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In Defense Of The Chicago Principles
Paul Viminitz

Other than the neologism, there’s nothing new about the ‘deplatforming’ of
voices one doesn’t want others to hear. Plato reported it in the Death of
Socrates. Under Christian theocracy, heretics were burned at the stake. In the
Twenties and Thirties, the soviets in Russia and the brown shirts in Germany
made short work of any and all dissenters. And in the early and mid-Sixties, it
was ‘them commie peacenik fags’ who were being knocked off their soapboxes,
with considerably less concern for the niceties we enjoy here today. In short,
the demand that our civil liberties be respected is always a partisan one. Fifty
years ago it was the left. Today it’s the right. Tomorrow it may be you. And as
Martin Niemoller so famously warned, if you “do not speak out” today because
you “were not” among those being silenced, tomorrow it will be you!

Ah, you say, but surely you’re awfulizing. No one in Canada in 2020 is being
mysteriously disappeared for speaking his mind.

You’re right. And perhaps there’s the pity. I miss the days when a death threat
meant something. Today they’re collected like trading cards. If you haven’t
got at least a dozen you’re a nobody. I’ve yet to receive even one, and I deeply
resent it. I’ve published a paper entitled “A Defense of Terrorism”, and all I
get when going through passport control at Heathrow is, “Welcome to Great
Britain, sir. Next!”

SUBMISSIONS TO THE SAFS NEWSLETTER

The SAFS Newsletter is published three times a year (September, January,
and April) by the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship and is
edited by the Society’s president, Mark Mercer.
ISSN: 1704-5436

The editor welcomes articles, case studies, news items, book reviews, and
letters. Send submissions by email to president@safs.ca or by letter mail
to SAFS, 6593, rue Jeanne-Mance, Montréal (Qc) H2V 4L1.

Still, the Administration’s malfeasance in the Tony Hall case here at the Univer-
sity of Lethbridge has had a profoundly chilling effect. It used to be I only had
to answer for what I said. Now I have to answer for what you heard. Or, as in
the case of Rachel Notley calling Tony Hall a Holocaust denier, of what someone
heard that someone heard that someone heard…. There’s no need for Notley or
U of L President Mike Mahon to check their sources, because in politics, as also
now in academia, it’s not about engaging in the sturm und drang of ideas. It’s
about virtue signaling. We’re all required to be ‘woke’, which clearly one can’t
be if she’s caught with her eyes clenched in thought.
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Moreover, we’ve entered the 5000-channel universe, where everyone has a right
not to be offended, and there’s pretty much nothing that won’t offend someone.
Or, as acting Dean Matt Letts has recently deemed actionable, that won’t hurt
someone’s feelings. And therein lies the rub. It used to be one could speak
his mind – or in my case his lack of one – provided he didn’t dis the Queen.
Now she’s pretty much the only one who’s fair game. I can’t say anything
about indigenous people, even though arguably there aren’t any, or about men
who claim they’re not. I can’t show what an aborted fetus actually looks like.
And apparently hanging an Israeli Apartheid Week poster or wearing a t-shirt
proclaiming that “Palestinian Lives Matter” is now considered hate speech.

Awfulizing or not, it was against this backdrop that social psychologist Jonathan
Haidt argued that a university can pursue whatever might be the cause-of-the-
week, or it can pursue the truth, but not both, because some possible truths –
like that indigeneity is a faux concept, or that there’s more to being a woman
than saying so – are incompatible with that cause-of-the-week. Haidt thinks
that a university that tries to have it both ways will have it neither. Sitting on
the fence just gets you a picket up your ass. Which pretty much describes the
humanities and social sciences at most universities in North America, including
this one.

And so in 2014 the University of Chicago made a decision. It announced to its
prospective students, to its faculty, and to the wider community it serves, that it
would neither participate in nor countenance the deplatforming of any faculty, of
any student, or of any speaker invited onto campus, no matter how unpopular
or offensive the view being espoused. And that, almost word for word, are
the Chicago Principles, which are being ‘urged’ by the current government of
Alberta on all colleges and universities under its financial jurisdiction.

Let me make two concessions from the outset. Freedom of speech does not guar-
antee truth. And even if it did, truth is not some special value that trumps all
others. We don’t pursue truth-for-its-own-sake-and-damn-the-torpedoes in our
private lives. Neither, then, should we demand it from our public institutions,
including our universities. But, insists Haidt, if the pursuit of truth is to be
trumped by some competing value – be it the war effort, or keeping the peace
at home, or perhaps some affirmative action initiative – the university owes it
to its stakeholders to be explicit about this departure.

Or maybe not. For isn’t there something incoherent about Haidt’s position on
this last score? Imagine a university acknowledging that there are no indigenous
Canadians but let’s all pretend there are, or that declaring oneself a woman
doesn’t make you one but let’s all pretend it does. Announcing the pretense
undermines itself. So a university dedicated to social justice has to be silent
about its only pretending to be pursuing the truth. And so that’s how university
administrators convince themselves that the truth shall set us free rather than
take the winds out of the sails of our unassailable self-righteousness.
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Well, fair enough, say I. Why, then, do I support the imposition of the Chicago
Principles? If this were the Sixties I’d have done so because I would myself have
been among the social justice warriors who were then being silenced. But this
isn’t the Sixties. So today it can only be because I want to thwart what counts
as social justice today. I can pretend, even to myself, that I’m a ‘man for all
seasons’. But because, as I’ve already conceded, all advocacy is partisan, I’m
clearly in the pay of the alt-right. After all, who but the alt-right could want
to blow the whistle on indigenous and trans-activist rhetoric?!

A few of my colleagues may remember – though others have clearly forgotten –
that we used to call this the argument ad hominem. So yes, you’ve found me
out. I’m a homophobic pro-Life twice-convicted pedophile racist. There, I’ve
said it and I’m glad! But what about my arguments? Or, in those myriad cases
more at hand, what are the arguments, fatuous though they may be, against
gay marriage, abortion, or Israeli Apartheid?

No need to hear them out, since they’ve already been refuted. Not unlike an-
thropogenic global warming, vaccination safety, and gender-self-identification,
they’ve all been declared a res judicata. In the philosophy of language such a
declaration is called a performative utterance, like “I now pronounce you hus-
band and wife!” And since there’s nothing more to be said, anyone saying more
can only be telling lies, and so anyone listening to these lies can only be being
unwittingly lied to. The survival of democracy hangs on an informed public,
not, as John Stuart Mill allowed, one that might as readily be misinformed.
Thus and therefore do some of my colleagues consider On Liberty conclusively
refuted.

Do I have an argument against this position? I do not. It can’t be refuted
because it’s self-sealing. And so if this is the case against the Chicago Principles,
that case can now rest, because any attempt at refutation will be an attempt to
obfuscate. Of course that this is where the case against the Principles rests, is,
in turn, precisely the case for them. And so there we are, two ships passing in
the night, firing feckless salvos at each other for no purpose other than signaling
our partisan loyalties.

But I won’t leave it at that. Instead, for what little it may be worth, I will take
the trouble to parry the remaining non-question-begging objections to adopting
the Chicago Principles, beginning with …

ONE:

Is the imposition of the Chicago Principles a solution in search of a problem?
It is not. The Tony Hall case here at the U of L is a slam-dunk argument
against leaving the power to deplatform in the hands of invertebrate university
administrators.

Tony conjectured that the Israelis might have had a hand in 9/11. Being in on
the conspiracy, I happen to know that Tony got it completely wrong. The truth
is it was the work of nineteen (admittedly not terribly bright) young Arab men
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who’d been watching the Arnold Schwarzenegger flick True Lies, and didn’t
realize that a passenger jet, which they’d hijacked for the sole purpose of a joy
ride, can’t hover in place the way that Hawker Harrier did in the final scene of
the movie. What was mistakenly overheard as “Allah Akbar” was actually Arab
for “Whoa Nelly!” But Tony couldn’t have known any of this. So though the
9/11 Truthers are mistaken, they’re understandably mistaken. In fact it turns
out that the official version of 9/11 is embraced by less than half the world’s
population, because the other half is watching Al Jazeera rather than Fox or
CNN.

Anyhow, the Zionist lobby got wind of Tony’s accusations and demanded his
removal, after which a complaint was mysteriously unsolicited from Goldie Mor-
gentaler to make it appear as internal. As the first pass the then-Dean of Arts
and Science, Craig Cooper, did his job. But then, with a little not-so-gentle
‘urging’ from his superiors, he caved and picked up the pitchfork they assigned
him. Even our quisling Faculty Association did what it could to throw Tony
under the bus. In short, it was no one’s finest hour.

In the end Tony won, whatever that could mean. But he never returned to the
classroom, and two years later the attrition took its intended toll and he retired.

Since procedural justice prevailed, no harm no foul, right? Well, no harm if,
like me, you’re trying to get a two-year paid sabbatical. But Tony wasn’t. And
neither are those members of faculty who’d rather not squander two years of
their careers fighting the good fight alone because Martin Niemoller’s warning
has never fallen on other than deaf ears.

Tony’s deplatforming was initiated from outside the university, but in other
universities in North America it is the students themselves who’ve assumed the
right to silence voices they won’t abide others to hear. The Chicago Principles,
if but only if rigorously enforced, would prevent all this. With the Chicago
Principles in place, Tony could have just told Mike Mahon to go fuck himself.
But he wouldn’t have had to, because Mahon would have been able to tell
the Zionist lobby that his hands were tied. And in response to students who
think they have the right to prevent other students from being exposed, even
voluntarily, to views that are clearly wrong, the Administration can say the
same thing. “We agree wholeheartedly, but our hands are tied.”

Which brings me to the second non-question-begging objection, namely that …

TWO:

The imposition of the Chicago Principles violates the university’s autonomy.

This is nonsense, nonsense on stilts. It’s nonsense not because the imposition of
the Chicago Principles does not violate the university’s autonomy, but because
the university is not autonomous, and neither should it be.

You knock on my door and ask for a donation. For what? I ask. None of your
business, you answer. It seems to me I can put restrictions on how my money
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is being spent, and so likewise can the government on my behalf. As in fact it
does.

The government hires people who are thought to know more than the average
front-line teacher as to what grade school and high school students need to learn
in order to contribute to themselves and their community, both economically
and socially. It does the same at the post-secondary level, only the experts they
hire are called professors.

But here’s the caveat. We’ve learned, in some cases the hard way, that institu-
tions of learning that are subject to the public mood-of-the-moment make for an
impaired citizenry. And so just as we’ve learned, in some cases the hard way, to
place a buffer between the mob and the government – we call it a constitution
– we’ve also learned, in some cases the hard way, to place a buffer between the
government and the university.

That said, in his Second Treatise on Civil Government, John Locke argued –
and it’s hard to disagree with him on this score – that when that buffer protects
malfeasance, it is the right of the people to dissolve it. By parity of reasoning,
then, when the autonomy of the university shields its abrogating its mandate,
it too forfeits that autonomy.

The government of Alberta has every right to demand that universities funded
by the widow’s mite do what the widow’s mite is paying them to do. And
that is to teach the canon, yes, but also to challenge it. Are universities falling
short on this second part of their mandate? The spate of deplatformings being
reported daily by civil libertarian monitors like the JCCF in Canada would seem
to suggest they are. Would adoption of the Chicago Principles put the kibosh
on all of this? Probably not. But, as we say in Anglicized Yiddish, it couldn’t
hoit.

THREE:

Or could it?

The alarmists, bless their cotton socks, are worried that the Chicago Principles
will leave our classrooms open to invasion. It would not. Freedom of speech is
a misnomer. If your freedom to speak were all you’re worried about we could
drive you to a field out by the airport and pick you up an hour later. In fact
your freedom to speak your mind has nothing to do with your rights. Rather
it has everything to do with mine. It’s parasitic on my right to hear what’s on
your mind, conditional, of course, on your being willing to share it with me. But
I can’t hear you if others are free to talk over you. Then all I’m being treated
to is a bout of cross-screeching, not unlike the kind of ‘interviewing’, which it’s
not, by Chris Cuomo on CNN, in which no Republican has ever been allowed
to complete a single sentence. So not unlike a professor in the classroom, the
management of every venue, be it a university, a public library, or a hearing at
city council, has a duty to assign any would-be speaker his time and place.
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In exercising that duty with respect to its own students, universities have a
resource unavailable to others like libraries and parks. Universities have codes of
conduct that empower them to expel a student who violates that code. Without
that power a university couldn’t function. But there’s nothing in the Chicago
Principles that in any way undercuts that power. Administrators have been
loath to exercise that power for fear of being accused of silencing protest. But
the right to protest is being misinterpreted as the right to silence people. It is
not. University administrators just need to grow enough balls to make it clear
that it’s not. And as already noted, so do faculty associations.

FOUR:

And now, finally, comes the elephant in the room.

Some philosophers, not unlike most politicians, speak with forked tongue. For
example, John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty eschewed all paternalism, except, of
course, for those in their nonage, by which he included, of course, a people in
their nonage, by which he was clearly referring to those who are, well, black,
and probably those who are, well, brown. Or freedom without bounds except,
of course, that which is clearly obscene, of which, he adds, “nothing more need
be said”. In other words, Mill is saying we should allow only what liberty we
elect to allow and only to those we elect to allow it.

Elsewhere I’ve described this sleight of hand as the Except-When fallacy. It’s
a fallacy because “p except when q” is an “or” statement, and “p or q” is
commutable to “q or p”. Thus “All speech is permitted save what is prohibited!”,
which is definitive of liberalism, becomes “All speech is prohibited save what is
permitted!”, which is definitive of totalitarianism. And it slides from the one to
the other by the incremental addition of prohibited speech acts.

And what justifies these additions? Sections 319(1) and 319(2) of the Criminal
Code, and similar so-called hate speech provisions in provincial and federal
human rights codes. So how does one override the freedoms of speech guaranteed
to us in that pesky Charter of Rights and Freedoms? By simply reinterpreting
the notion of hate speech to mean anything one hates others to hear.

The most shameless example of this is the insistence that we all adopt the IHRA
definition of anti-Semitism, according to which

“Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as ha-
tred towards Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of anti-Semitism are
directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward
Jewish community institutions and religious facilities.”

But that would be too open to interpretation, and so the IHRA has taken the
trouble to enumerate eleven acts that would count as anti-Semitism.

“1. To guide IHRA in its work, the following examples may serve as illustrations:
manifestations might include the targeting of the State of Israel, conceived as a
Jewish collectivity. However, criticism of Israel similar to that leveled against
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any other country cannot be regarded as antisemitic. Antisemitism frequently
charges Jews with conspiring to harm humanity, and is often used to blame
Jews for ‘why things go wrong.’ It is expressed in speech, writing, visual forms
and action, and employs sinister stereotypes and negative character traits.

“2. Contemporary examples of antisemitism in public life, the media, schools,
the workplace, and in the religious sphere could, take into account the overall
context, include, but are not limited to: calling for, aiding, or justifying the
killing or harming of Jews in the name of radical ideology or an extremist view
of religion. Making mendacious, dehumanizing, demonizing, or stereotypical
allegations about Jews as such or the power of Jews as collective – such as,
especially but not exclusively, the myth about a world Jewish conspiracy or of
Jews controlling the media, economy, government or other societal institutions.

“3. Accusing Jews as a people of being responsible for real or imagined wrong-
doing committed by a single Jewish person or group, or even for acts committed
by non-Jews.

“4. Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms (e.g. gas chambers) or the intention-
ality of the genocide of the Jewish people at the hands of National Socialist
Germany and its supporters and accomplices during World War II (the Holo-
caust).

“5. Accusing Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of inventing or exaggerating
the Holocaust.

“6. Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or to the alleged
priorities of Jews worldwide, than to the interests of their own nations.

“7. Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination, e.g., by claiming
that the existence of the State of Israel is a racist endeavor.

“8. Applying double standards of a behavior not expected or demanded of any
other democratic nation.

“9. Using the symbols and images associated with classic anti-Semitism (e.g.,
claims of Jews killing Jesus or blood libel) to characterize Israel or Israelis.

“10. Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis.

“11. Holding Jews collectively responsible for the actions of the State of Israel.”

Now add to this list (what in Canadian jurisprudence is called) the analogous
grounds interpretation of enumerated acts, and what we get is precisely what
the Except-When fallacy predicts, namely that all talk of Jews and Israel is
prohibited save that which is permitted, which is just to say what our mothers
taught us, namely, if you can’t say something nice, don’t say anything at all.

Now couple all this with (what the new U of L sexual violence policy touts as)
‘the victim’s perspective’, and what we get is that anything that hurts someone’s
feelings is actionable. But not just anyone’s feelings. Only those the protection
of whose feelings have been successfully lobbied for. So transsexuals count,
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but pedophiles don’t, notwithstanding that the former have a choice whereas
the latter do not. Sexual orientation counts, as does gender self-identification,
but trans-racialism does not. Denying that Israel has the right to the Law of
the Return counts, but denying that Palestinians have a right to nationhood
doesn’t. And so on.

The problem is not that I feel aggrieved by these asymmetries. I do not. Why
would I? I’m Jewish. The problem is my not being aggrieved is precisely what
Martin Niemoller warned us about. Why should I care that the Palestinians are
being deplatformed? Because if I don’t, then next time it’ll be me.

That’s why I support the adoption of the Chicago Principles. I support it
because as a Jew I’m particularly sanguine about self-preservation, the greatest
threat to which is not anti-Semitism, and certainly not anti-Zionism. It’s the
power to silence. I tell my students that free speech is all that stands between
us and a return to witch-burning. It won’t guarantee no witches will be burnt.
But it couldn’t hoit.

Paul Viminitz (vimip0@uleth.ca) teaches philosophy at the University of Leth-
bridge, in Alberta. Dr Viminitz’s article is based on a presentation he made in
debate with Karl Laderoute in the Departmental Speakers Series on January 10,
2020.

Now Is The Time To Resist
Donald Downs

I decided to write my new book Free Speech and Liberal Education after hearing
about the violent disruption of Charles Murray’s speech at Middlebury College
in early 2017, an eruption heard around the academic world. Several other
speaker disruptions and intimidations followed in Middlebury’s wake. A leader
at the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C. had previously asked me if I cared to
write something for Cato about higher education, so I got back in touch with
him about a year later with an idea for a book about what was transpiring on
the academic free speech front, and why constructive responses are imperative.
After reviewing a proposal, Cato signed me to a contract.

The disruptions that sparked my interest were manifestations of deeper political,
administrative, and cultural forces permeating higher education. New speech-
inhibiting programs and actions had begun proliferating in American higher ed-
ucation, including dis-invitations of speakers for ideological reasons ( a species
of “cancel culture”); policies and actions covering so-called “micro-aggressions;”
the use of “trigger warnings” for class readings and related materials; increasing
sensitivity and diversity training sessions that are often one-sided and ignore in-
tellectual diversity as an important element of differences in a pluralistic polity;
and ubiquitous “bias reporting” systems that encourage anonymous complaints
against campus citizens for saying things that any person happened to find of-
fensive, insensitive, or just politically incorrect. I decided to add my voice to
that of many others who were raising genuine concerns.
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A distinctive aspect of Free Speech and Liberal Education is my emphasis upon
different aspects of the issue: empirical; strategic; historical; and normative.

The new species of speech inhibitions are the product of a host of cultural fac-
tors inside and outside of higher education, including student pressure; the bur-
geoning of administrative oversight in higher education that is dedicated to the
“therapeutic” project of protecting student sensitivity and emotional “safety”
(University of Kent social theorist Frank Furedi has written that “political cor-
rectness” has been replaced by “emotional correctness” in higher education);
and political and linguistic theories that have eviscerated the long-standing
First Amendment distinction between “speech” and “action,” making it eas-
ier to claim that disfavored discourse is tantamount to discrimination in many
quarters.
As students of higher education’s academic freedom conflicts know, the latest
wave of affronts is not really something new under the academic sun. Higher
education in the United States and other liberal democracies has been dealing
with pressures from so-called “progressive censorship” – censorship in the name
of promoting progressive causes and protecting such movements from criticism
– for several decades now, beginning with the so-called “speech code movement”
of the late 1980s and 1990s.
This upping of the censorship ante arose after what I depict in the book as
a pause – relatively speaking – in repression from roughly 2000 to 2010. The
interregnum came after many courts had invalidated the codes in the United
States on First Amendment and campus policy grounds, and critics had pushed
back against them, including the free speech and academic freedom movement
I helped to lead at my school, the University of Wisconsin-Madison. But when
I mentioned this ostensible intermission to a colleague, he replied ominously,
“Political correctness has not died. It has just metastasized.” As time was soon
to tell, he was right.

In many respects, the new policies represented different tools to inhibit speech
without having to resort to formal speech codes, which were rightly perceived as
conspicuous forms of censorship. Accomplish through the back door what you
can’t through the front door. The very term “speech code” rings with censori-
ous meaning, enabling code opponents to win the battle of language in judicial
settings. The new policies have different labels, and they do not necessarily
involve overt sanctions. But as practiced, their objective and effect is often sim-
ilar: to chill discourse in a manner that can foster a pall of orthodoxy regarding
public viewpoints. As I point out in my chapter entitled “Major Threats to
Academic Free Speech,” bias-reporting systems frequently boil down to pro-
moting anonymous complaints about comments in class and elsewhere that the
most sensitive or ideologically driven listeners find objectionable for the most
subjective of reasons. Portland State University’s bias-reporting program, for
example, encourages reporting not only properly sanctionable harassment and
threats, but also “physical, spoken, or written acts of abuse, insensitivity, [and]
lack of awareness.” (My italics.) Across town, the University of Portland urged
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students to report “incidents of discomfort” not only to campus administrators,
but to “the police.” (My italics.) Can intellectual honesty thrive in a classroom
with such Damocles Swords hovering over everyone’s head?

So one objective of Free Speech and Liberal Education is to portray the new ways
in which campus activists and administrative leaders are engaging in censorship
through new means that claim to be less punitive than the old speech codes. In
this task, the book adds to a growing literature in books, articles, and opinion
pieces. As I write in the Introduction, “suppression often takes place beneath
the radar screen of public notice.”

But the book has three other major objectives based on my research and my
long career as a professor and a participant in academic free speech politics at
Wisconsin and more broadly. First, I strive to be as empirically accurate as
possible about the nature and extent of the problem. Higher education, after
all, is a vast domain, consisting of thousands of institutions in the United States
alone. Not surprisingly, an honest look finds examples of resistance to censo-
rious actions along with many cases of transgression. Getting this “empirical
question” as right as possible – it is not possible to obtain a perfect picture
because of the inherent complexity and fluidity of the subject matter – is nec-
essary for reasons of intellectual honesty and of strategic practicality. We need
to know what is wrong and why. And we need to know how to preserve what
is right and how to fight back against what is not right.

In this spirit, I depict the status of free thought in American higher education
as “embattled.” As such, now is the time to draw on the promising examples
of resistance and to broaden their reach as much as possible. The battle is not
lost. But it will be lost if those who know better do not organize and build
appropriate and effective counter-movements.

As noted, empirically speaking it is not enough to just look at such overt policies
and actions as speech codes and speech cancellations. One must look at culture
and the administrative shadow university as well. Northwestern’s Laura Kipnis
points the way in her book Unwanted Advances (2017), in which she chronicles
her own harrowing experience of being investigated for sexual harassment by
federal Title IX bureaucrats for simply writing an op-ed in the Chronicle of
Higher Education that criticized the excessive aspects of “rape culture” ideol-
ogy on campus. Having become a contact person for others who had found
themselves wrongly or questionably accused, Kipnis discovered a shadow world
of accusation and inhibition that she had not known existed. I quote her in my
book: “I was introduced to an astonishing netherworld of accused professors
and students, rigged investigations, closed-door hearings, and Title IX officers
run amok. This was a world I’d previously known nothing about, because no
one on campus knows anything about it… And those in the know are terrified
to speak out.”

In a separate empirical chapter, I discuss at length the findings of several re-
cent national surveys of campus opinion regarding free speech, its limits, and
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its importance in comparison to campus sensitivity. Perhaps surprisingly, the
surveys tend to show clear majorities of students, faculty, and college presidents
favoring broad free speech rights and open inquiry, with the exception of many
students’ favoring restrictions on “hate speech,” which is often vaguely defined.
These surveys suggest that the problem boils down to galvanizing and giving
voice to what could be “silent majorities” on campus who disfavor speech re-
strictions but are reluctant to speak out because of the pressures of campus
culture and policies. I analyze this research and apply it to my suggestions for
strategic action (see next paragraph). I also mention political scientist Samuel
Abrams’ survey of college administrators, which suggests how problematic this
pivotal sector of higher education has become to the fate of campus freedom.

My second objective beyond presenting the dangers and examining their causes
is to present practical strategic advice on how to proceed based on my own
experience and research. In my concluding chapter I lay out in considerable
detail examples of internal campus mobilizations by students and faculty mem-
bers that have made a difference at various schools, as well as a blueprint or
primer on points and tactics to stress. My examples are drawn from the United
States, but I would have added to the value of my analysis by including some
international examples, of which the Canadian Society for Academic Freedom
and Scholarship is an excellent example.

I also discuss actions that conscientious administrators can undertake in the
policy domain, as well as broader political actions. I am wary of enlisting outside
political assistance except when absolutely necessary; but such broadening of the
conflict can enlist needed support against entrenched local power, as happened
in the American Civil Rights Movement. The press can be an invaluable ally in
this respect.

In the concluding chapter and throughout the book I stress a four-step strategic
approach to the problem. As I write in the Introduction, “upholding higher
education’s responsibility to nourish and defend intellectual freedom requires
four essential tasks or obligations: knowledge of the principles and requisites
of intellectual freedom, a knowledge that includes grasping the proper limits
of freedom; commitment to those principles and basics; the will to act in their
defense in the face of the pressures that arise in an imperfect world; and, finally,
giving priority to those obligations, which is of central importance to higher
education because its distinctive task is the pursuit of truth.”

The theme of proper prioritization is essential to the book. Higher education
has become a complex enterprise that now encompasses many activities and
pressures, highlighted by new claims about “social justice” and diversity. It is
easy for its classic mission to be lost like a tree in a vast forest. So this mission
must be given commitment and priority when it encounters pressure. In many
respects, Free Speech and Liberal Education is a sort of passion play featuring
the struggles and vicissitudes that the central mission must overcome in order to
prevail. Leaders need a moral compass in order to navigate through turbulent
waters.
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But what is this central mission? In the normative heart of the book, I dis-
cuss this seminal question in three different chapters: “What Is the Univer-
sity?”; “Free Speech and Academic Freedom;” and a chapter on why academic
and intellectual freedom matters for citizenship in a liberal democracy, entitled
“Pulling It All Together: The Campus, the Good Life, and the Republic.” In
a nutshell, the university’s primary mission – that which gives it its distinctive
meaning and rights in a social contract with liberal democratic orders – is the
pursuit of truth through the exercise of the intellectual virtues of honesty and
commitment to reason, and adherence to academic freedom. I depict the uni-
versity as what I call an “intellectual polis,” in which ideas and the free yet
disciplined pursuit of truth is given prioritization. Envisioning the university
as a polis takes account of how learning in this special community is based not
only on books and reading materials, but on the countless interchanges students
and faculty have with each other, which involves human emotion guided by the
commitment to reason and intellectual leadership. A university worth its salt
is a living thing, alive with love of the pursuit of truth.

In Chapter 3 I discuss the connections as well as the differences between “aca-
demic freedom” and “freedom of speech” more generally. Academic freedom is
more bounded by standards of competence and relevance that pertain to such
professional academic settings as research and the classroom, whereas freedom
of speech is a broader right that should prevail in other campus settings, in-
cluding the public forum and interpersonal interactions. I defend a dynamic,
“dialectical” relationship between these different domains of the intellectual po-
lis.

Each institution and profession has its distinctive reason for being, without
which it ceases to be true to itself, and without which it loses its claim to
legitimacy. A doctor who treated his or her patients differently because of
their beliefs would cease being a doctor. Similarly, a university that prioritized
politics or other matters over the pursuit of truth and intellectual freedom would
be more like a political party than a university.

Donald Alexander Downs (dadowns@wisc.edu) is the Alexander Meiklejohn Pro-
fessor of Political Science, Law, and Journalism at UW-Madison. Among his
many books is Restoring Free Speech and Liberty on Campus (2005). Free
Speech and Liberal Education: A Plea for Intellectual Diversity and Tolerance
(Cato Institute, 2020) is his latest book. In May 2016, Dr Downs delivered the
keynote address at the SAFS Annual General Meeting, Western University.

A Letter From Inside A Perfect Storm
Barbara D. Miller

The letter of my title was written following an unsought encounter with a mem-
ber of a program developed out of “Women’s Studies” at my alma mater. The
phrase “perfect storm” in this context refers to ironies of the situation. The
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program in its current form came into existence long after my graduation, and I
had never heard of it. The story begins during the thick of the COVID19 lock-
down. Over previous weeks all of us had been coping with serious, if ambiguous,
dangers, political and economic bombshells, and seemingly endless disruptions
to life as we knew it. I had been lamenting not only the restriction of normal
social contact, but also cancelled celebrations and rites of passage. How many
families were losing loved ones with little option for memorial gatherings? How
many couples would have their dream weddings scuttled? How many students
would be deprived of commencement exercises after years of dedicated work?

My field is Spanish language and literature, and I am a medievalist. My ap-
proaches are typically interdisciplinary. Especially given a background in Jun-
gian concepts and Arthurian literature, it seemed to me that the loss of social
rituals would inevitably take its psychological toll. And I could not help but
wonder how necessary all such cancellations really are. Any student of Jung
(and of Merlin) understands the value of rites of passage, and that their power
rests partly in their enactments at the very moments of transition from one per-
sonal status to another. Such transformations are, after all, elementary to and
reflective of identity itself. One day when I had been pondering all this, I re-
ceived an e-mail from a former professor with whom I have maintained friendly
contact for decades. It involved a request that at first glance delighted me. A
student who was about to finish a doctorate wanted to mark the occasion by
having some pictures taken in academic regalia. Due to the pandemic-related
constraints, my former professor, who had always rented gear when needed,
asked if I would loan my doctoral gown to the student. And then the other shoe
fell. With a resounding, dull, thud.

The last sentences of the e-mail revealed that, contrary to my expectations,
the candidate had not earned a degree in Modern Languages and Literatures.
My professor now teaches a quarter of the time in a department known as
“Global Gender Studies,” and that was the program from which the newly
minted PhD was about to graduate. As many of us are painfully aware, the field
of cultural studies has been front and center in the corruption of universities
around the world, for instance as one catalyst of top-heavy administrations, and
the accompanying cost differentials relevant to the student debt crisis. I had
been pleased to find that my former SUNY campus has a free-speech policy
similar to that of the famous University of Chicago version. My heart now
sank, however, as I wondered if any perceived First-Amendment gains in my
home institution might turn out as mere window dressing in the face of such a
program. Even the implications of its double-barreled name seemed chilling.

As a passionate believer in freedom of speech, and in the fundamental place
of the humanities in what Jordan Peterson has eloquently phrased a “call to
higher being,” I felt as if I were being coerced into handing over my wedding
gown to someone trained to undermine the institution of marriage. Saying “no”
could damage a long-standing friendship and even my relationship with my alma
mater. Giving an excuse to avoid the problem would be dishonest and would
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accomplish nothing. So, I replied to the professor, “Tony,” that I would lend my
gown to the student, “Alex,” as long as they understood my concerns about the
effects of cultural studies on democracy and academic integrity. Tony replied
that my apprehensions were completely understood. At that point there seemed
little choice but to acquiesce. So, I gritted my teeth and responded as graciously
as possible, all the while wondering whether my former professor’s new split-time
faculty status signified a fully informed personal choice, or just more depressing
evidence of literary-studies displacement by the often pernicious cultural-studies
agenda.

Alex drove to our house to pick up the gown, and I made a point of opening
a discussion about identity politics, something which I regard as a sanctioned
form of profiling. It was a relief to find our meeting a pleasant experience. In-
terestingly, Alex hails from an eastern European country, and has worked on
behalf of the government there. Despite my misgivings, this student is charm-
ing, seemed open-minded, and did not even appear to have swallowed whole
the far-left ideologies associated with Postmodernism. I thought perhaps the
situation could lead, after all, to a new friendship or at least to a constructive di-
alogue. If that happened, then the personal compromise I was still feeling keenly
would be compensated in some sense. And of course, I was still helping to miti-
gate, in however minor a way, the effects of the COVID-driven abandonment of
commencement activities. E-mails thanking me, complete with attractive photo
attachments, arrived in due course.

I sent Alex a pdf of my most recent published Jungian reading of Arthurian lit-
erature. Based on some parts of our conversation, I thought its interdisciplinary
approach could be perceived as stimulating, together with its subtle argument,
for a literary analysis more in keeping with the discernment of Northrop Frye
than with the control-fixated paradigms of Michel Foucault. In exchange, I
received a journal article on a theory that civility in the workplace should be
recognized as a political-power instrument of the white patriarchy. The article
is not without merit as a window on cultural-studies assertions, and it posits
situations that can and do happen. Nevertheless, it has flaws in addition to
ideological ones, such as its inconsistent use of the key word, “civility.” Alex
agreed with this criticism of mine, but, said that the point of real interest was
the central idea, that politeness can be used as a tool of manipulation to harm
victimized minorities. “Perhaps,” I responded, in corrupt anomalies. But as a
cynical distortion of Western culture overall? Alex also forwarded me the link
to a trailer for a documentary, entitled “White Privilege.” The experience of
watching it was as if a third shoe had dropped, a size-fourteen lead army boot
carrying a pipe bomb.

The remainder of this essay approximately reproduces the letter I wrote in the
wake of viewing the video. The letter has been condensed here and otherwise
edited stylistically. Its essence has changed little.

Alex,
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I found the video on “white privilege,” even worse than I feared based on its
title.

This presentation is the sort of thing which does nothing to defeat racism, but
rather which compounds it, revitalizes it, and causes deepening divisions among
people.

I do understand the rationale behind such things by people who in some cases
are well meaning. But surely if there is a misunderstanding between coworkers,
any attempt to resolve it properly must be founded on honesty and fairness. It
will not succeed if it assumes that one person is privileged, blind and incapable
of empathy, simply because he or she is a member of a certain race, while
the other party is unquestionably enlightened, and the only possible arbiter of
morality. Such ideas are the essence of racial profiling itself. And condescending
to someone so offensively is not likely to open that person’s mind and heart to
a discussion of difficult social issues.

I could tell you the story of Lindsay Shepherd, a graduate student at Wilfrid
Laurier University in Ontario, whose political affinities were liberal, who was
sympathetic to identity politics in the name of social justice, and whose post-
graduate career was derailed when she became the target of identity-politics
exploitation. You have talked about the problem of power imbalances. Well,
here was a woman in her early twenties, ambushed by her academic advisor
and program head, and by an upper-level administrator for “Equity and Di-
versity.” These two unapologetic “social justice advocates” tried to strong-arm
their young subordinate, merely because she presented a debate topic during a
class she taught, in an unbiased way. But she refused to become their victim.
She fought back by exposing her situation to the media. Of course, she paid
dearly for doing so. But she had the demonstrated truth on her side, while her
attackers had only deceitful denials and rationalizations. Lindsay Shepherd is
now a free-speech advocate. She has rebuilt her life. But I have been sorry to
notice a cynical tone edging in among some of the videos she has posted since
her ordeal.

Martin Luther King, Jr., in his most famous speech, declared a dream, that one
day his children would be “judged by the content of their character, and not by
the color of their skin.”

A M E N …whether one’s skin is black, brown, white, red, yellow or purple.

Alex, you seem like a kind person. And I know you have just completed a course
of study that taught you to think in terms of identity politics, victimization
culture and safetyism. That is why when Tony first approached me about it, I
hesitated to loan you my doctoral robes. That regalia to me is the symbol of
personal integrity, diligence, perseverance, individual commitment to dynamic
engagement in something higher, and the overcoming of significant adversity.
As you know, my chosen field is involved in cultural interaction. But I doubt
whether you would be able to imagine the very underprivileged circumstances
over which this now middle-class, well-educated and economically-secure white
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person has had to prevail, in order NOT to be seen as (or to be), a victim. In
my experience, human beings are properly empowered by taking responsibility
for their own lives, and by being truthful in every sense. These strengths are the
only authentic bases for compassion and empathy; they are essential to freedom.

Whether its proponents realize it or not, identity politics concepts such as that
of “white privilege” are oriented toward the road to Auschwitz, in the sense that
they stereotype and they scapegoat.

Several times I have taught a standard course for majors called “Civilizations
and Cultures of Spain.” A central lesson I have learned in the process is that
when a great civilization falls, such destruction is always facilitated, if not pre-
cipitated, by weakening divisions among its own leadership and people. The
dogmatics of “white privilege” is a poison, driving ever deeper polarization
among people, in the United States, Canada, and other places. My deepest
fears these days involve the real destruction of democracy through such divi-
sions.

In your note about the civility article you were mostly reasonable. It seemed
we had begun a useful dialogue. And I take your point about the difficulties of
making progress if one is underprivileged. In fact, I can empathize all too well,
since I have lived some of the scenarios described in the article. The experiences
of surviving them, and emerging years later with an earned doctorate, then
going on to teach in colleges and universities, stand out among reasons that
the doctoral gown means so much to me. But your comment that it could be
understandable if the targets of corporate bullying exhibited such behaviors as
spitting and swearing, as their only means of protest, is difficult to fathom.
It might be understandable in the sense that it would not be surprising to
find uncontrolled reactions in the wake of emotional abuse. However, even the
fair assertion that people have their natural limits does not mean that such
actions would be constructive. For a model of handling such a challenge I
would reference once more the case of Lindsay Shepherd, who defended herself
by telling the truth to the press, and by presenting the journalist who broke
the story with the irrefutable proof which she had had the presence of mind to
obtain.

In the same e-mail where you discuss the “civility as a weapon” article, you
speak of repellant conduct within the Trump presidency. In fact, the day you
visited us, you and I were both aghast at the uncivil demeanor of the President
toward the press, during a briefing broadcast that afternoon. If you remember,
I pointed out that some of the reporters were also behaving badly, and that
none of this egregious unprofessionalism was conducive to the goal of accurately
informing the public.

You have wondered, understandably, why this President was elected. In this
context, it is worth noting that even people who do not like him have voted
for him, because they saw him as a lesser of evils compared to his Democratic
opponent. More relevant to the mistaken concept of “white privilege,” many
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people voted Republican in 2016 in reaction against Barack Obama’s apologies
for America’s “history,” and his provocative accusations of ingrained American
racism. Many good people had become alienated by these assaults on the na-
tional character, especially as they were being made by no less a person than
the nation’s President. Even in the face of Donald Trump’s rude conduct, some
Americans who would never be friends with someone like him, nevertheless are
glad that at least the person occupying the Oval Office refuses to cast his own
country as a one-dimensional villain, or to distort her history in the manner of
the previous administration. About half of Americans are also sick of the me-
dia’s anti-Americanist scapegoating. I agree with them, although my husband
and I did not vote for Donald Trump, and in fact both resigned from the Re-
publican party because of him. America has flaws, just like every other country.
But at her best she stands for individual freedom and for safety from the great
dangers and evils of tyranny. I love her with all my heart. And my mother, an
immigrant, was extremely proud to become one of her citizens.

Of course, the problems you address, and that the video projects onto middle-
class white America, do exist among the malign and the ignorant everywhere.
But stereotyping is the essence of racism itself, and therefore cannot become an
instrument of justice.

A couple of personal statements made in your e-mail were even more disturb-
ing than the video. These comments stood out shockingly from your otherwise
polite discourse. I could hardly believe you would reference America’s “history
of discrimination, brutality and thousands of deaths in this community caused
by the oppressive state policy.” This phrase is profoundly offensive and aston-
ishingly distorted. Unfortunately, there will always be incidents of racism and
violence, and there will always be instances of corruption. But the United States
of America is neither Soviet Russia nor Maoist China. As for Donald Trump,
at most he will be reelected as head of state for a few more years, because the
American presidency is still subject to a constitutional term limit. President
Trump, though in many ways outrageous and counter-productive, is not synony-
mous with America as a whole. And when you insult her, by declaring racism as
fundamental to her makeup, you insult me, and many other Americans who are
my friends, family members and colleagues, not to mention those who will have
shown you kindness during the time you have enjoyed the privilege of pursuing
a doctorate at one of our universities. It also bears pointing out that we are still
a democracy, despite the fascist-style, and in some cases violent, speaker shut-
downs and disinvitations on American and Canadian campuses. These efforts
to suppress free speech are driven not by any government policy, but rather by
the proponents of dangerous far-left ideologies.

It was encouraging to hear some of your independent ideas the day we met, for
instance when you compared social justice theories to your own lived experience.
We should all listen well to the stories of people from diverse cultures and world
views, including those of conservatives and centrists. If a university does not
support diversity of ideas, as well as cultural diversity, then by definition, as an
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institute of higher learning it is a fraud….

***

The letter ends in a suggestion that the emotional nature of the issues discussed,
or even Alex’s non-native (though impressive) command of English, may have
impacted the conversation. Yet it points out that the video on “white privilege”
could not be attributed to factors of the writing process. Since it is unlikely that
Alex deliberately set out to cause personal offense, the door was left open to
starting the acquaintance over. Some heartening steps have already been taken
in that regard. It remains to be seen what will happen when the personal and
political dust has settled.

(I add here that this article was submitted before the George Floyd killing.)

Barbara D. Miller (barbara.barbara.miller@gmail.com) is an Associate Professor
Emerita at S.U.N.Y. Buffalo State, where she taught in the Department of
Modern & Classical Languages from 2001 to 2015.
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BEQUEST TO SAFS

Please consider remembering the Society in your will. Even small bequests
can help us greatly in carrying on SAFS’s work. In most cases, a bequest
does not require rewriting your entire will, but can be done simply by
adding a codicil.

Thank you,
Mark Mercer, SAFS president

Demonizing Dissent
Sinclair A. MacRae

This past summer I wrote an open letter of dissent (a copy of which is available
on the SAFS website) addressed to Mount Royal University’s president and the
executive of my faculty association. Both the president and the MRFA executive
released statements condemning racism and vowing to work towards making in-
stitutional changes to redress the effects of “systemic” racism at MRU. My first
concern with their releasing their statements pertains to process. Universities
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are beneficial to society to the extent to which they support free and open en-
quiry, and the best universities are grounded on a foundational commitment to
this goal with its concomitant, unqualified support for the exercising of princi-
pled dissent. For it is only in a climate in which dissent is expected that the
truth can win out over our tendencies to engage in group think, confirmation
bias, and pseudo-scientific thinking. And it is only in a climate in which the
truth emerges that we can benefit from the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake
and for the instrumental benefits that accrue to society via successful research
efforts. A foundational commitment to free and open enquiry is also necessary
for a university to discharge its duty to its students to prevent all forms of
brainwashing, including political interference that impedes students’ efforts to
autonomously and authentically endorse their own beliefs and values, thereby
promoting the cultivation of responsible citizenship among other benefits.

Making the commitment to free and open enquiry foundational means that
the pursuit of this good must (almost!) always trump any other political or
social goal. And this means that academic administrators should maintain a
public position of strict neutrality on the wide range of controversial empirical
and evaluative questions on which we research and teach. My complaint with
Mount Royal’s president was that by publishing his views about the causal
efficacy of racism and “systemic” racism he contributed to an environment that
makes it more difficult for faculty – especially non-tenured faculty – and students
alike to express opinions that may be inconsistent with his views but that may
nonetheless be correct or partially correct, and which might contribute to our
knowledge and understanding. Similarly, faculty associations should limit their
public advocacy statements to matters of direct concern to their members, not
deterring them from pursuing work that might lead them to draw conclusions at
odds with said statements lest their opposition result in withdrawn support and
other reprisals. The executive of my faculty association violated this principle
by publishing a highly polemical statement.

My second concern with the release of these statements is more nuanced and
relates to the wider context in which their declarations were published, which
was during a period in which many other groups of faculty, departments, and
other academic bodies, including the Canadian Association of University Teach-
ers, released somewhat similar statements. A supporter might claim that the
statements were so similar because they advocated for a basic matter of jus-
tice that any reasonable and moral person would accept. Although there is
some truth in this assertion, it glosses over a deeper issue relating to academic
freedom and scholarship, and the justified purpose of a university. All moral
people agree that racism is wrong, and for more than one reason, not the least
of which is that it involves discriminating against a person for an arbitrary or
irrelevant reason. However, the unanimity of the various statements extended
to complex causal questions involving challenging and controversial normative
issues employing rather vague and contested concepts.
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Whereas the proponents of the various statements may regard these other claims
as being on the same level of certainty as the claim about the wrongness of
racism, given that the claims are different we need to consider each separately
and assess this further assertion (that all the claims are equally or almost equally
certainly true and morally justified as well) on a case-by-case basis. This would
seem an obvious point except that in the present climate reasoning to this
point is one thing, expressing it is another. For one of the troubling aspects
about the current controversy over racism is that it is taking place at a moment
when there is an expanding element both within and outside of academia who
persist in moralizing disagreement by viewing any dissent as evidence of bad
faith dealing and a lack of rectitude. According to these people, those who do
not regard a range of other claims regarding the nature, causes, consequences,
and remedies for racism and “systemic” racism as being at the same level of
epistemic and moral certainty as the claim about the wrongness of racism are
themselves immoral.

Is it too obvious to point out that this is an ad hominem attack and that as
such it is an example of fallacious (and pernicious) reasoning? Some believe,
given the seriousness of the wrongs of racism and considering the intransigence
of those in power and the inertia that plagues society on this urgent matter,
that history will judge kindly those who are on the right side of this issue. If
this means that we must make some questionable tactical choices to pursue this
worthy political goal, well, that is a small price to pay.

If we set aside the arrogant assumption that only those who take this path
care about justice, and entertain the possibility that others who recommend
a different path also care, then it becomes clear that a difference in political
approaches marks these two paths. I refer to proponents of the first one as
defenders of a politics of protest. In contrast I support what I refer to as a
politics of education. I believe that becoming educated is already a political
act. Before one can justly influence the exercising of power and the making
of difficult decisions involving the settling of conflicting interests one must first
become informed. My advice to students who want to make the world a better
place is to go to school. Learn how to think well for yourselves. Study the law,
public administration, economics, science, philosophy, and an array of other
subjects. We will need all of you. Among other things, your education will
prove useful when we try to translate the slogans on those protestors’ placards
into effective change. It will prove useful for turning platitudes into policy.

Of course, many will claim in response to the distinction that I have drawn that
the two are not mutually exclusive. One can teach and also advocate for more
“direct” political changes. One can both attend school and march in the streets.
Fair enough. I do not mean to overstate the difference between the two but in
acknowledging this I also insist that there is a difference as well, at least among
those who advocate a politics of protest and are willing to pay the “small” price
I mentioned above. For those who recommend this path ultimately value a set
of predetermined political goals over the enquiry into the truth about questions
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regarding racism. Demonizing dissent predictably results in the subversion of
reason and this is inconsistent with the idea of a university that regards free and
open enquiry as a foundational goal. By regarding a number of open, complex,
and nuanced questions in the debate over the role that racism plays in the
promotion of injustice as closed and settled, those who would subvert the good
exercising of reason make a sharp break from those who advocate for a politics
of education.

This returns us to the point I noted earlier about the unanimity of the responses
among so many academics. Obviously no single author or separate group of
authors is responsible for the cumulative impact of these statements and so
each individual author or signatory to these statements might plausibly deny
blame for any negative cumulative impact of the statements as a whole. But the
cumulative impact is negative at least to the extent to which it strengthens the
politics of protest I have described here. No doubt many are fine with university
faculty and administrators using their authority to pursue this sort of political
strategy. The main point I wanted to make in my letter of dissent is that I am
not.

Ironically, opposition to a climate of free and open enquiry sets back the achieve-
ment of the very goal that advocates of a politics of protest claim to support; for
a commitment to free and open enquiry, with its concomitant commitment to
principled dissent, is part of the remedy needed to advance justice by counter-
acting the harmful effects of racism; just as it is needed to expose the virus
of self-righteousness that pervades public life. It is not just the truth that is
threatened in the chilly climate in which free enquiry and dissent are demonized
but justice as well.

Sinclair A. MacRae (smacrae@mtroyal.ca) is an Associate Professor in the
Department of Humanities at Mount Royal University, in Calgary. Dr MacRae
is the author of An Introduction to Ethics: Theories, Perspectives, and Issues
(Pearson, 2002).

Higher Education, Conversation, And The Quiet Virtues
Patrick Keeney

One of the critical stories in higher education in recent years has been the rapid
growth of online learning, a development dramatically accelerated by responses
to COVID-19. Within a matter of weeks, university professors the world over
have had to familiarize themselves with the technologies and protocols of online
learning.

Online learning makes university administrators happy. The financial outlays for
mounting internet courses are negligible, while such courses have the potential
to attract thousands of students, or “clients,” as some university bureaucrats
prefer to think of them. Predictably, there are now calls for permanently ceding
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portions of university instruction to online learning as part of the new post-virus
normal.

But we need to be cautious about the wholesale technological outsourcing of
university instruction. From its inception, “distance education” – the precursor
to online instruction – was always understood to be a simulacrum of the uni-
versity experience, an inferior option to on-campus classrooms. True, distance
education could reach students in remote locales or those who were already in
the workforce or otherwise unable to attend campus classes. But it was always
understood that distance education incurred real pedagogical costs.

Crucially, distance students miss out on the educationally vital experience of
conversation and dialogue, of human bodies in a room engaged in a real-time,
unmediated exchange of ideas and opinions. Educational theorists from Plato
to Terry Eagleton have understood that conversation lies at the heart of higher
education. As Aristotle succinctly expressed it, “On important matters, we un-
dertake deliberation in common with others, distrusting ourselves as inadequate
to make decisions.”

In his recent book Course Correction: A Map for the Distracted University,
Paul Gooch, president emeritus and professor of philosophy at Victoria College
in the University of Toronto, argues that the method of teaching in universities
should be what he calls “interrogative conversation.” For Gooch, conversation
is a profoundly personal method that recognizes the embodied student in time
and place. He notes that “the internet … is indifferent to human embodiment,
oblivious to the frailties of the flesh. In the age of two-way connectivity, human
bodies are irrelevant, and you ‘might as well be nothing more than a brain in a
vat.’ ”

Professor Gooch advocates an education that recognizes the physicality of learn-
ing. In our rush to embrace technology, we have frequently overlooked the fact
that human minds exist in bodies. He argues against the notion of a “placeless”
virtual education that can happen anywhere with the internet and a screen:
“a well-placed university should embrace embodied education, using technology
only in its service. Embodied education respects place and bodily presence,
rejecting the mentality of info-technocracy.” (My review of Course Correction
appeared in the January 2020 SAFS Newsletter.)

Antonella De Michelis concurs. Dr De Michelis is an architectural historian who
divides her time between teaching for study abroad programs in Rome and the
University of British Columbia Okanagan. Like other university teachers, she
has recently been thinking about online learning. “This semester was my first
foray into the virtual classroom. I was amazed that what was a well-honed 3-hr
lecture was done and dusted in a mere 90 minutes – exactly half its normal
length. What was missing was the usual back and forth classroom chat with
the students.”

De Michelis goes on to note, “The technology has the potential to be very useful,
but it’s passive. With our ‘virtual’ technologies, we are time-travelling to those
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dusty lecture halls of old where the professor ‘professed’ behind a lectern. There
were no questions, no engagement, no discussion. Students were lectured ‘at.’
Real teaching engages and inspires, and that cannot be done by delivering a
canned lecture, whether in the classroom or online.”

Conversation is crucial to democracies, for it implies an openness to and aware-
ness of others and a willingness to listen. For any discussion to proceed –
whether around the dinner table with family and friends, at the pub with the
hockey team, or in the graduate seminar with our fellow students – participants
must acknowledge and accommodate each other in a mutually respectful ex-
change. Conversation teaches dispositions and habits of mind critical to democ-
racy; honesty, respect for others, courage, fair-mindedness, open-mindedness,
thoughtfulness, attentiveness, and all the other quiet virtues that are necessary
for free societies to flourish. The cultivation of these virtues is central to our
learning to converse with others, which is why conversation is the pedagogical
tool par excellence for free and open societies, while closed, totalitarian nations
such as China rightly perceive it as a threat and so do their best to suppress
and control it.

The British philosopher Michael Oakeshott famously likened education to an
on-going conversation. In his view, the proper aim of education is to introduce
students to the civilized inheritance of human meanings and understandings
passed on from previous generations. These meanings are contained within a
variety of human experiences – history, science, religion, mathematics, and so
forth. Each of these conversations employs a unique language, and the teacher’s
task is to instruct students in these particular languages and enculture the
manners, mores, tonalities, and nuances – the protocols, in other words – which
allow the conversation to proceed.

Education as an on-going conversation is a powerful metaphor. Still, there
is always the latent danger that we come to see our civilized inheritance as
nothing more than an ossified relic, an heirloom bequeathed to us from our
predecessors and of antiquarian interest only. To immunize against this static
view of the educative process, Oakeshott underscores the vitality, variability
and unpredictability of real-life conversations. Above all, we need to keep in
mind that the purpose of a conversation is not to win an argument or to score
points in a debate. Instead, it is to understand the perspective, concerns, values,
emotions, assumptions, goals and aims of others. Like genuine scientific inquiry,
dialogue does not have predetermined objectives; its outcome is determined only
by the standards and characters of its participants. Conversation dies when one
participant seeks to impose their views, values, and way of life on others, which
is why tyrants, prophets, and priests, are uncomfortable around people speaking
their minds. And this is also why the university teacher ideally adopts the role
of a more advanced student rather than a paragon or sage. For the professor,
Socratic irony is at a premium.

Conversation cannot survive authoritarian hierarchies. The indoctrinator, the
preacher, or the overbearing teacher, are all anathema to genuine dialogue.
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Discussions should allow us to openly and freely express our opinions, our half-
formed ideas, our inexact probings, as well as our hopes, our fears and our
doubts. We need to listen to others with interest, sensitivity, caring, and un-
derstanding, for they, like us, are on uncertain grounds. The conversation is
always tentative. It allows us to try on new ideas and different opinions, even-
tually seeing some as helpful while rejecting others.

In an educational environment which values and cherishes conversation, speech
codes are subversive and offensive. In any dialogue about serious matters, there
will be disagreements. But disputes should be seen as opportunities to deepen
our perceptions, rather than as occasions for self-promotion or triumphant
boasting, let alone ridiculing or shaming our fellow conversationalists, as, for
example, Richard Dawkins is fond of doing, referring to those who reject his
materialist neo-Darwinian account of nature as dim-witted.

Conversations are unrehearsed. They require us to practice the quiet virtues
and listen attentively and respectfully. We need to learn to tolerate views which
we find antithetical to our own and extend to our co-conversationalists the
principle of charity, always seeing their arguments in the best light rather than
the worst. Any real conversation will consist of false starts, stops, abridgements,
ambiguities, lack of clarity, misunderstandings, meanderings, obscurities, side-
tracks, vagaries and the myriad other pitfalls which attend humans speaking to
one another. Unlike, say, lectures, speeches, sermons, story-telling, or different
kinds of verbal performances, conversations – again, much like science – do not
have an end-point or conclusion, but rather set the stage for future theoretically
endless talks.

Healthy and sustainable conversations require conscientious discussants who
possess tolerance for the voices of others and who are open to the give-and-
take of human discourse. None should dominate, nor can we ignore or drown
out other voices. Our ideal conversationalists must, in the broadest sense, be
hospitable, and tolerant of the ambiguities and uncertainties which are part of
conversing with our fellow creatures.

It is probably not enough commented upon that there is an aesthetic dimension
to genuine dialogue, one which is violated by self-interest or self-promotion. Like
jazz improvisation, an authentic conversation flows with a rhythmic harmony
in which the give and take among players is complementary and spontaneous,
but always respectful of the rules. It is inclusive and supportive, calm and
patient. Without such virtues, there can be no constructive dialogue – merely
self-assertion, monologues, and soliloquies.

Dialogue is the enemy of certitude and fanaticism, for authentic conversation is
unscripted, and no one knows where the discussion will take us. This is why
there is no genuine dialogue in totalitarian regimes. The death-knell of exchange
is the dogmatic assertion – the suffocating orthodoxy emanating from political,
“scientific” or religious claims or, indeed, from any allegation which brokers no
dissent. Examples of this are legion: the repressive dictator or the prophet of
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the “one true religion” or the rigid assertion that the “science” is now settled.
Such claims reduce discourse to the sophistry and casuistry typical of ideologies
or belief systems.

It is a sure sign that something has gone very wrong in the public life of a
society when authorities seek to criticize or ban certain kinds of discussions.
Genuine conversationalists are anti-dogmatists, who know that dialogue means
a perpetual exchange of ideas and views; that such talks never really conclude,
but take on different forms and textures over time. There is never an end or
a terminal point to a genuine dialogue which, by its very nature, stands in
opposition to fundamentalism of all stripes. Discussion is the natural enemy of
the dogmatist – i.e., the one who knows the truth, and who with the certainty
of the righteous, proceeds to bulldoze all objections in the service of this higher
truth. For true believers, there can be no room for doubt, only the certainty
which emanates from the “dear leader” or the “one true prophet” or the “we
now know” school of assertion. As the 17th century French philosopher Blaise
Pascal famously reminds us, “We know too much to be sceptics, but not enough
to be dogmatists.”

Conversation is also central to the formation of human character and identity, a
crucial element of the educational engagement. It lies at the centre of our efforts
to enlarge our understandings, to appreciate and engage with the world more
fully, and to create for ourselves a unique human identity. By emphasizing
the role of dialogue, we acknowledge the ancient idea that a crucial purpose
of education is to realize or fulfil the individual to the utmost, and to allow
individuals to lead purposeful and meaningful lives through the free exercise of
their intelligence and imagination. In other words, dialogue performs a primary
function in the development of human character, one that transcends the mere
instrumentalist need of preparing students for the workplace.

Conversation lies at the very heart of our notions of selfhood and our under-
standing of the world. It provides the necessary conditions for human flourish-
ing. It is also central to the educational engagement, for the continuance of
such conversations throughout our lives instils in us a desire for learning and
knowledge. This passion corresponds to a very significant part of our mental
makeup. Education, in and of itself, should be an intrinsically rewarding expe-
rience, one which is bound with those qualities of wonder and joy which make us
most fully human and which allow us to appreciate human life in all its multiple
dimensions. Ultimately, conversations pave the way to what the psychologist
Erik Erikson labelled “self-actualization.” Or to cite an ancient expert, to what
Aristotle called “Eudaimonia,” by which he means the sense of a life well-lived.

For Oakeshott, the educational conversation is a continuous and unrelenting
call, a “repeated summons, rather than a possession.” But it is not a summons
to passively take on board the ideas of previous generations, to mindlessly mimic
those who have come before or to be a blind transmitter of tradition. Instead,
it is to become an active, living part of the inheritance by adding our voice and
contributing to the on-going discourse.
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Oakeshott’s metaphor of education as a conversation is a clarion call to stand
against the myriad retrograde and technocratic forces, which would reduce all
of higher education to job-preparation. It is a call to reclaim the greatness of
our intellectual, imaginative and moral inheritance, and to return to the Delphic
Oracle’s “know thyself” as the basis of our educational philosophy.

But here a caveat is necessary. Conversationalists understand that “knowing
thyself” is not the directive of the subjectivist who looks within. Instead, we
come to know ourselves by turning our minds outward, and, in the company of
others, engaging in the ancient conversation that encompasses the immensity
and wonder of the human story.

Patrick Keeney (pkeeney774@gmail.com) is a Visiting Scholar at the University
of Chiang Mai, and the Education Advisor to the House of Mercy Foundation,
both in Thailand. He invites readers to visit the Foundation’s website.

Reference:

Mon Mon Myat and Patrick Keeney. 2020. “The New Normal and Conversa-
tions Under the Tamarind Tree”

Review Of Jim Prosser, Savage Messiah
Kris Larsen

Jim Prosser, Savage Messiah: How Jordan Peterson is Saving Western Civi-
lization, St Martin’s Press, New York, 2019 (Hardcover, 339 pages).

Alexis de Tocqueville wrote: “There exists also in the human heart a depraved
taste for equality, which impels the weak to attempt to lower the powerful
to their own level, and reduces men to prefer equality in slavery to inequal-
ity in freedom” (Democracy in America). Likewise, those who are psycholog-
ically weak and lacking a sense of self may be susceptible to radical (often
anti-Western) groups and dogma (their substitute for a religion they long ago
abandoned or never had) and lash out at anyone challenging their cherished “re-
ligion”, their raison d’etre. All of this will suffice when describing those seeking
to destroy Jordan Peterson, a “savage messiah” who dares to intellectually crit-
icize their worldview by defending Western civilization and its values, including
the sovereign individual, freedom of speech, and private property rights.

Jordan’s popularity with the unwoke is global and an American, Jim Prosser,
has graced us with Savage Messiah: How Jordan Peterson is Saving Western
Civilization. Prosser takes us from Jordan’s beginnings in Hines Creek and
Fairview, small communities in northwestern Alberta, where he questioned his
Christian teachings at age thirteen, ultimately found a niche with a tough crowd,
and loved reading from an early age. His high school librarian, Sandra Notley,
wife of Alberta’s then NDP leader Grant Notley and mother of future NDP
premier Rachel Notley, introduced him to socialist politics, but also exposed him
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to such literary giants as Orwell, Rand, Solzhenitsyn, and Huxley, not exactly a
deep red rogues’ gallery. Nineteen Eighty-Four skewered communism and The
Gulag Archipelago shook Jordan’s faith in Marxism/ communism/ socialism to
the core, with repercussions in the decades to come. Indeed, Gulag led him to
conclude that evil is a natural human condition, albeit not uniquely left wing.
His ideals shaken, disillusionment followed.

At the end of the seventies, Jordan continued hanging with the dominant and
fashionably leftist crowd as a freshman at Grande Prairie Regional College, but
he didn’t respect them, even dismissing them as malcontented misfits, totally
ignorant of what Marxism produced. He remained an independent thinker, fas-
cinated with good and evil and the latter’s connection to resentment, hatred,
revenge, and demonization, ultimately to murder and even genocide. He trans-
ferred to the University of Alberta after his first year and read a great deal of
Nietzsche on his way to a BA in political science.

A year was spent working in Europe where he continued to read voraciously and
obsess over good and evil, before returning to the “U of A” to study psychology,
with large doses of Carl Jung. Jordan remained intellectually driven and plagued
by the depression that ran in his family and would dog him his entire life.
Wonderful support from his wife, Tammy, his rock over so many years, cannot
be deemphasized. Both have suffered recent health scares and our thoughts and
prayers go out to them, as well as to their daughter Mikhaila (who battled her
own health problems), and son Julian, and their families.

Graduate and post-graduate work in clinical psychology commenced at McGill
in 1984, just as sixties radicals were completing their “long march through the
institutions”, ultimately to reach critical mass in humanities and social sci-
ence faculties. The influence of Marcuse and other Marxists (including the
Komitet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti, which infiltrated their protest move-
ments) fueled their hatred of Western civilization, a hatred they passed along
to subsequent generations of students. But Jordan had the courage to reject
their orthodoxy and ultimately became their bitter enemy. He never forgot The
Gulag Archipelago.

Communism’s collapse a few years later didn’t deter these “tenured radicals”,
who spent the nineties pivoting to identity politics, postmodernism, radical
feminism, deconstructionism, and critical (race) theory, all examples of Marxism
by other means. Their equality of outcome ideal evolved to become equality of
outcome by identity group.

This was well underway when Jordan began teaching psychology at Harvard in
1994. His extensive knowledge, including his ability to delve into the nature of
evil, coupled with being a maverick, endeared him to his students, who appre-
ciated his ability to go beyond psychology into realms of religion, mythology,
and philosophy, and earn himself the Joseph R Levenson Teaching Prize for
excellence in undergraduate teaching.
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But this wasn’t without its proverbial bumps in the road. Once a deconstruc-
tionist in his class challenged psychological development theories in Erich Neu-
mann’s The Great Mother by claiming, “the ideas of ‘mother’ and the feminine
goddesses of the past were simply social constructs of the male patriarchy”.
Jordan suggested that this student enlighten the class with “an alternative the-
oretical framework”. Failing that, he added that we accomplish nothing when
we “[tear] down scientific progress without offering a superior solution”.

Also, Jordan’s distaste for socialism, which he claimed was motivated by resent-
ment, revenge, and hatred of the rich, while caring nothing for the poor, was
noticed by neo-Marxist faculty members, probably numbering in the hundreds
then, plus no small number of far-left students and administrators.

Such people, including a growing number of radicalized feminist professors, also
took umbrage when he lamented the indoctrination and lack of scholarship in
such disciplines as Women’s Studies, Gender Studies, LGBTQ Studies, and Crit-
ical (Race) Theory. Jordan went further, criticizing an identity-politics essay by
Peggy McIntosh, “White Privilege and Male Privilege: A Personal Account of
Coming to See Correspondences Through Work in Women’s Studies” (1988), as
merely an opinion piece lacking “empirical backing” and “methodology”. Sadly,
petty slander ensues when others don’t like what you have to say and liberal
women began accusing Jordan of being what he was not, a racist and a misog-
ynist.

Relocating to the University of Toronto in 1998 sent Jordan from the frying pan
into the fire and well beyond as he continued ruffling the feathers of Marxists and
other “social justice warriors”, who would later be joined by LGBTQ zealots.
Radical feminists were riled further in 2012 when he claimed that many differ-
ences between males and females were real, not based on social conditioning. He
cited studies (plural) showing that women tend to place more importance on in-
timate relationships, are more agreeable, have better verbal skills, and are more
sensitive to emotional pain. And it is often their unique ability (and choice)
to have children, not discrimination, that keeps them out of the workforce for
longer periods.

Additionally, any notion that women are discriminated against is undermined
by the tendency for single women with no children to earn more money than
childless single men. Would this happen in an oppressive patriarchy? To their
credit, these women tend to be better educated than their male counterparts
and tend to place more emphasis on their careers.

In any event, the identity politics crowd on campus and beyond prefer herding
everyone into groups, then dividing them into oppressor and oppressed cate-
gories. Dissenters like Jordan, who believe in the sovereign individual, are a
threat to this collectivist dichotomy and aren’t welcome.

Indeed, ideological nonconformity ended a friendship with a psychology col-
league who was instrumental in Jordan being hired at the U of T. This colleague
took exception to Jordan’s view that Marxism is “murderous” and, instead, de-
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scribed it as “a respectable political and philosophical tradition” which could
not be compared to Stalin’s abuses. Oh really? While he got the part about
Stalin right, the Soviet Union’s totalitarian persecution didn’t end with him.
While uncomplimentary to communism, Prosser could have added that Marx-
ism/communism, the greatest mass murderer of the twentieth century, was an
horrific failure everywhere it had been tried. Khrushchev sent tanks into Bu-
dapest and Brezhnev sent tanks into Prague; Pol Pot had the killing fields; Mao,
perhaps the most prolific murderer of all time, had the Great Leap Forward and
the Cultural Revolution, and let’s not forget that the world was “blessed” with
the coronavirus under Xi Jinping’s watch. The Kim family gave / gives North
Korea mass murder, mass starvation, and torture; and Fidel Castro routinely
jailed and even had murdered those who were critical of his regime. And this
small sampling of the evils committed under communism doesn’t even touch on
its economic incompetence.

Undaunted, the left kept coming. The deconstruction of gender in the early
years of the millennium came to a head in 2016, with the Trudeau government’s
passage of C-16, a bill mandating that people be addressed by their preferred
(not necessarily their real) gender terms. In essence, xy could arbitrarily declare
himself to be xx while xx could arbitrarily declare herself to be xy, two logically
and biologically nonsensical claims which, henceforth, were to be humoured and
never questioned.

Jordan came out swinging, declaring C-16 an assault on objectivity and biol-
ogy. Mandating that people be addressed by their preferred gender pronouns is
totalitarian. It forces people to use a specific language and doesn’t allow them
to question the assertions of others.

This was too much for the Ontario Human Rights Commission (OHRC), which
threatened that it is discriminatory for Jordan or anyone else to refuse to address
a trans person by their preferred name and personal pronoun. Why, refusing
even creates a “poisoned environment” (??).

Even U of T’s human resources department got into the act by warning Jordan
not to speak publicly about C-16. And a petition urging Jordan to resign was
signed by approximately two hundred U of T faculty members. So much for
freedom of speech on campus or having the courage to defend your colleagues
in the face of adversity. Cowardice prevailed.

Through it all, Jordan stressed that functional societies must allow freedom of
speech. Ideas and positive change require it, and it is necessary if we are to
resolve disagreements and reach acceptable compromises. Conversely, all of this
is stifled when we have politically correct echo chambers where people walk on
eggshells, terrified of expressing opinions.

Situations on campuses continued to deteriorate. For example, Jordan’s speech
at McMaster University was interrupted by some of our “leaders of tomorrow”
(mostly women) blowing horns, ringing cowbells, chanting “homophobic piece
of shit”, and “no freedom for hate speech”, all because of bill C-16. Of course,
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this was compounded by Trump’s recent election which was too much for these
“social justice warriors”. Voila, another excuse for derangement. One wonders
how such people will fare in a real crisis if mere opinion and/ or a US election
result sends them into hysterics.

The Lindsay Shepherd fiasco at Wilfrid Laurier University in late 2017 was
more grist for the mill. Fortunately, Lindsay had the presence of mind to tape
her inquisition at the hands of communications studies professors Nathan Ram-
bukkana and Herbert Pimlott (with Adria Joel, the acting manager of the cam-
pus Diversity and Equity office, along for the ride). Rambukkana was caught
on tape comparing Jordan to Hitler (among other things), a libel if ever there
was one, and part of the rationale warranting Jordan’s defamation suit against
Laurier. Rambukkana obviously knows nothing about Hitler (or Nazism) if he
hangs that label on a freedom of speech champion. Kudos to British journalist
Melanie Phillips for telling us we have a “world turned upside down”.

But while Savage Messiah has much to recommend it, a couple of errors are too
glaring to overlook. There are a few occasions where Prosser refers to the New
Democratic Party as the National Democratic Party. And although Canadians
may simply recognize the mistake and continue reading, non-Canadians may
erroneously assume the two parties are one and the same when they read that
Justin Trudeau became leader of the NDP, then led the Liberal Party to victory
in 2015. Then again, we can also (sarcastically) lament how understandable
this error is, given the dearth of ideological daylight between the Dippers and
the Trudeau Liberals.

Be that as it may, this biography doubles as a good history of post-sixties radi-
calism. Indeed, problems plaguing Jordan Peterson do not begin and end with
him. He is but one of many who defend Western civilization, while being perse-
cuted, even cancelled, by the anti-West “woke” mob for having the temerity to
express views falling outside an increasingly shrinking politically correct Over-
ton window. Such totalitarian zealots also made life an unbearable hell for the
late great Mike Adams, a criminology and sociology professor at the University
of North Carolina (Wilmington), and author of Welcome to the Ivory Tower of
Babel: Confessions of a Conservative College Professor (2004).

Suffice to say, Prosser successfully delineates how dire the consequences are for
all who value freedom, especially freedom of speech. He also blesses us with
a thorough, well researched, and well-deserved tribute to one of the greatest
public intellectuals of our age. Like Rex Murphy (and unlike Ben and Jessica
Mulroney, Wendy Mesley, and Michael Korenberg), Jordan Peterson stands tall
and never caves to politically correct “cultural revolutionaries,” who seem to be
everywhere these days.

Kris Larsen (larsenke57@gmail.com) is a retired Nova Scotia civil servant with
a background in adult education and social services. He and his wife live in East
Gore, Nova Scotia.
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Two Collections By Philip Carl Salzman Reviewed
Bill Smyth

1) Philip Carl Salzman, Feminism and Justice (BookBaby, 2019), 120 pages.

Of course, “feminism” could simply be advocacy for a society, a world, a system,
in which men and women (and boys and girls) are treated “fairly” — that is,
as much as possible the same, in terms of the punishments and rewards of life,
given the inconvenient facts that, however, men and women are not the same,
often in ways that are not well understood, and that they exist in a changeable
society whose values, customs, institutions and welfare need somehow to be
considered. Well, perhaps it is not so simple after all, and perhaps that is why,
in his Introduction, Philip Carl Salzman confines himself to the statement that
“feminism in practice has become an attempt to benefit females at the expense
of males”. In this Kindle publication, 17 chapters drawn from previous essays by
the author, the nature of early 21st-century feminism is excruciatingly explored:
a sort of reductio ad nauseam of accepted ideology and corresponding practice
(for example, Chapter 8, “The Toxic Mission to Reengineer Men”, or Chapter
11, “Feminists Assault Science”).

More generally, Salzman also sets feminism in the larger context of “social jus-
tice” that seeks to “provide advantages for members of oppressed categories, and
to disadvantage members of oppressor categories.” The oppressed/oppressors
are of course defined in terms of the usual collectives: sex, sexual preference,
race, ethnicity, income, political opinion, and so on. I have come to refer to this
inability to think in terms of individuals as “cultural socialism”, because just like
political socialism, it regards each person only as an intersection of collectives
— the rights (indeed, in a more fundamental sense, the value) of the individual
are predicated entirely on those of the collectives to which he belongs. Don’t
be a landowner in the Soviet Union, nor a conservative in a 2020 Philosophy
Department.

Thus, in our 21st century dictatorship of the proletariat, we have the four “Fem-
inist Lynchings” described in Salzman’s Chapter 3:

• in 2016 Steven Galloway is fired by the University of British Columbia

• in 2017 Ahmed Fekry Ibrahim is forced to leave McGill University

• in 2018 Marcus Knight, a student with serious disabilities, is suspended from
California’s Saddleback College

• in 2018 Patrick Brown is forced to resign as leader of the Ontario Progressive
Conservative Party

— all because of unsubstantiated claims of sexual harassment nevertheless sup-
ported by an officialdom intimidated by feminist control of the terms of dis-
course. The author mentions en passant several other such cases (not, unfortu-
nately, including the near martyrdom of U.S. Supreme Court nominees Gorsuch
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and Kavanaugh), but of course the files of SAFS over the last 28 years would
yield dozens of injustices suffered by individuals who happened, in some specific
instance, to unwisely offend the politically correct collective.

Lest anyone imagine that these phenomena are new, let me refer the reader to
two excellent on-topic publications from the 1990s, one, Christina Hoff Sommer’s
Who Stole Feminism?, deploring the dishonesty and injustice of mainstream
feminism, the other, Martin Loney’s The Pursuit of Division, dealing more
generally with the harm done by collectivism to society, its institutions and its
people. In particular, Loney (p. 302) tells us that in 1996 “the University of
Toronto has an explicit policy of awarding two-thirds of all new appointments to
women”. At least they were honest about it. Recently, at McMaster University, I
sat through a presentation to my department from an adminstration official who
told us that in our hiring we should strive to mirror the proportion of minorities
in society. When I asked if this were not affirmative action, she replied “Oh no,
that’s what they have in the United States.”

Salzman provides a welcome chapter on the damage done to the children of
one-parent families — that is, 90% of the time, families with only a mother
— now representing about one-third of all families in the USA. Of course such
families are welcomed by doctrinaire feminists, who infamously tell us that “a
woman needs a man like a fish needs a bicycle” (Irina Dunn, 1970). But their
failure is huge, in terms of the education level, joblessness, rate of imprisonment
and income of the offspring — the measures of success in life. A recent book
edited by Janice Fiamengo presents 26 case studies of the harm done, primarily
to men, both psychological and material, by the pervasive feminism of society
— many beginning with their home life, others damaged and disadvantaged
as they make their way through the world. Of course, on the other hand,
as Salzman reminds us in Chapter 8, no less an authority than the American
Psychological Association tells us that “traditional masculinity ... is, on the
whole, harmful”. No doubt a true statement in a world increasingly dominated
by feminist ideologues!

Even more welcome is the lengthy Chapter 13, “In Praise of Dead White Men”,
where, along with Abraham Lincoln and David Hume, I was delighted to find
Jane Austen and Ayaan Hirsi Ali included — both of them of course despised
by today’s main-stream feminists, therefore really men.

Overall, Salzman’s book is a lively read, a timely debunking of collectivist or-
thodoxy, with plenty of references to on-line source material. I recommend.

References

Janice Fiamengo (ed.), Sons of Feminism: Men Have Their Say, Little Nightin-
gale Press (2018) 309 pp.

Martin Loney, The Pursuit of Division: Race, Gender, and Preferential Hiring
in Canada, McGill-Queen’s University Press (1998) 396 pp.
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in the Newsletter are not necessarily those of the Society.
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appreciate receiving a copy of the publication in which the Newsletter mate-
rial appears. The copyright for reprinted articles remains with the original
publication.

2) Philip Carl Salzman, Universities Today (BookBaby, 2020), 179 pp.

One would have thought, after almost a century of insightful publications (such
as the one here under review) criticizing the Deweyist/socialist transformation
of the North American education system (see the References for a sample),
that the system would now be fixed, we could rest assured that our children
and grandchildren would actually be educated. Well, of course we — or at
least some of us — now recognize that such an expectation was laughable, that
things have got worse rather than better. This is what Philip Carl Salzman, in
his Introduction, has to say about the University of 2020:

“Under the rationale of ‘diversity, equity, and inclusion’, preference is given to
members of alleged victim categories in admission, funding, hiring, and special
facilities and events, often segregated. Females, African Americans, Hispanics,
Indigenous Natives (especially in Canada), LGBTQ++, the disabled, the poor,
Muslims, and illegal aliens are favoured and celebrated, while males, whites,
Christians and Jews, the abled, members of the middle class, and often East
Asians are vilified and discriminated against.

“Only ‘social justice’ opinions are regarded as legitimate, and other views, crit-
ical views, are suppressed through selective avoidance in hiring and invitations,
or silenced through deplatforming and characterization as alt-right, far right,
fascist, KKK, and Nazi. The beloved ‘diversity’ no longer applies to diversity
of opinion, which is now rejected as a white male supremacy talking point.
But universities do not leave policing to student and staff ideological vigilantes.
They hired, at great cost, multitudes of political commissars called ‘diversity,
equity, and inclusion officers’ at every organizational level to police thought
and expression. Social justice and anti-bias courses are set up, sometimes re-
quired for all staff, to re-educate those not sufficiently ‘woke’, and those who
had strayed into unacceptable thought or language.”

Throughout the 23 chapters of this Kindle publication — put together from 23
articles published separately in various forums over the last several years —,
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Salzman expands on the evil effects of “diversity”: the reduction in the quality
of both students and instructors, resulting from the abandonment of merit as
the sole basis for selection, leads inevitably to a corresponding reduction in the
quality and analysis of the educational material provided to students. This
double whammy is conveyed by many of the author’s chapter titles:

• “Marxism Failed in the World, but Conquered Western Academia”

• “Diversity in Everything but Opinion”

• “Diversity Replaces Merit at Canadian Universities”

• “Today’s Social Science Courses: More Feelings, Fewer Facts”

Salzman writes in a distinguished tradition. Already in 1924 the irrepressible
H.L. Mencken was expressing strikingly similar ideas in The American Mercury:

“The aim of public education … is simply to reduce as many individuals as
possible to the same safe level, to breed and train a standardized citizenry, to
down dissent and originality.”

In Canada Hilda Neatby was to my knowledge the progenitor of serious criticism
of the effect on education of collectivist ideology. (See David Livingstone’s arti-
cle for a recent insightful analysis of her work.) Already in 1953, she repeatedly
uses the term “progressive” as a pejorative, assigning to it a meaning very close
to its current identification with socialism. In particular, Neatby describes the
primary/secondary education system’s abandonment of

• precise use of language (meaning evolves over time)

• an understanding of history (we live in a socialist present)

• familiarity with the great thinkers of the past (their ideas are not relevant to
our Brave New World)

In the university, in certain programmes, the initial effects of this change of
emphasis and approach were perhaps marginal. For example, in 1953, as a
first year student in Maths, Physics & Chemistry at the University of Toronto,
my fellow students and I were (correctly) told by our Introductory Calculus
lecturer that, as in years past, 50% of us would not do well enough to pass into
second year. The MPC reality was still stable: above all, the university valued
academic/scientific excellence. Today, however, if I try to fail more than 7%
in any single course, regardless of difficulty, I will hear from the Dean and be
required to change my marking scheme. Now, in the absence of other values, the
university protects its source of income. Mencken and Neatby were prophets.

Where diversity divides, individuals and their accomplishments are interpreted
according to the intersection of collectives to which they belong: irrelevant fac-
tors such as sex, racial background, sexual preference, religion, wealth, union
membership, and so on. These categories are applied to the selection and eval-
uation of both students and their mentors — thus, inevitably, degrading the
quality of education.
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Perhaps I may urge readers of this review, if they have not already done so,
to access the References listed below. I particularly recommend the Sowell
book for its wealth of source material. Collectively, they reinforce Professor
Salzman’s message, that “diversity, equity, and inclusion”, seemingly positive,
at least innocuous, criteria for decision-making, in fact, as they are interpreted
and applied, relentlessly undermine, not just the education system, but our
entire society. When there is “Diversity in Everything but Opinion”, the mob
rules.
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Review Of John M. Ellis, the Breakdown Of Higher Education
Stephen B. Perrott

John M. Ellis, The Breakdown of Higher Education: How it Happened, the
Damage it Does, and What Can be Done (Encounter Books, 2020).

University of California at Santa Cruz Professor Emeritus John Ellis pulls no
punches in declaring the American university to be corrupt beyond redemp-
tion. Although he lays the blame for this at the feet of activist faculty members
who are hostile to scholarship, he excoriates university administrators for aiding
and abetting the activists in selling out the Enlightenment-inspired university.
Moreover, he attributes direct responsibility to administrators for sparking and
feeding the burgeoning diversity industry, staffed by anti-intellectual bureau-
crats who need lots of on-campus oppression to justify their positions.

I was immediately struck by how unlikely the author’s blistering approach would
persuade any of my social justice-oriented colleagues, but quickly realized that
Ellis made no mistake in this regard. He believes that those who wrought dam-
age on the university were aware of the likely outcomes of politicizing campuses,
and that the destruction of traditional scholarship was precisely their goal. Con-
sequently, this book was not written for those at the helm of today’s university,
but rather for those who lament the crisis.

To set the scene, the first chapter of The Breakdown of Higher Education outlines
a variety of recent near riots on American campuses that accompanied attempts
to de-platform speakers whose views were known to be offensive to today’s one-
party orthodoxy. In Chapter Two, Ellis turns back in time to trace the sequence
of events that, although emerging serendipitously, provided the genesis for the
destruction of the traditional university: 1) the Vietnam War and the growth
of anti-war protest, 2) the vast expansion of universities through the late 1960s
and 1970s (largely a result of the baby boom), and 3) the emergence of identity-
based politics (often couched with the feel-good notion of diversity). That these
events occurred in the way and time that they did reflected a fluke of sorts, but
the consequences of each, separately and combined, led logically to where we
find ourselves today.
Ellis notes that the left-right political orientation of the professoriate has shifted
from approximately a 2:1 ratio favouring the left in the 1960s, to current esti-
mates that are all above 10:1, even higher in the humanities and some social
sciences. The author sees this imbalance as inevitably distorting the curriculum;
he wonders, for example, how a political science department can offer a com-
plete program when there is no real representation of the conservative position.
An even greater problem than this extreme left-right lopsidedness is that those
faculty situated at the hard left of the spectrum are running the university. In
embracing Marxism, identity politics, and conflict theory to different degrees,
woke faculty members share the belief that their primary mission is political
activism. While rejecting traditional notions of dispassionate scholarship and
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the search for truth, they also demand that all others conform to their narrow
political agenda. Their confidence has grown in the past five or so years to the
extent that they no longer perceive the need to conceal their activist efforts
and their contempt of scholarship. It is this segment of the professoriate that
university administrators fear and to whom they are beholden.
Although this activist complement remains a numerical minority, it is rapidly
growing towards majority status, having adopted a two-pronged strategy for
completing the revolution. First, there are efforts to minimize dissent amongst
tenured faculty by silencing them with social coercion and by marginalizing
their scholarship with techniques like corrupt peer-review. The second strategy
involves ensuring that only “true believers” gain tenure or even get in the door in
the first place. The increasingly common requirement that new faculty lay out
their diversity plans as part of the application process is one strikingly potent
means by which the insistence for ideological purity is established.
Although this book is a very accessible read without the density or heaviness
that characterizes the prose of many academics, it is surprisingly rich in the
arguments and examples. Ellis remains relatively light on developing a theoret-
ical framework for understanding the demise of the academy, opting instead for
illustrating the mechanisms by which the traditional university has been taken
down.
One example is the odd alliance that has been formed between radical faculty
and university administrators. Both groups understand that advancing diversity
as a feel-good proposition is much more palatable than promoting the virtues of
tribalism. This strategy allows the growing swath of activist faculty committed
to identity politics and intersectionalism to conceal their actual aspirations as
part of the pursuit of social justice. For their part, administrators recognize
the relative safety that comes in wrapping themselves in platitudes about di-
versity, inclusion, and equity, especially as a means by which to defend against
the ever-critical attacks of radical faculty. From these beginnings came the ra-
tionale for funding more and more diversity (and, in the US, Title IX) positions
that, in turn, created the need for more and more allegations of racism, sexism,
homophobia, transphobia, and so on.

Ellis devotes his final chapter to possibilities for change, and it is here that he
will lose many who believe in academic freedom, as this octogenarian Emeri-
tus Professor turns out to be more of a revolutionary than a reformer. While
emphasizing that he was very reform-oriented in the past, he believes the time
when reform might have effected change has passed. His proposals now are
directed to cutting activist professors out of the university altogether.

Ellis outlines a variety of ways that funding can be cut off from institutions and
especially from errant departments to force activists to abandon their political
activities and allow universities to return to their actual purpose. He recognizes
that his view is draconian and not respectful of traditional views of academic
freedom. He justifies his position by arguing that academic freedom was meant
to support real scholarship and that the university has morphed into an entity
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that no longer meets the basic requirements of its pact with society.

He outlines why current efforts at reform are bound to fail and how today’s
better-known reformers, like Jonathan Haidt of the Heterodox Academy, are
well-intended but ineffectual. Consider, for example, efforts by certain govern-
ments to institute laws that mandate freedom of expression. Ellis points out
that there are already sufficient laws to prevent the near riotous scenes led by
social justice activists engaged in no-platforming efforts. Both university ad-
ministrators and the civil police could quickly put an end to these shenanigans
with existing law were there the political will to do so.

What about popular proposals requiring greater political balance amongst the
professoriate with laws or policies that ensure a certain number of centrist or
right of centre faculty are hired into tenure track positions – that is, affirmative
action for conservatives? Ellis also rejects this plan as impractical given the
magnitude of the problem. Moreover, real scholarship should be as dispassionate
and apolitical as possible. The problem of politicization in the academy should
not be remedied by injecting more politicization from the other side of the
spectrum.

Still, if I were to take issue with this book, it would not be aimed at the stridency
of the criticism of the contemporary university, but rather my sense that certain
political values also colour Ellis’ vision of just what constitutes the ideal uni-
versity. In advancing his idea of an education for citizenship, I am reminded of
my public-school civics classes in the late 1960s. Although Ellis comes nowhere
close to advocating commencing classes with one’s national anthem, he does lean
towards there being a deliverable product, preferably one infused with conserva-
tive aspirations, that is to be packaged with the granting of a degree. However,
even if Ellis is a little guilty of what he criticizes activist faculty of being a lot
guilty of, he remains firmly in the “teach them how to think” category and not
the “teach them what to think” camp that he so deplores.

What is to be made of Ellis’ contention that a complete eradication of activist
faculty, through the cutting of funding, is the only means by which to save the
university? First, one might argue that this is so implausible that it should
not be raised at all. However, even were it a possibility, I remain enough of a
traditional scholar that I am not ready to support the introduction of external
forces necessary to make this proposition a reality. Given how the university is
evolving, however, I may be ready to reconsider my position, say, this time next
year.

Stephen Perrott (stephen.perrott@msvu.ca) is Professor of Psychology at Mount
Saint Vincent University, in Halifax.
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Young Men’s Mental Health: Are Universities Part Of The
Problem Or Part Of The Solution?

Rob Whitley

Men account for 3 out of 4 suicides in Canada, and suicide is the leading cause
of death for young men in many western jurisdictions. Men also make up over
75% of people with substance abuse disorders, which typically begin in early
adulthood and can take a destructive toll on education and employment. Such
disorders can increase the risk of injury, accidents, and even death. Indeed,
statistics indicate that over 80% of drug overdose and alcohol poisoning deaths
are male, indicating that gender gaps in suicide and substance use are literally
a matter of life and death.

These statistics are prompting growing interest in the wider social challenges
and underlying issues that may be influencing such high rates of mental distress
in young men. So what is going wrong and what needs to change?

Failure to launch

Mounting evidence indicates that young men and boys are facing increasing dif-
ficulties in completing an education and entering the workforce – a phenomenon
sometimes known as ‘failure to launch’. This experience can leave young men
bereft of meaning and purpose in life, creating disaffection and alienation from
society.

For example, evidence suggests that boys are performing significantly worse than
girls in terms of educational attainment in many countries across the world.
In Canada, the high school drop-out rate for boys is around double that of
girls, and around one in five Canadian boys do not graduate high school. Men
are often underrepresented in tertiary education too, making up around 40%
of university students in the UK and Canada. In Caribbean nations such as
Barbados, Guyana and Jamaica, young women are more than twice as likely to
go to university compared to young men.

Surveys also indicate that young men are disproportionately represented in the
‘not in education, employment nor training’ (NEETs) category. For example,
recent UK statistics document 191,000 male NEETs aged 16-24, compared to
124,000 female NEETS in the same age group. In Canada, the NEET rate for
25-29 year old men is twice that of women. This may contribute to a gender
gap in housing arrangements too, with 47% of Canadian men in their 20s still
living with their parents, compared to 38% of Canadian women.

The experience of failure to launch may also contribute to abnormally high rates
of loneliness in young men across the globe: a recent study found that almost
one in three millennial men always or often felt lonely, and just over a quarter
had no close friends. These rates were almost double the rates of loneliness seen
in baby-boomer men, and higher than rates for millennial women.
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Importantly, a large corpus of research indicates that factors such as low edu-
cational achievement, unemployment, and loneliness are strong determinants of
mental health outcomes, including substance misuse, depression, and suicide.
The gravity of this situation has been recognised by many official bodies, in-
cluding the UK Parliament, which launched an inquiry into the mental health
of men and boys in 2019. There have been calls for similar initiatives in other
Commonwealth countries, and I recently met with the Canadian Minister of
Justice, imploring him to instigate a similar inquiry.

Social stigma

These issues are compounded by derogatory stereotypes and social stigmas, com-
monly directed at men with mental health problems. These can take various
forms and occur within families, institutions, and society as a whole. Impor-
tantly, these stigmas play a key role in deterring men from seeking help and
discussing their mental health issues with others.

For example, I recently completed a study with one of my graduate students,
Will Affleck, that examined the wider psychosocial experience of men with men-
tal health issues. In the study, many men reported that these issues reduced
their ability to be a family breadwinner. Instead of receiving sympathy and sup-
port, some participants reported that their spouses would attempt to ‘shame’
them into greater achievement by constantly reminding them of their ‘failures’.
This was a distressing experience, and discouraged men from talking further
about their mental health issues.

Similarly, some studies indicate that the state and society may act in an em-
pathic manner towards women with mental illness, while responding more puni-
tively towards men with mental illness – a manifestation of the stereotypical ‘fe-
male victim/ male villain’ dichotomy. In another study, I found that the media
tend to use stigmatising and derogatory language to describe men with mental
illness, whereas women tend to be depicted in more empathic and compassionate
terms – an example, perhaps, of the well-known gender empathy gap.

Other research indicates that young men with mental health issues and criminal
justice involvement are more likely to receive harsher treatment from the au-
thorities. One study found that men receive 63% longer sentences than women
for similar crimes, and are twice as likely to go to prison. This punitive and
unforgiving approach can particularly affect men with substance use disorders,
who may be treated severely for relatively minor crimes (such as cannabis pos-
session), which can impede their ability to find a job and further contribute to
failure to launch.

Help and healing

Worryingly, evidence suggests that young men underutilise official mental health
services. Figures indicate that men make up around 30% of official mental
health service users, with particularly low rates of usage among young men.
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While social stigma is a key factor, evidence suggests that several other factors
are at play.

Importantly, there are many different modalities of healing, and some studies
indicate that men avoid mental health services due to perceptions that these
services are ‘feminised’ and unresponsive to men’s preferences. For example,
research indicates that men are often averse to formal one-on-one talk-based
therapies, instead preferring informal action-based or skill-based mental health
interventions. Mental health systems rarely offer such options, however, and
typically proceed on a ‘one-size-fits-all’ foundation.

This lack of choice may deter men from using services, and this was the conclu-
sion of a recent review paper from the University of Melbourne. The paper found
a paucity of effective programmes to improve the wellbeing of young men, with
the authors noting that ‘male targeted interventions may be more beneficial for
young men than gender neutral programs’.

This paucity of male-friendly gender-sensitive mental health interventions means
that young men are desperately scrambling to obtain mental, social, and emo-
tional support from other sources – some of which may be unsavoury. Another
student (JunWei Zhou) and I recently completed a research study aiming to
understand why young men get involved in the ‘seduction community’ – also
known as ‘pick-up artists’. This is a multi-million dollar industry with tens of
thousands of young male participants across the world. The ostensible aim of
this community is to improve men’s ‘success with women’, but we found that
many men were using it as an unofficial mental health service. Participants
regularly told us that they joined the community as a last resort, in an attempt
to address a range of psychosocial issues such as struggles with mental illness,
loneliness, social anxiety, shyness, and a lack of male role models or guidance.

Many study participants noted that they were raised by single mothers in broken
homes – a common experience in countries like Canada, where the divorce rate
is over 40%. These participants frequently noted that the absence of male
role models and guidance was detrimental to their mental health. This finding
overlaps with the existing literature, which indicates that father-absence can
have a devastating effect on the psychosocial development of growing boys and
young men.

Men often joined the ‘seduction community’ in an attempt to fill a psychosocial
vacuum, finding the informal male-led and male-focused nature of this com-
munity appealing and engaging. This suggests the importance of innovation
within the official mental health system, with a need for alternative male-led
and male-focused support for young men.

The university context

As stated above, there are gender differentials in rates of university attendance,
youth unemployment, and failure to launch, with young men typically faring
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worse than young women. These factors have been identified as social deter-
minants of health, and they can contribute to elevated rates of suicide and
substance abuse in young men.

Given these dramatic gender differences, it could be expected that universities
would be frantically investing in programmes that promote male engagement
in tertiary education, as well as creating policies that foster a welcoming and
inclusive environment for male students.

Sadly, this is not always the case, with some arguing that universities in some
countries have become hostile to men and masculinity. While there are nu-
merous well-funded groups, programmes, and offices on campuses to address
women’s issues and advocate for female students, there are few groups or pro-
grammes focused on men’s issues and the engagement of male students. Women’s
groups and programmes often receive official support from various quarters and
are rarely seen as controversial, whereas the few groups which have attempted
to organise discussions about men’s issues have been refused accreditation by
student unions; some have even been met with violent protest.

University academics and administrators can sometimes contribute to moral
panics about male students by using stigmatising all-encompassing language.
Concepts such as ‘rape culture’ and ‘toxic masculinity’ were coined and cham-
pioned in academia and are sometimes used by university administrators as
blanket terms in relation to male students. Such unvalidated and non-scientific
concepts implicitly portray all male students as potential barbarians, and this
portrayal could again be considered a sexist and slanderous rendering of the
stereotypical ‘female victim/male villain’ dichotomy. This may discourage male
enrolment and harm the mental health of vulnerable male students.

The way ahead

Greater public and political attention should be paid to young men’s mental
health – especially at universities, where male students in some countries may
feel particularly marginalised. Three specific measures may help.

First, universities should encourage the formation and expansion of grassroots
groups devoted to discussing and addressing the above-described men’s issues.
Such groups should receive official funding and recognition, and should have a
seat at the table in wider discussions about gender issues, as well as discussions
about promoting enrolment and retention of underrepresented students.

Second, universities should offer greater choice in their provision of mental
health services to ensure that these are accessible and inclusive to male and
female students alike. One approach could be the formation and funding of
skill-based male-led and male-focused group interventions centred on skill ac-
quisition, personal development and mentoring, with an emphasis on positive
pro-social solutions.
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Third, university administrators and associated programmes should end the
use of stigmatising all-encompassing concepts that slander male students. Any
policies or practices reliant on such harmful stereotypes should be dismantled
and replaced with policies and practices that encourage the full inclusion and
participation of all students, regardless of gender.

Such efforts may help address the oft-ignored psychosocial problems plaguing a
growing number of young men in our society.

Dr Rob Whitley (robert.whitley@mcgill.ca) is an Associate Professor in the De-
partment of Psychiatry at McGill University, Canada. A longer version of this
article appeared on 9 July 2020 in the Association of Commonwealth Universities
Review.

The Right To Offend: A Canadian Precedent From 1951
Rhoda E. Howard-Hassmann

The right to offend is much in the news in 2020. People debate whether one
can say things that might hurt other people’s feelings. Students claim that they
are harmed by ideas that professors put forth for discussion. The mass media
are expected to issue trigger warnings so that listeners and viewers can decide
whether they can tolerate what is about to be reported.

In 1951 the Supreme Court of Canada issued a decision that might help us decide
what can and cannot be said today, even if it is offensive. The question in the
Boucher case was whether Aimé Boucher should be permitted to distribute
pamphlets with content that offended Quebec Roman Catholics. Boucher was
a farmer and a Jehovah’s Witness.

The Jehovah’s Witnesses were a small Christian denomination. In 1939 there
were perhaps two to three thousand Witnesses in Canada.[1]They were a mis-
sionary group and tried especially to convert Roman Catholics who, they be-
lieved, were being misled by the Vatican. At one point Witnesses depicted the
Catholic Church as a “whore of Babylon.”[2]During World War II, Witness lit-
erature grouped the Pope with Hitler, Stalin and Mussolini as allies of Satan.[3]

This did not sit well with the Catholic hierarchy that dominated much of Que-
bec’s social life. The Church was so strong that it persuaded the federal govern-
ment to ban Witnesses during the war. Some Witness children were expelled
from school for refusing to sing the national anthem and salute the British
flag,[4]while many male Witnesses were arrested and interned for refusing mil-
itary service.[5]Yet the Witnesses continued their missionary work. By 1945,
there were about 10,000-15,000 in Canada, although fewer than 500 lived in
Quebec.[6]

Premier Maurice Duplessis of Quebec, who obtained much of his support from
the Catholic hierarchy, detested Jehovah’s Witnesses. He used sedition laws to
arrest hundreds, charging over 800 in 1946 alone.[7]Duplessis grouped Witnesses
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with Communists and Nazis as seditious organizations, declaring a “war without
mercy” on them.[8]

In 1946 Boucher was arrested for distributing a pamphlet entitled “Quebec’s
Burning Hatred for God and Christ and Freedom is the Shame of All Canada.”
Most of this pamphlet detailed post-war mob violence against, and political
persecution of, Witnesses. It concluded with a message to Quebec society:

“Quebec, Jehovah’s witnesses are telling all Canada of the shame you have
brought on the nation by your evil deeds…. And your claims of serving God
are…empty. …Quebec, you have yielded yourself as an obedient servant of re-
ligious [Roman Catholic] priests, and you have brought forth bumper crops of
evil fruits.”[9]

Boucher was charged with sedition by intentionally creating ill will between
sections of the population.[10]The case against him went through several courts,
eventually ending up at the Supreme Court of Canada in 1950, with judgment
rendered in 1951.[11]In acquitting Boucher, Justice Ivan Rand issued a ringing
defense of freedom of speech.

“Freedom in thought and speech and disagreement in ideas and beliefs, on every
conceivable subject, are of the essence of our life. The clash of critical discussion
on political, social and religious subjects has too deeply become the stuff of
daily experience to suggest that mere ill-will as a product of controversy can
strike down the latter [i.e. controversy] with illegality. …Controversial fury is
aroused constantly by differences in abstract conceptions; heresy in some fields
is again a mortal sin…but our compact of free society accepts and absorbs these
differences.”[12]

The fact that some Quebeckers were insulted by the Jehovah’s Witness pam-
phlet was not enough to limit dissent in Canada.[13]The Boucher case, and
others involving Jehovah’s Witnesses, were among the key cases preceding the
establishment of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms in 1982. As
Antonio Lamer said in 1996, “Boucher…entailed an exploration of the underpin-
nings of a free and democratic society, particularly the importance of protecting
the freedom of expression of dissenting minorities.”[14]

In our time, certain factions of Canada’s political and academic “left” wish to
censor the views of dissenting minorities. These minorities express views that
some consider to be insulting to, demeaning of, or prejudicial to marginalized
people who suffer from social, economic and political disadvantages. Yet as
Justice Rand also said in his ruling on Boucher:

“[D]iscontent…and hostility: as subjective incidents of controversy…are part
of our living which ultimately serves us in stimulation, in the clarification of
thought and…in the search for the …truth of things generally….[F]ree criticism
as a constituent of modern democratic government, provides the widest range
of public discussion and controversy.”[15]
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This 70-year-old precedent arises from persecution of a minority religious group
that held opinions offensive to many people. It explains why even offensive ideas
deserve airing in the public realm today. As of August 2020, it had been cited in
65 Canadian cases and decisions, including 14 by the Supreme Court of Canada.
It has never been overturned.[16]

Rhoda E. Howard-Hassmann (hassmann@wlu.ca) is Professor Emeritus at Wil-
frid Laurier University, where from 2003 to 2016 she held the Canada Research
Chair in International Human Rights.
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Diversity In Everything Except Ideas
Andrew David Irvine

Now that university presidents and faculty-association officials across North
America have begun issuing press releases assuring us that their institutions
stand in solidarity with one political movement or another, can we expect this
practice to continue? Every time there is a major political upheaval, or a finan-
cial crisis, or a war, or a major religious dispute, can we expect our tax-payer
funded universities to tell us what political or economic or religious positions
we should support?

The University of California’s anti-communist loyalty oath is one of the most
well-known violations of academic freedom in the twentieth century. Beginning
in 1949, all University of California employees, including faculty members, were
required to swear an oath stating they were not members of the Communist
Party.

Defenders of the requirement tried to emphasize the importance of the oath
for maintaining academic freedom. Membership in the Communist Party, it
was said, was in conflict with a faculty member’s most important responsibility:
ensuring the free pursuit of impartial scholarship and objective truth.

Even so, the oath was struck down by the Supreme Court of California three
years after it was introduced. The enabling legislation was declared unconstitu-
tional in a 6-1 decision fifteen years after that, in 1967. Among the 31 tenured
professors who were fired for refusing to take the oath was David Saxon, a UCLA
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physics professor who, a generation later, would become the University’s 14th
President.

Today, similar concerns arise about the political commitments many North
American universities now require faculty members to undertake. Some uni-
versities require job applicants to include evidence of their commitment to
affirmative-action policies as part of their applications. Others require evidence
of various kinds of social activism, either inside or outside the classroom. At
least one Canadian university has required job applicants to give evidence of
their commitment to the recent Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s Calls
to Action (as they apply to universities) as a condition of employment.

Including such clearly political criteria in job advertisements is effectively equiv-
alent to imposing a political test on hiring. It is effectively equivalent to requir-
ing a loyalty oath from both job candidates and those already appointed faculty
members who are responsible for carrying out the hiring.

Those of us who doubt that such an equivalency holds should ask ourselves
whether instead of requiring job applicants to have an interest in, or an ability
to teach from “a critical pedagogical stance,” we would welcome a requirement
for applicants to have an interest in, or an ability to teach from, “a liberal or
neo-liberal pedagogical stance”? Or from “a conservative or neo-conservative
pedagogical stance”?

Such requirements are incompatible with academic freedom, despite the brazen,
hollow claim that, like California’s anti-communist loyalty oath, this type of
political uniformity is supposed to be necessary for maintaining academic free-
dom.

Such requirements also make it difficult for faculty to criticize their university.
Being told when you apply for a job that appointments are being given only to
those who hold certain political beliefs warns people that, if they want to get
promoted, they will be wise not to question other university policies as well.

These points are especially worth noting at a time when so many university ad-
ministrators across North America are releasing statements in support of various
political policies and movements, supposedly on behalf of their institutions.

Some public policies and practices have a direct effect on the quality and inclu-
siveness of a university’s teaching and research. Others are to be commended
since they are essential for achieving the goal of a colour-blind university. But
much more often, press releases assuring readers that a university supports one
political movement or another simply undercut the ability of a university’s mem-
bers – students and faculty alike – to investigate such questions for themselves.

In some cases, they are also illegal.

In British Columbia, section 66(1) of the University Act explicitly outlines the
legal obligation a university has to remain silent on even the most important
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and far-reaching political questions. According to statute, a university, unlike
its individual members, “must be non-sectarian and non-political in principle.”

This means not only that a university may not admit or evaluate students on the
basis of religious or political tests. It means not just that a university may not
hire or promote faculty on the basis of political or religious criteria. It means
that those who speak on behalf of the university – the university’s president
and other administrators – may not present the university itself as holding or
advancing views of a religious or political nature.

Groups and individuals often lobby universities in the hope that a university will
help them promote their preferred social, political and religious causes. And of
course, students, faculty and alumni should always be free to help advance such
causes if they wish to do so, provided this does not involve acting in a way that
prohibits others from also expressing their preferred points of view. Universities
rightly encourage their members to investigate questions of their own choosing
and to make public the results of their findings.

But this freedom means very little once a president or dean or faculty association
announces that a university already has a fixed view about some political issue.
It means almost nothing once we install mechanisms to ensure that only people
who share a common set of political beliefs will be admitted to membership in
the institution.

But perhaps today’s events are so momentous that they place special obliga-
tions on universities that have not been present in the past. Perhaps issues
like racial discrimination and global warming are so important that universities
need to take leadership positions and to announce publicly that the university
itself (rather than its individual members) now holds a particular view on such
matters.

Well, no. In these cases, like any other, university administrators need to step
back and let individual members of their university get to work, do their research
and present their findings to the public.

Historically, loyalty oaths and religious tests have been ways of ensuring political
or religious conformity within the university. Today, many universities appear to
be opening themselves to charges of wanting to do the same thing, of wanting to
advance diversity in everything except ideas. If so, such a practice will invariably
lead to a less inclusive, rather than a more inclusive university. This, in turn,
will lead to a weakening of scholarly, research and educational capacity, to the
detriment of the entire country.

Andrew Irvine (andrew.irvine@ubc.ca) teaches at the University of British Columbia
and is a member of the board of directors of the Society for Academic Freedom
and Scholarship.
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The New Residential School: Moral Purism And Oikophobia At
Queen’s Law

Calum Anderson

As a university student, it is my job to listen to new ideas, consider them
carefully, and judge their merits. This is why the current trend of policing and
censoring controversial ideas on campus has disturbed me. I first noticed this
trend in 2017 when deplatforming riots occurred at the University of California
Berkeley and Evergreen College. Later that year the faculty-led scapegoating
of Wilfrid Laurier graduate student Lindsay Shepherd was a further reminder.
Shepherd made the mistake of playing a television clip of Jordan Peterson. Her
supervisor, Nathan Rambukkana, was appalled that Shepherd had created a
“toxic environment” and admonished her for it. Words are dangerous, it would
seem – so long as those words are politically incorrect.

In 2017 I joined the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship. I became
deeply interested in issues of open debate and viewpoint diversity. I hoped
to explore these issues with students as a high school teacher. I quickly re-
alised, however, that Ontario’s faculties of education are part of the problem.
I saw professors push their preferred ideologies and openly dismiss traditional
educators as old-fashioned. In courses such as “A Pedagogy of Multiliteracies”
and “Social Foundations,” concepts such as “white privilege” were presented as
fact, rather than as debatable theories with particular philosophical and polit-
ical origins. In September 2019 I began my final year of teacher’s college at
Western University feeling conflicted. While some teachers were thoughtful and
discerning, many seemed to view themselves as the moral arbiters of society.
When I tried to discuss contrary views with my peers I was shut out or shouted
down. The accepted narrative was that of the postmodern philosophers, whose
dichotomous worldview gave rise to the notion that humanity is divided into
the “oppressors” and the “oppressed.” Advocates of individualism, self-reliance
and personal responsibility were treated as Socrates had been – as corrupters
of the youth.

That same month, newly elected Ontario Law Society benchers concluded a
successful fight against the Statement of Principles, a form of compelled speech
which would have coerced lawyers into expressing their support of, and belief in,
equity, diversity and inclusion. I knew that this statement would have likely been
endorsed by the Ontario College of Teachers, an organisation for whom equity,
diversity and inclusion function as a new Holy Trinity. I printed a copy of an
old LSAT and began to study. I wanted to work in a profession alongside people
who valued free expression as much as I do. I accepted an offer of admission
from Queen’s Faculty of Law in February and graduated from Western some
weeks later.

Recently, I was discouraged to read a letter from a group of Queen’s Law stu-
dents calling for Sir John A. Macdonald Hall (home to the Faculty of Law) to
be renamed. The advocates argue from a position of moral superiority which –
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however emotionally satisfying – stands in direct conflict with the principles of
higher education.

The students rightly denounce Macdonald’s support of the Indian residential
school system, the Chinese Immigration Act and the Electoral Franchise Act.
While reasonable people today consider these institutions and policies morally
repugnant, they were not controversial during Macdonald’s time and his support
of them is not indicative of his character. The students argue that “Queen’s
University would be protecting the mental health of their students” by remov-
ing Macdonald’s name. The notion that words alone are dangerous, and that
students must be protected, is antithetical to a university’s mission – to nurture
and protect independent thought. The letter’s authors believe that their place
is to shelter students from uncomfortable historical realities. Can an imper-
fect person be praiseworthy despite their faults? Individuals must decide for
themselves. As former University of Chicago President Hanna Holborn Gray
has said, “education should not be intended to make people comfortable, it is
meant to make them think.”

In their 2019 bestselling book The Coddling of the American Mind, Greg Luk-
ianoff and Jonathan Haidt argue against the moralized linguistic purism for
which some Queen’s students advocate. They explain how a generational spike
in mood disorders and the “corporatization” of universities interacted to create
a campus environment which, despite claims to the contrary, is detrimental to
mental health. Students are now viewed as customers to be pleased and ex-
pect material and mental comfort rather than academic rigour and challenge.
Some administrators, faculty and students believe that a desirable amenity is
protection against “harmful” speech (i.e. Macdonald’s name). As a social psy-
chologist, Haidt exposes this approach as unscientific. Acceptable treatments
for anxiety disorders do not involve sheltering patients from the source of their
anxiety – rather, patients are gradually exposed to that source. In the process,
anxious people discover that they are strong enough to overcome their anxiety.
When universities attempt to protect students from negative emotions, they risk
worsening symptoms of mental illness by legitimizing cognitive distortions such
as blaming (focusing on another person as the source of one’s negative feelings).

The letter also claims that removing Macdonald’s name would allow for in-
creased representation of minorities who have not received the “recognition they
so deserve.” This statement implies that individuals are deserving of recogni-
tion because of their race, rather than their merits. Indeed, many of the worthy
Canadians deserving of celebration are minorities. Their merit, however, has
nothing to do with the colour of their skin, but with the quality of their char-
acter and the legacy which they inspire. If Queen’s students believe that race is
reason enough to name a campus building, it stands to reason that they believe
race to be sufficient grounds for removing a building’s name. The implication
is that Macdonald’s name must be removed because it is European Canadian.
This is an example of what the late Roger Scruton called oikophobia: the felt
need to denigrate the customs, cultures and institutions that are identifiably
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one’s own. In the words of philosopher Benedict Beckeld, oikophobia commonly
follows the same trend: societies transition from “naïve and self-important be-
ginnings to self-contempt and decline.” While we must recognize the shameful
elements of Canada’s past, we need not accept a self-flagellating historical nar-
rative that requires guilt and atonement from European Canadians. This letter
promises to “make particular effort to centre the voices of minority students”
in the decision-making process. Again, student voices are being amplified not
because of the merit of their arguments, but because of their ethnicity. The idea
that a someone’s point of view is valid simply because of their race is fundamen-
tally racist. The letter disingenuously claims to “protect” students, “celebrate”
diversity, and “take positive action.” In reality, it attacks European Canadian
culture and the people and institutions that that contributed to the founding
of this country.

Such people and institutions were flawed, as all people and institutions are.
But if we accept that personal errors in judgement and moral failings render
individuals unspeakable, we should all retreat into our homes indefinitely, and
lock our doors behind us. Few of us are born with the virtues necessary to fa-
ther a nation, but we all possess the vices required to blindly embrace the status
quo. Removing Macdonald’s name is not about protecting students – it is about
claiming moral superiority. Incidentally, racist institutions and legislation often
come from a place of moral purism. This was certainly the case for the Resi-
dential School system, which forced Indigenous children to accept a supposed
moral epitome. Nicholas Davin, advisor to Macdonald, said: “If anything is to
be done with the Indian, we must catch him very young. The children must
be kept constantly within the circle of civilized conditions.” This is the policy
modern universities are in danger of adopting when they rename buildings, pull
down statues and cancel controversial speakers. Students whose ancestors were
murderous colonizers, intolerant Christians or European expatriates are kept
within a circle of political correctness. They are taught to feel guilt and shame
for their culture and are encouraged to embrace a new, morally superior, one.
The modern university risks becoming the New Residential School.

Calum Anderson, OCT (calumanderson@trentu.ca) is an incoming Queen’s Law
JD candidate. He holds a Bachelor of Education from Western University and
a Bachelor of Arts in Literature and History from Trent University.
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Lessons From The Wendy Mesley Case: Please Don’t Feed The
#racehustling Crocodiles!

Frances Widdowson

Each one hopes that if he feeds the crocodile enough, the crocodile will eat him
last. All of them hope that the storm will pass before their turn comes to be
devoured.

– Winston Churchill

In June 2020, a story broke that the veteran CBC journalist Wendy Mesley
had been disciplined and temporarily removed as host from “The Weekly with
Wendy Mesley”. Evidently, according to media reports, Mesley had, by her
own admission, “used a word that should never be used” during an editorial
discussion about an upcoming episode. In this discussion, Mesley “used it as she
was quoting a journalist they were intending to interview on a panel discussion
about coverage of racial inequality”. It also was revealed that, in September
2019, Mesley had committed the word crime of referring to the title of Pierre
Vallières’ book White Niggers of America.

In normal times it would have been realized that mentioning someone else’s use
of a word is completely different from uttering it yourself, and that even the
derogatory word “nigger” can be used non-denotatively without implication by
the utterer. Vallières, for example, used the word not as a slur, but as a noun
intended to get readers to think about how the Québécois had been historically
oppressed. The current rise of “victimhood culture” (as documented by Bradley
Campbell and Jason Manning) and a Politically Correct Totalitarian climate,
however, actively tries to discourage an understanding of these important dis-
tinctions. In the haste to signal virtue in condemning racism, the “woke” are
eager to prove their moral purity by punishing completely appropriate actions
like those of Wendy Mesley.

The most distressing aspect of this story was the grotesque apology that Mesley
felt she needed to make. In this statement, posted on June 25, Mesley asserted
that she “now realize[d] that [her] abuse of the word was harmful”. This, ac-
cording to Mesley, had caused “hurt” to her colleagues, her team, and the CBC.
She confessed to being “deeply sorry and ashamed” because when “people of
power use certain words, we abuse our privilege”.

Also unsettling were the actions of Mesley’s colleagues. Although Mesley had
mentioned “the word” in a private editorial meeting, Imani Walker, Associate
Producer for CBC Radio, publicized that she was “on the call” with Mesley
when “it” happened. Walker, in an almost boastful tone, recounted that she
had ensured that there would be “ ’disciplinary’ action” against Mesley because
“using a racial slur at work re-traumatizes BIPOC [Black, Indigenous, and Peo-
ple of Colour] & weaponizes the space to protect someone like Wendy, while
leaving BIPOC journalists to feel unseen, unheard & unsafe”. This circum-
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stance led the sports broadcaster and author Bruce Dowbiggin to argue, in a
piece entitled “The Snitches that Betrayed Wendy Mesley”, that the journalist
was a victim of an ongoing power struggle at the CBC. The power struggle
related to people he called “race hustlers” who saw accomplished people like
Mesley “as trophies to collect on the way to power”.

Ironically, Dowbiggin’s piece generated more treachery from Mesley’s colleagues.
It was posted on an internal CBC Facebook page and the appreciative com-
ments that it generated resulted in another CBC journalist, Ronna Syed, tak-
ing screenshots and posting them on her public twitter account. At this point,
more groveling ensued. Surreal was the statement by Kim Trynacity, President
of the Canadian Media Guild, who claimed that her finger had slipped while
reading Dowbiggin’s “vicious” and “hurtful” article, resulting in her accidentally
“liking” it.

Dowbiggin’s use of the term “race hustler” in this context is appropriate. This
has been defined as a person who becomes a self-proclaimed spokesperson for a
particular racial identity during a perceived incident of racial tension, so that
the individual can exploit the situation to serve their own interests. This was
evident in the Mesley case when Imani Walker stated that the mechanism to
enable Canadian media to make progress in race relations was “to have BIPOC
journalists in the room to hold their white counterparts accountable…Every
BIPOC at the table matters. Invest in them. Listen to them”. Pursuing Wendy
Mesley with the false accusation that she “[used] a racial slur at work”, therefore,
enabled black journalists to make a case for promoting themselves within the
organization. In fact, it resulted in an organization called #CBCBlack being
formed to demand sensitivity training, racial content, and the hiring of black
personnel.

The race hustling surrounding Mesley continued at my university when I de-
fended her. Although there have been a number of developments at Mount
Royal University (MRU) that have facilitated this, the most serious was a state-
ment on racism by the President in response to the killing of George Floyd. In
his statement, “What do I think about racism?”, the MRU President asserted
that he “learned long ago to accept people’s accounts of incidents of racism as
their lived experience. I say this as a human being who recognizes that peo-
ple hold vastly different values, both consciously and subconsciously, and that
these values manifest in their behaviour”. This, of course, is music to the ears
of race hustlers. It effectively prevents anyone from questioning whether or not
allegations of “racism”, “white supremacy”, ”harassment”, etc. are valid.

The MRU President’s deference was to have serious implications for my defense
of Mesley. This defense began with my tweet on June 18 stating “You did
nothing wrong @WendyMesleyCBC”. I elaborated with the following: “You were
using the word in a QUOTE! Shame on CBC for making Mesley grovel”. I then
asked “Are we now going to censor Wikipedia?!!!” and attached the relevant
entry about “the word” from this source. I defended Mesley again with similar
comments on June 29 and June 30.
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In all of these posts, I intentionally avoided mentioning the word “nigger” be-
cause I was aware of the perfidy of race hustlers. This was until an anonymous
twitter account that had lobbied to get me fired a month earlier “innocently”
asked: “If the word is so benign, why do you refuse to say it?” Although I
almost never make a reply on twitter (especially to trolls), and I knew I was
being set up, I thought that it was important to show the CBC that Mesley
had done nothing wrong. I took a deep breath and showed my solidarity with
Mesley by mentioning the word in the same way. My reply appeared as follows:
“The word itself does not have some kind of spiritual power. We need to sep-
arate a user’s intent from recognizing a word that exists. There is no problem
with saying ‘White Niggers of America’ or quoting that ‘the word nigger is an
ethnic slur typically directed at black people’ ”. To this I attached screenshots
of the cover of Pierre Vallières’ book and the Wikipedia entry from which I had
quoted.

To my surprise, there was very little reaction to my reply – until July 30, that is.
On July 30, an indigenous colleague retweeted it – my reply was evidently the
subject of a discussion on Instagram within the “student-led initiative” of MRU
Racial Advocacy – without the question that had prompted it. According to
this indigenous colleague, “[s]tudents are raising critical.awareness [sic] around
certain faculty who hide behind academia to spread racist views! No one knows
another person’s intent. Focus less on intent and more on outcome”.

The fact that this tweet was “liked” by six other faculty members led me to
initiate an intense social media interaction with them on August 1 by asking
whether these colleagues should be appreciating “supporting student mobiliza-
tion against another professor…”. A resounding “yes” was the response from
those involved, and, at the time of this writing, 36 professors and other MRU
staff and entities expressed their support for what appeared to be an academic
mobbing. Over a number of days I was accused of being “anti-Black”, “mak[ing]
neo-nazis and white supremacists happy”, “spewing hate”, “us[ing] violent racist
slurs”, “outright harassment” and saying that BIPOC students were “less than
human”. The professor who initiated the mobilization even agreed with a post
that stated that I was “like a regular Klansmen [sic]”. In a 23 tweet takedown,
posted on August 3, a faculty member observing the discussion mischaracterized
my justification of Mesley’s actions as “defend[ing] the use of racial epithets”
and suggested that I had violated the Collective Agreement and MRU’s Code of
Conduct. In spite of these documents referring to the right of faculty to “engage
in rational debate” and the need to have “tolerance of differing points of view”,
this faculty member maintained that I had not used academic freedom “respon-
sibly” and so students should be given the option of avoiding taking classes with
me. Two members of the faculty association executive board also criticized my
actions, and one suggested that I should be reported to my employer for using
“derogatory language”.

After two days of crocodile wrestling, I posted my final words on the subject. In
this post, I used my “victimhood status” as a woman to show how the intentions
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of a speaker could change the meaning of a word thought to be a slur. To do
this, I referred to myself as a “cunt”, asserting that the word was being “used
in the liberatory sense, of course”. To this end, I provided a link that discussed
the word’s pejoration from its early feminist origins when it became distorted
by the patriarchy. I also told the “#PCTotalitarians” that I would not “feed”
them, as “[i]t is right to defend @WendyMesley”. I completed the tweet with
an appeal not to “pander to #racehustling crocodiles in @MRUAntiRacism and
their student proxies (@RacialAdvMRU)”.

This action seemed to destabilize the “student-led initiative” of MRU Racial
Advocacy, leading the faculty organized Mount Royal Anti-Racism Coalition to
spring into action. On August 6, the coalition’s twitter account (@MRUAn-
tiRacism) posted five of my controversial tweets that had been mined over the
last year, tagging MRU’s President, the Students’ Association and a local Black
Lives Matter group. At this point, very few faculty members entered into the
discussion. In fact, most of the activity now came from four protected accounts.
Since I do not have access to the protected accounts of four faculty members
who are “followers” of both @MRUAntiRacism and @RacialAdvMRU, refer-
ences to their involvement must remain speculative. It is probable that some
of these faculty members are actually the leaders of this “coalition”, as their
secrecy shows that they have something to hide. It also should be noted that
the previous mobbing effort against another MRU faculty member, Mark Hecht,
was orchestrated in secret. Why should my case be any different?

The race hustling character of @MRUAntiRacism and @RacialAdvMRU can
be seen in the “Open Letter to Mount Royal University” that they initiated
and sent to MRU administration a month earlier. This letter, signed by 62
MRU faculty, made all sorts of demands, including “[h]iring and retaining more
faculty of colour, and providing them with the mentorship and resources they
need to succeed and thrive”. Rent-seeking also occurred immediately after the
false accusations were made about me. One professor, for example, argued that
“White [MRU] scholars” should “demand institutions acknowledge social justice
work and its consequences on and increased risks to our Black, Indigenous, and
BIPOC colleagues”. She maintained that, as MRU “benefits from that work
[of BIPOC colleagues] in increased reputation, safer campus life, more funding,
then it must protect those working to address race, gender, and class violence”.
MRU Racial Advocacy also used my case to argue that black students at MRU
needed to be given a dedicated room to “discuss their grievances on campus”
because “MRU must commit to combating anti blackness on campus”.

After this experience, I have learned a few lessons that I would like to share with
others. These include the following 10 actions that can help professors resist a
mobbing attempt:

1. stay calm and be strategic;

2. document everything;

3. toughen up;
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4. don’t take things personally;

5. focus on principles, not individuals;

6. avoid demanding punishment;

7. build up a supportive network of colleagues with diverse viewpoints;

8. admit mistakes, but don’t apologize (unless wrongdoing was intentional);

9. resist appeals for compromise and identify Trojan horses; and

10. maintain a sense of humour.

I recognize that doing this is not easy, and I have failed numerous times in
trying to follow my own advice. One thing is certain, however. Pandering to
race hustling only creates a positive feed-back loop. Wendy Mesley should never
have apologized, and her participation in a struggle session only emboldened
those who had mobilized against her. As Bruce Dowbiggin astutely pointed
out, “[t]he retreat into a cringing position is an invitation to try again—only
harder—to move the power needle in a society made docile by its cozy lifestyle”.

This problem of pandering to race hustling (or to that of any other identity) is
also apparent in universities. There is tremendous pressure to appease activists
in the hopes that the “storm will pass”. Even in the case of the shrinking number
of professors who still have tenure, there are numerous developments that im-
pede our ability to speak freely and pursue the truth – “harassment” and “hate
speech” legislation, university corporatization that promotes student (i.e. “cus-
tomer”) satisfaction, and faculty association politicization. The disputational
culture of universities also has been seriously compromised by diversity man-
agerialism and postmodern “wokeness”. Race hustling is a symptom of a wider
disease, and it needs to be confronted head on to keep it from metastasizing
and destroying the academic character of post-secondary institutions.

Racism is obviously a serious problem in society. Universities should be on
the frontline of studying this problem, and increasing empirical knowledge and
theoretical understanding of it. But effective action to combat racism requires
distinguishing it from false accusations of prejudice and discrimination. Race
hustling, therefore, is not only an enemy of the pursuit of truth; its focus on
rent-seeking, as opposed to correctly identifying problems so as to solve them,
increases divisiveness and impedes human attempts to live more cooperatively
and peacefully with one another.

Frances Widdowson (fwiddowson@mtroyal.ca), a member of the SAFS Board of
Directors, is Associate Professor, Department of Economics, Justice, and Policy
Studies, at Mount Royal University, in Calgary, and founder of the Rational
Space Network (@SpaceRational). The University of Ottawa Press published
Dr Widdowson’s book Separate but Unequal: How Parallelist Ideology Conceals
Indigenous Dependency in November 2019.
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The Invention Of ‘Systemic Racism’
Philip Carl Salzman

It is now the official view in government, industry, and education that African
Americans and certain other “people of color” perform poorly in schools and
the workforce, but nonetheless must be treated as if they perform well. The
statistically weak performance of African Americans, according to the official
view, is not their fault; it is the fault of other people. Namely, as we have
been told ad infinitum, it is the fault of American slavery. No less than the
“newspaper of record,” The New York Times, has in its “The 1619 Project”
advanced the thesis that slavery and only slavery is the foundation of America,
and, as America’s “original sin,” has shaped and corrupted America through
racism ever since. The alleged facts supporting the historical claims of The
1619 Project have been proven to be false by historians, and the lead author,
Nikole Hannah-Jones, now admits that the Project is not history, but an attempt
to change “the national narrative.”

Certainly slavery, while common around the world throughout most of history, is
an evil institution. It has also not existed in the United States for one hundred
and fifty years. No living African American has ever been a slave, nor were
their parents; no living American has ever owned slaves, nor did their parents.
Furthermore, millions upon millions of Americans descend from ancestors who
immigrated to America long after slavery was abolished. Slavery is invoked
because it has moral weight, which it should have, but it in no way explains the
poor performance of African Americans a century and a half later.

Recognizing the weakness of slavery as an explanatory factor, radical sociologists
invented “systemic racism,” which is alleged to be “societal” bigotry and dis-
crimination in the absence of bigotry and discrimination by actual individuals.
This is how it is put in the recent Princeton letter on anti-Blackness:

“Anti-Blackness is foundational to America. It plays a role in where we live
and where we are welcome. It influences the level of healthcare we receive. It
determines the degree of risk we are assumed to pose in contexts from retail to
lending and beyond. It informs the expectations and tactics of law-enforcement.
Anti-Black racism has hamstrung our political process. It is rampant in even
our most “progressive” communities. And it plays a powerful role at institutions
like Princeton, despite declared values of diversity and inclusion. …. We call
upon the administration to block the mechanisms that have allowed systemic
racism to work, visibly and invisibly, in Princeton’s operations.”

The evidence-free “systemic racism” is “proven” in the minds of radical pro-
fessors and race activists by the poor performance of African Americans, by
the “underrepresentation” of African Americans in choice professions, jobs, and
wealth, and by the “overrepresentation” of African Americans in the prison sys-
tem. The argument is that, if African Americans are underrepresented among
rocket scientists, brain surgeons, and presidents of major corporations, it must

58

https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2019/12/historians-clash-1619-project/604093/
https://pjmedia.com/culture/tyler-o-neil/2020/07/29/1619-project-founder-admits-its-not-a-history-but-a-fight-to-control-the-national-narrative-n724944
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfPmfeDKBi25_7rUTKkhZ3cyMICQicp05ReVaeBpEdYUCkyIA/viewform


SAFS Newsletter No. 86 September 2020

be due to bigotry and discrimination. QED. As the Princeton letter puts it,
“Diagnose the problem of racism through transparent demographic reporting.
Redress the demographic disparity on Princeton’s faculty immediately and ex-
ponentially by hiring more faculty of color.” The signatories of the letter are
both students and professors—most of whom are in the humanities and very few
in the social sciences (two professors of sociology, zero professors of economics),
except of course for anthropologists—who thus, entirely in the absence of evi-
dence of racism, buy into the argument that any “demographic disparity” is the
result of “racism.”

We should keep in mind that this so-called “underrepresentation” of African
Americans still exists in spite of fifty years of vigorous “affirmative action”
preference given to African Americans in government, industry, and education.
The “social justice” mantra of “diversity and inclusion” does not mean inclusion
of whites, Asians, or Jews; it only means inclusion of African Americans and
other “people of color” and the exclusion of others. (Nor should you ever imagine
that “diversity and inclusion” means diversity of opinion, which is forbidden;
uniformity of thought is enforced by the ever-growing number of “diversity and
inclusion” officers. Just ask Joshua Katz, who critiqued the Princeton letter,
how his views were received.)

History is never used to explain the performance of other segments of the pop-
ulation. Is the educational, professional, and economic performance of Amer-
ican Jews ever explained by centuries of antisemitism and by the Holocaust?
Is the performance of Asian Americans ever explained by their long exclusion
from immigration, anti-Asian bigotry, and being rounded up into concentration
camps? Of course not. Explanations that are offered to explain success are
more contemporary, rather than the centuries-old misfortunes used to explain
weak performance and failure to gain success by “people of color.”

So, what is going on here? What is going on specifically with commentary about
African Americans and other people of color is that they are being excused from
responsibility for statistically poor performance, and the fault for their poor
performance is allocated to whites. The broader development is the replacement
of the ideal of equality of opportunity by the socialist ideal of equality of outcome
and sameness of result. In other words, the new argument is that, in place of
individuals having the chance to pursue their goals, equal outcomes should be
guaranteed, so that everyone is the same in achievement, income, standing,
and so on. This transformation in the basic American value of equality has
been brought about primarily by our ever more left leaning universities that
relentlessly indoctrinate students in “progressive” social justice and socialist
ideas.

African Americans in particular, and people of color in general, are the cause
celebre of today’s “progressives” because they are portrayed as “marginalized”
minorities and victims of white oppression—the Marxist model of class con-
flict adapted to identity politics. None of this is demonstrated; it is simply
asserted and taken to be obvious and true. Evidence is ignored, for example,
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about alleged “systemic racism” in policing or about African Americans being
threatened with death by whites, because the evidence does not support these
claims. And alternative explanations for poor performance based on real world
influences are ignored.

What explanations might account for the statistically poor performance of
African Americans? Family structure is a major factor: some 70% of African
American children grow up in single-parent homes, almost always headed by fe-
males, with no male role models. It has been demonstrated beyond reasonable
doubt that children, especially boys, brought up in mother-led, single-parent
families have a very high probability of being drug users, homeless, gang mem-
bers, criminals, and incarcerated. Children brought up in two-parent homes to
a greater extent avoid these pathologies. These facts are widely recognized, and
have been lamented by multitudes of African American leaders, academics, and
intellectuals, including Barack Obama.

Community culture is also an important factor. This includes the degree of
emphasis placed on following the rules and being law-abiding; the commitment
to hard work and postponement of gratification; and placing a high level of
stress on education, seeing education as valuable in itself. These all contribute
to strong performance and success in America.

Community culture varies from one population sector to another. These factors
are strong in Asian American and Jewish communities, and while they are
also strong among middle-class African Americans, they are weaker in African
American inner cities.

But not all troubles lie with inner city African American family structure and
community culture. There are elements of structural inhibition to African Amer-
icans’ success. The primary one is inner city schools. An alliance between pro-
gressive politicians and self-serving teachers’ unions has led to a public school
monopoly and the denial of school choice to African American parents. As a
result, the schools are poor quality, a further disadvantage to African Ameri-
can children. One further question is whether teachers trained by our radical
feminist faculties of education give boys a fair shake or marginalize them even
more, an even greater problem for those not always oriented toward education.

The Princeton letter demands that claims of racism must shape official policy:

• Establish a core distribution requirement focused on the history and legacy
of racism in the country and on the campus.

• Create a center specifically dedicated to racism and anti-racism that can work
alongside the Department of African American Studies.

• Empower departments, centers, and related fields to tailor inclusion efforts
in discipline-specific ways. The Office of Institutional Equity and Diversity
should collaborate with individual departments on discipline-specific action
plans for anti-racist research, teaching, hiring, and retention.
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• Address Princeton’s history with slavery as part of First-Year Orientation,
using the resources of the Princeton and Slavery Project.

• Acknowledge, credit, and incentivize anti-racist student activism.

• Provide anti-racism resources and practices to every student group approved
by the Office of the Dean of Undergraduate Students.

• Offer incentives for groups doing anti-racist/community facing and inclusive
work.

• Create and fund a student-led symposium, lecture, or public conversation
series on race.

Presumably this would also include expunging any reference to Rev. Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr. and his “racist” colorblind ideals.

For self-proclaimed “progressives” and anti-racists, the answer to the alleged
“marginalization” of African Americans is not to assist them with greater school
choice and encourage family stability, but, leaving aside universalistic standards
such as merit, to use force majeure by way of preferences, quotas, and special
benefits for African Americans to compensate for weak performance. The letter
has many such demands:

• Reconsider the use of standardized testing (SAT, GRE, etc.), which research
shows to be strongly correlated with the underrepresentation of people of
color on college campuses.

• Recruit many more faculty members of color.

• Give substantial FTE to those departments and programs with a track record
of supporting faculty of color, such as Gender and Sexuality Studies, Ameri-
can Studies (Latinx, Asian), African American Studies, the Lewis Center for
the Arts, and Anthropology.

• Enforce repercussions (as in, no hires) for departments that show no progress
in appointing faculty of color.

• Elevate more faculty of color to prominent leadership positions within divi-
sions and across the University.

• Reward the invisible work done by faculty of color with course relief and
summer salary.

• Nominate no fewer than two faculty members of color for annual elections to
C3, C7, and the Committee on Committees.

• Provide additional human resources for the support of junior faculty of color.

There are also demands for anti-racist admissions policies:

• Support departmental and program efforts to identify and recruit postdoc-
toral scholars of color.
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• Help departments educate themselves on the importance of holistic admis-
sions.

• Require and fund each department to establish a senior thesis prize for re-
search and independent work that is actively anti-racist or expands our sense
of how race is constructed in our society.

• To promote equality, open the University to more first-generation and low-
income students by seeking a broader pool of applicants into the Transfer
program and increasing the number of persons admitted as transfers. Public
universities, such as the top-rate California system, serve their regions by
welcoming many students from two-year colleges, a great many of whom are
students of color.

• Fund scholarships for students of the Nanticoke Lenni-Lenape Tribal Nation
to attend Princeton. Work to identify and support such students while in
high school. Indigenous communities are by considerable measure the most
egregiously underrepresented minority at the University.

A majority of African Americans and other people of color do not agree with or
appreciate the racial pandering of “affirmative action,” race preferences, quotas,
and special benefits. According to a Pew opinion poll, 62% of African Americans
say that race should not be a factor in college and university admissions, while
20% say it should only be a minor factor. 65% of Hispanics and 58% of Asians
say it should not be a factor.

The liberal American position assumes all individuals and all categories of people
have the potential to succeed—and assuming certain categories of people are
incapable of succeeding is demeaning. Canceling the use of standardized tests
because some groups do not perform as well as others is to feign equality when
the assumption is otherwise. To assume that people of a particular race are
incapable of succeeding without special favors is a racism of low expectations.

The Woke Revolution is not really about stamping out “racism” and helping
African Americans, Hispanics, illegal aliens, and LGBTQ++ any more than the
Black Lives Matter organization is about saving black lives. Recruiting weak
candidates as students and professors who struggle to keep up, and undermining
the value of their degrees and status as a result, is not uplifting any more than
rioting over a few individual African American deaths at the hands of police,
while ignoring the tens of thousands of African Americans shot or killed by
other African Americans, shows any real concern for black lives.

The Woke Revolution is really about a power grab, through destroying liberal
American institutions and culture and replacing them with a Marxist-inspired
identity class struggle, socialism, and a totalitarian culture that cancels any op-
position. This is now the agenda of our universities, of “progressive” politicians
and office holders, and of the rioting mobs in the streets. The USSR, China,
Cuba, and Venezuela are the utopias to which the Woke Revolution wants to
take us. And the socialist “equality” that they espouse would be the equality
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of poverty and powerlessness that “people of color” would enjoy no more than
any other subject of a totalitarian tyranny.

Philip Carl Salzman (philip.carl.salzman@mcgill.ca) is Emeritus Professor of
Anthropology at McGill University, Senior Fellow at the Frontier Centre for
Public Policy, Fellow at the Middle East Forum, and a Director of Scholars for
Peace in the Middle East. Reprinted by permission from Minding the Campus,
6 August 2020.

The Ghost In The Machine
Philip Backman

“The impetus for this group comes from several places: from the conversations
and struggles we’ve had as individuals, and as an institution, over many years;
from our desire to share information about on-going equity initiatives on our
campuses; and from the recognition that we still have a long way to go to make
UNB an equitable institution.”

This was the opening paragraph from the University of New Brunswick (UNB)
President’s Executive Team announcing the new Bi-Campus Standing Com-
mittee on Equity, Diversity, Inclusion and Human Rights. I have kept this
correspondence for more than two years, my curiosity drawing me back to it
every so often.

“…we still have a long way to go to make UNB an equitable institution.”

As a new committee, just beginning to consult “to gather wide-ranging infor-
mation on our current equity gabs, omissions, and success,” it seemed to me
some knowledge came a priori: whatever the current equity gabs may be, we
know they’re BIG, that on a far-off distant horizon sits the clearly undefined
but unambiguous goal of an equitable institution, and a tacit agreement – ever
present – that some level of wide-ranging institutional malfeasance got us here.

I wondered, with a gab so large, why this institutional failure was not obvious
to me. After all, my employment at UNB has spanned 16 years. In that time
I taught and interacted with hundreds of students, participated in innumerable
meetings at department, faculty and university level, provided recommendations
for the hiring and promotion of colleagues, joined Senate, and became friends
and socialized with a spectrum of those from the UNB community. Yet, with
one exception, not the vaguest thought ever entered my mind that my actions, or
the actions of those around me, were terribly inconsistent with the expectations
of my employer.

Notwithstanding whatever may be lingering in the mind of the greater UNB
machinery, on a personal level could it be my idea of “equitable” is wrong, that
I don’t recognize its lack of implementation? I am being deliberately naïve here
but shouldn’t the word “equitable” apply beyond gender and race? I thought
it should mean treat people fairly, as equals, as an individual, on their merits,
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on the content of their character. Something like that. Along these lines is how
I conducted myself, and that has been my experience watching others at the
University.

What I find of greatest curiosity, that causes me the most confusion, is the
silence. Not from the “President’s Executive Team” – they’re rarely silent – but
from lower down, closer to the ground floor, from those running the day-to-day
operation of the University. It is there that I reside most often. Down here,
why would this failure – “…we still have a long way to go to make UNB an
equitable institution” – remain continuously and silently unidentified by those
more enlightened than myself? Not one person has ever said, “Philip, your
actions – right here and right now – are not reducing the equity gab.” No, I
have never experienced this, nor witnessed or heard of such a rebuke aimed
at others. Down here, at the level of action, the severity of the problem goes
undiscussed and the mistakes made stay unidentified. Why?

Confusion of this type keeps coming. It arrived again, this past 9th of June
2020. On that day I learned from our administrative assistant that the next
day’s department meeting was cancelled at the request of a faculty member;
their wish – now forced upon all of us in the department – was that work is
to stop for that single day as we in academia show solidarity with the people
united under the social movements #ShutDownAcademia, #ShutDownSTEM,
and #Strike4BlackLives.

Curious, I looked at what effectively was the “mission statement” for that “day
of action.” Here are a few of the more interesting parts.

“In academia, our thoughts and words turn into new ways of knowing. Our
research papers turn into media releases, books and legislation that reinforce
anti-Black narratives. In STEM, we create technologies that affect every part
of our society and are routinely weaponized against Black people.”

And: “Black academic and Black STEM professionals are hurting because they
exist in and are attacked by institutional and systemic racism.” And: “Those
of us who are not Black, particularly those of us who are white, play a key role
in perpetuating systemic racism.”

Once again, confusion: I cannot reconcile these statements with my personal 25-
year history of working, in the trenches, in University environments. Nothing
in those statements rings true to me, yet I feel an expectation to accept the
claims. Do I now assume UNB Saint John, my campus, is engaged in research
that has been and will be weaponized against Black people? Am I part of an
institution that – through institutional and systemic racism – is actively hurting
and attacking Black academics and Black STEM professionals? And although
I have no explicit personal examples from my own career, as a white male must
I accept that I’ve played a role in perpetuating systemic racism?

Is this how I am to think of myself and my place of employment? Do I believe
both these damning statements and our popular slogan, “Proudly UNB”? And
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how should I feel when my department gives tacit approval to a movement
making such claims about my University?

The cognitive dissonance being required of me is astounding.

Philip Backman (pbackman@unb.ca) teaches physics at the University of New
Brunswick Saint John.

Race-Based Restrictions From An Academic Perspective
Mark Mercer

One thing to note about the Queen’s University Accelerated Route to Medical
School (QuARMS) program is the disdain it embodies toward undergraduate
liberal education. Students who succeed in the QuARMS program are accepted
into the four-year MD program at the Queen’s School of Medicine without
having to complete a bachelor’s degree; students may apply for acceptance after
only two years. QuARMS draws on undergraduate courses to create a pre-med
stream, thereby removing those courses from their home within comprehensive
liberal education.

Queen’s has recently decided to allow only Black and Indigenous students ac-
cess to the QuARMS program. Another thing to note, then, is that Queen’s
administrators have lost their horror and repugnance at the idea that people be
welcomed or not on the basis of their race or ethnicity.

Could race-based restrictions be effective in bringing about justice and fair-
ness in society generally—perhaps, though, only after two or three generations?
Many of us have our doubts. Making race, sex, ethnicity, or whatever salient in
decisions regarding the allocation of resources tends to perpetuate their salience.

While some advocates of race-based restrictions hope restrictions are but a
ladder to be kicked away once we’re all on the same high level, others favour
them out of a desire to create separate spaces for different races and ethnicities.
Difference feminism provides us with a model of this.

Difference feminism contends that males and females or women and men tend
to like and value different things, that they work to different rhythms, and that
what oppresses women in an environment might enliven men and vice versa.
Women and men, then, will each flourish only if they have ample time among
their own kind and away from the other. Women and men, difference feminists
say, can certainly both be doctors, but women will be excellent as doctors in
ways different from men. To enable them to be excellent, women need to be
able to doctor as women. For that reason, while most medical training will
be common and had in mixed company, women and men should at times be
schooled differently, perhaps separately.

The model given by difference feminism need have no answer to the question
why females and males differ as they do (or at least differ as the theorists think
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they do). Thus, the model can be applied to races or ethnicities without pre-
supposing that the differences are anything other than encultured. Restrictions
based on race or ethnicity, then, are helpful not in eliminating barriers between
individuals and their rightful aspirations, as some hope, but rather in enabling
minority cultures to flourish. That, in any case, is an alternative rationale for
distributing resources, such as quick routes to medical school, on grounds of
race or ethnicity.

Both ways of thinking are contrary to academic values and goals. Whether one
favours ethnicity-based restrictions on entry into an academic program either
as a means to redress group inequalities or as a means to support minority
cultures, one is still seeing prospective students as members or representatives
of groups and not as individual aspiring scholars. As academics, our culture is
that of disputatious inquirers into the phenomena of the world. We would have
students join us only as such.

The dean of the Faculty of Health Sciences at Queen’s University, Jane Philpott,
replied to the letter sent to her by the Society for Academic Freedom and Schol-
arship by stating that “QuARMS provides a unique opportunity to address our
commitment to Black and Indigenous communities.” I stated above that admis-
sion restrictions might well be an ineffective, if not counterproductive, way to
help those black and indigenous students whose resources are limited. When
we look at the matter from the perspective of the academic mission, though, we
must question whether a university should prefer its commitment to alleviating
the plight of certain communities to the academic values that should sustain it.

We might, of course, wonder whether a university should in the first place have
any commitment to alleviating the plight of certain communities. Or we might
propose that the best way for a university to help, whatever the problem, is for
it to be as good an academic institution as it can be.

Mark Mercer (mark.mercer@smu.ca) teaches philosophy at Saint Mary’s Uni-
versity, in Halifax. He has been president of SAFS since May 2015.
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To join SAFS or to renew your SAFS membership, please go to: http:
//safs.ca/membership.html
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