ought to apportion their work and family
life, as has been suggested in the past by some women’s
groups. If our primary concern is to promote excellence
in the sciences, we need to identify what makes good
science, and politically correct proposals
notwithstanding, to put in place mechanisms which will
achieve that. Feminist urgings to consider non-
professional activities are beside the point. If a good
scientist is one who spends most of his/her time in the
lab, then nothing should be done to discourage that.
Standards of what is considered good science should
certainly be discussed, but not in an ideological context,
1.e., we see no value in attempting to redefine science in
feminist terms. Science has gained the respect it has by
virtue of its insistence on objectivity and critical
rationality, and it would be misleading to young women
to pretend that this should or will change.

The implications of the term “gender imbalance” to
describe the smaller proportion of women than men in
the sciences are, we believe, unjustified. There is
evidence that, rather than arising primarily from a
discriminatory or “unfriendly” climate toward women
in the sciences, it is largely a matter of

1) self-selection, in that even women with excellent
backgrounds in science and mathematics often choose
more person-oriented occupations, and

2) the inevitably more demanding aspects of lab-
oriented as compared to office-oriented activities in
science, which means that less time can be spent away
from the workplace.

The maintenance and improvement of interest and
expertise in science in this country is certainly of
concern to everyone. Any non-discriminatory measures
which will enhance science are to be encouraged, but
an agenda which gives preferential treatment to any
designated group will fail because it will not encourage
the best potential scientists.

Submitted by:

Doreen Kimura, Ph.D., FRSC

Ruth Gruhn, Ph.D.

Judy Wubnig, Ph.D.

Members, Board of Directors, SAFS

Christine Furedy, D. Phil.
Editor, SAFS Newsletter
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REVIEW

Philip G. Davis, University of Prince Edward Island

Moral Panic: Biopolitics Rising, by John Fekete
qutrealf'l‘or‘(mto:' Robert Davies Publishing, 1994.

In Moral Panic: Biopolitics Rising, John Fekete of Trent
University has provided Canadian defenders of academic
freedom with both an education and an arsenal.

Fekete’s focus is the increasing importance assigned to
biological factors--race and especially sex--in public
policy and academic life. “Biopolitics” is the ideological
grounding of political activity in precisely these factors;
“moral panic,” the artificially induced public fear of
racial and sexual violence, is the tactic by means of
which biopolitics has been winning support and gaining
influence. Fekete offers a painstaking factual analysis
of how this tactic is applied, and his findings are of
paramount importance.

The first part of Fekete’s book provides a detailed
examination of the statistics on sexual violence which
have been bandied about in the media and, more
significantly, have been taken seriously by both lobby
groups and policy makers. The great merit of Fekete’s
study is the care with which he exposes the precise flaws
inherent in specific documents which have been
dominating public debate on sexual violence especially:
DeKeseredy and Kelly’s survey out of Carleton
University, released in February, 1993, of “woman abuse
in Canadian university and college dating relationships”;
the Canadian Panel on Violence Against Women--and
one of its prime sources of statistics, the Women’s Safety
Project--which issued its final report in July, 1993; and
Statistics Canada’s survey on Violence Against Women,
which appeared the following November.

The cliche about “lies, damned lies, and statistics” seems
insipid by the time Fekete is done; the distortion built
into many of the figures reported in these documents is
mind-boggling. Not settling for an easy, broad
condemnation, Fekete documents the variety of ways in
which the statistics are mutilated to produce ever-higher

rates of sexual violence with which to panic the public
and coopt or coerce government and academic
authorities. There is “the clinical fallacy”: computing
rates of abuse among the occupants of women'’s shelters,
and then extrapolating these rates to the public at large.
There are “category errors” arising from the ubiquitous
notion of “continuum”: using the rubric “sexual assault”
to cover everything from violent gang rape to the most
casual of unwanted experiences, thus permitting the
CanPan’s borrowed claim that 98% of Canadian women
have been sexually violated. There is the
decontextualizing of behaviour, which permits sexism
researchers to define specific acts as abusive whenever
they occur, even if the actual participants did not consider
themselves abused at the time. Above all, there is the
selective, politically motivated focus on male violence
against women, which variously ignores, conceals, and
even excuses well-documented rates of violence by and
among females, and violence against males.

Disturbingly, the survey questionnaires and other
research tools used to generate these studies of sexual
violence have in many cases not been made available
for professional or public scrutiny. Fekete’s diligence
in ferreting out the specifics of these various studies is
itself a fascinating subplot in his book. The larger
question he raises still remains, however: why are
matters of public and academic policy being decided
on the basis of studies and surveys whose basic validity
has not been, and in some cases cannot be, assessed by
competent experts in the field? Reading Fekete’s book
has persuaded me firmly of one thing at least: anyone
who wishes to enter the debate on these issues, even a
comparatively innumerate “artsie” like myself, must
become sufficiently competent in statistical methods to
mount credible attacks on these surveys as they appear.
Fekete’s book provides an excellent foundation.

Such reports continue to appear. On March 23 of this
year, the headline of the Charlottetown, P.E.L., Guardian
read, “Island women under attack from strangers.” The
story quoted the provincial attorney general as saying,
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“I guess it just demonstrates that we Islanders aren’t
living in the kind of quiet, non-violent atmosphere we’d
like to think we live in.” What was the source of this
classic scare headline? It was a new analysis of that
same 1993 Statistics Canada survey, which now
“reveals” that twenty percent of the 322 PE.I. women
in the survey reported sexual assaults by strangers. The
reader is given no definition of sexual assault (thinking
naturally, under such a headline, of violent rape), and
no way of judging whether the unsubstantiated claims
of approximately 64 women out of a provincial
population of 130,000, spanning an unspecified period
of time, are either representative or statistically
significant.

The second part of Fekete’s book covers no fewer than
seventeen cases in which Canadian professors have
fallen foul of racial and sexual politics. While this
review is not the place to delve into any one of them, it
is a great asset to have the facts of all these cases so
readily available, and their cumulative impact is a quick
antidote to complacency. The advocates of biopolitics
have not merely undermined due process and the
presumption of innocence; they have explicitly rejected
the application of these hard-won basic rights.

“Campus climate” reports are one way of evading these
obstacles to biopolitics; advocates of such reports have
argued that professors who are identifiable in them as
alleged perpetrators must simply “be prepared to accept
the report, for to dispute it is to invalidate the experience
of the women who made the disclosure...” (p. 316). To
accuse, in other words, is to convict. This is a matter
which has ramifications far beyond the professoriate,
from which Fekete draws his examples.

Readers of this review may note with some surprise that
the SAFS garners no mention in Fekete’s book.
Particularly in this second section, such a mention seems
requisite. Several of the cases described by Fekete
involve members of the Society and even played a role
in stimulating its formation and spread; and in
connection with such a high profile incident and the furor
surrounding Professor Matin Yaqzan, the SAFS was
virtually alone in presenting a public defence of the kind
of academic freedom which Fekete himself advocates.

Fekete expresses himself strongly, and his words will
sting when they find their targets. I have some
reservations over his readiness, in both title and text, to
concede a moral argumentation to the biopoliticians.
What he calls moral panic “is not about doing the right
thing, but doing the righteous thing” (p. 24), and he
contrasts traditional academic freedom with “the new
moralism” (p. 238). I would choose to emphasize that
biopolitics is in fact a bogus “morality.” Those of us
who see academic freedom as related to basic individual
dignity, and who are professionally committed to honesty
and open, verifiable research rather than the distortion
and deception so thoroughly documented here, have a
strong claim to possessing the moral high ground in this
debate. This claim should not be difficult to
communicate to wavering colleagues and, when
necessary, to the public at large.

Fekete’s careful, scrupulously documented study is an
indispensable contribution. Its two topics are in some
ways an awkward combination; the critique of sexual
violence statistics and their use is pertinent to a wide
range of public policy debate, while details of professors’
tribulations may not strike much of a chord outside the
academy. At a time when universities are perhaps more
vulnerable than usual to ideological attacks on their very
reason for being, we also need to communicate to our
students and to the public the real meaning of academic
freedom, its importance to them as well as to us, and
the dangers which might arise from its loss, but these
are different tasks than Fekete has undertaken.

This book is not one to be read and then stored away;
given the temper of the times, it should be kept handy
to inform our responses to misleading public reports and
misguided administrative initiatives and actions, and to
remind us of the need for vigilance.

[Moral Panic can be ordered from the publishers at
1-800-481-2440]
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REVIEW
David Smith, University of Prince Edward Island

r: Backlash Books, 1

PO, Box 18178, 2225 West d1st Avenue,
 Vancouver, B.C. VM 4L3 Fax: (604) 662 3571)

Lou Tafler’s Fair New World depicts a future world in
which political correctness has run its logical course.
This pc realm has dedicated itself to “fairness”. Fairness,
undefined and unquestioned, is all. What unfolds is an
exercise in reductio ad absurdum.

While its residents never define ‘fairness’, except
ostensively (much as is the present case), the Fair World
is not without inner conflict. At some time in the recent
past the Fair World broke into three different societies,
each one characterised by a different attitude to what is
“fair”: Feminania, Bruteland and Melior.

The residents of Feminania (femininnies) conform
hilariously to the extant stereotypes of radical feminists.
The brutes of Bruteland are clearly the fully-fleshed-
out “real men” that modern radical feminists insist are
the unavoidable natural consequences of testosterone
poisoning and the genetic defect known as the Y
Chromosome. The third land in the Fair Trinity is Melior.
Melior is “better” (a manifestly value-relative term) if
only in comparison to the other two. It is ruled by self-
effacing Philosopher-Kings who campaign for office by
showing no interest in wielding power.

In Feminania, the doctrine of fairess is particularly
evident in its effect on language and social relations. In
language any word that seems to imply the existence of
men has been expunged. Thus, the family name
Grossman is transmuted via Grossperson into
Grossperdaughter, Sherman becomes Shewomban and
manners, wombannhers. Since social mores prohibit
direct confrontation the only sources of social change
are via duplicity and external force (such as war).

Allegiance to truth is gone. Making certain that feelings
are not hurt is paramount. Those who most readily take

offence are those who control the tenor of daily life.
The thinnest skin, the rawest nerve, the most suspicious
mind, the most cowardly heart, is best.

Intimate human relations, particularly with the opposite
sex, are clearly far too dangerous for “normal”
femininnies. Fortunately there is an ersatz substitute.
Virtually Latin (or alternate) Lovers can be programmed
to any set of specifications by using the FemiSoft VGR
(Virtual Gendher Relations) hardware and software. The
femininnie can encase herself in virtual-reality clothing
and then run the programmed romantic encounter. True,
FemiSoft faces several lawsuits because the virtual men
have been programmed with a “no means yes” override
and have taken excessive liberties with the programmer.
On the whole, however, this approach to intimacy is quite
popular.

Bruteland’s approach to fairness has few of these |
electronic aids. Men who seek physical affection can

obtain the services of a female provided by RentaKunta

or one of its competitors. Any woman seen in public

without male escort is deemed fair game and a wide

variety of liberties can be taken with her.

The only way two such contrary collections of people
can survive is via external support. This is the role of
Melior under the policies of the Philosopher-Kings. They
treat both Bruteland and Feminania as colonies and
garbage dumps. It is Melior’s industries which ultimately
sustain both Feminania and Bruteland.

Tafler’s book attempts to depict how a politically correct
world would actually appear. To the casual reader some
of these excursions may appear too bizarre to be taken
seriously. The truth, however, is more disturbing. Fair
New World satirizes the actual daily life in a growing
number of North American universities. As these words
are being written the administration of the University
of British Columbia has suspended the acceptance of
any new graduate students in the political science
department for actions which, on the whole, might (
generously be described as “insufficient amounts of
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politically-correct sensitivity”. Characteristics of
Feminania, Bruteland and Melior can readily be
identified at UBC today.

Reading this book suggests a question: would I pay taxes
to support any of these countries?. If the answer is
‘no’ then ask a second question: would I pay taxes to
support a university acting like these countries? Tafler’s
Fair New World is not just a fictional excision into the
national future but a realistic vision of the possible
future of the academy itself.

% 2 o ok ok ok

Annual Meeting Report to Come

The annual meeting was held on May 20 and
well attended in spite of having to be
scheduled on Victoria Day.

Brief reports will be included in the next
newsletter. Ed.

me the Repor ‘ m‘ Resp of tke P 'ktzca_ S ,ctence Departmé t of i

. Dean of Graduatevsm i Jo
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TENURE AND ACADEMIC FREEDOM

Roydon Fraser of Department of Mechanical
Engineering at University of Waterloo wrote to
me after following the letters on tenure and
academic freedom in the Globe and Mail,
suggesting that the SAFS newsletter should have
some discussion on this topic.

Roydon is interested in collaborating with a SAFS
member who would like to joint-author a piece for
the newsletter. Three hundred to five hundred
words would be okay.

His E-mail address is:
rafraser @ mechoffice. watstar.uwaterloo.ca

fax: (519) 888-6197

So please contact him if you have some ideas on
this subject.
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