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All Eyes on the Arbitration of the #FrancesWiddowsonCase

Frances Widdowson

On August 24, 2022, I sat down with the amusing and interesting Gad Saad
to discuss my case. Although I have mentioned many of the details of my
firing from Mount Royal University (MRU) in different contexts – some of them
stranger than fiction – I was able to provide a comprehensive summary on
The Saad Truth. Reiterating this overview might be helpful to those who are
still wondering why Mount Royal University (MRU) decided to fire a tenured
professor, as well as to stress, once again, the importance of my case for academic
freedom and freedom of expression in Canadian universities today.
My case is going to be examined over 10 hearing days in January (16-27, 2023).
I have been pushing for the arbitration to be made public so that the misin-
formation/disinformation that has been circulating over the last two years can
be addressed. The worst of this was from a CBC article in which MRU stated
that, while it was committed to fostering expression and free speech, academic
freedom “does not justify harassment or discrimination”. There was also a com-
ment in the original story from an anonymous source (since removed after I
complained about this to the CBC) that stated that I was let go because of my
“personal behaviour towards proponents of Indigenization and supporters of ad-
dressing BIPOC inequities at MRU”. This article led many people to assume
that MRU would not have fired me unless I had mistreated others in the work-
place. University of Calgary economics professor Kent Fellows, for example,
encouraged people to read the “important context” provided by the anonymous
source in the original CBC story and stated the following: “MRU is going to
take a bunch of flak for this so it’s not a decision that would have been made
lightly...It’s never ‘easy’ to justify firing a tenured faculty member”. This indi-
cates a failure to understand how those entrusted to protect the foundational
principles underpinning a liberal arts education have allowed themselves to be
held hostage by a mob made up of relatively few student and faculty activists.

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. This
special SAFS anniversary issue has been edited by Robert Grant Price and
Mark Mercer. ISSN: 1704-5436
The editor welcomes articles, case studies, news items, book reviews, and
letters. Send submissions by email to sergechestnut@gmail.com or by post
to SAFS, 1801 Chestnut St., Halifax, NS B3H 3T7.

Ensuring that arbitration in my case is open to observers rather than closed to
them is also important because universities are publicly funded institutions, and
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it is likely that hundreds of thousands of dollars have been spent on five separate
investigations pertaining to my case. Although labour arbitrations are generally
considered to be private matters involving an employer and employee, the public
nature of universities challenges this logic. It is in the public interest to ensure
that funds are being spent to improve education, rather than on authoritarian
“human resources management” tools intended to suppress dissent and protect
a university’s reputation and “brand”. Arbitration is one of the only venues in
which university administrators can be held accountable to the public for their
decisions.
Finally, opening up the arbitration to the public will be helpful to union rep-
resentatives who often lack the necessary expertise in procedural fairness re-
quired to protect faculty members. As is pointed out on a website that has
been developed about my case, I have been subjected to incredibly unfair and
secretive processes since November 2020. These processes were not initially
challenged by my union. Instead of ensuring that natural justice protections
were in place, I was told to ensure that I had a “nice beverage” and “box of
tissues” on hand to “prepare for the stress” I was going to encounter. When I
explained that I had not even been provided with signed and dated complaints
or approved procedures to be followed in the investigation, I was mistakenly
informed that the Collective Agreement did not require these standard legal
due-process protections. It was then asserted that I should not be concerned
about the investigation process until discipline had been issued. Had I followed
this advice I would have found myself at a significant disadvantage in relation
to the upcoming arbitration hearing.
Although extremely dissatisfied with what transpired, I remained silent because
I was told by my union that I should “play the long game” and wait to clear my
name in an impartial and transparent arbitration process. I even had to endure
a gag order while one of the complainants, who had since left MRU, broke confi-
dentiality and spoke in a retaliatory act of revenge to Calgary Herald journalist
Alanna Smith. MRU argued that, as I was still an employee, I was expected
to maintain confidentiality because “[t]he obligation to maintain confidentiality
exists even when the other individual involved is no longer an employee”. These
constant violations of due process have made me skeptical that my interests will
be protected if the arbitration hearing is closed to observers.
A public arbitration process will shed light on the flawed procedures that re-
sulted in the three “reasons” that were given for my firing in President Rahilly’s
December 20, 2021 termination letter: 1) that I was found to violate the Per-
sonal Harassment Policy and the Code of Conduct - Employees; 2) that I had
brought forward a complaint that was frivolous, vexatious, malicious and not in
good faith; and 3) that I had significantly contributed to a harassing and toxic
workplace environment, which had a negative impact on the mission and rep-
utation of Mount Royal University. These “reasons” were followed with twelve
“examples” of my conduct. But, as I mentioned during Gad Saad’s podcast,
almost all of these “examples” cannot legitimately be the subject of the arbitra-
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tion because they were not part of any investigation required by the Collective
Agreement. (These examples seem to have been added, after the fact, in an
apparent attempt to buttress the legally dubious findings of “harassment” and
“discrimination” for social media commentary.)
Only four “examples”, therefore, can be discussed in January 2023. These
include the following:
1. one Tweet that satirized the concept of “misgendering fatigue” and the

LGBTQ initialism (an investigator hired by MRU maintained that this vio-
lated three MRU policies and two provincial laws);

2. a number of satirical Tweets that tagged an indigenous studies professor
who was trying to mobilize an anonymous “student-led” initiative to get me
fired (an investigator hired by MRU found that this violated the Personal
Harassment Policy);

3. the findings with respect to a retaliatory complaint filed by Dr. Renae Watch-
man before she left for McMaster University. This included a number of satir-
ical Tweets about various “woke” claims, as well as a satirical reply posted
on Facebook that proposed an “Oppression Point System” for evaluating
MRU faculty members. These were found, again by an investigator hired by
MRU, to create a toxic workplace environment and damage the university’s
reputation; and

4. one of the complaints that I had filed – so as to hold all faculty members to
the same standard to which I was being held – was found to be frivolous and
vexatious and not made in good faith.

Although the frivolous and vexatious charge is unlikely to stick because MRU
withheld the information necessary to understand its complaint requirements,
the other three “examples” will be adjudicated according to the legal thresholds
for harassment and discrimination. This should involve, first of all, determining
whether social media activities on one’s private social media accounts is legiti-
mately a workplace matter that should be regulated by the university without
the protections of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Gad Saad ad-
dressed this in his interview with me by asserting that “the answer has to be no”
because this would mean that professors would “lose the capacity to be an indi-
vidual with individual dignity and personal agency”. With the corporatization
of the academy, however, it is often argued that universities should be able to
protect their reputations from harm, and this will involve making sure that pro-
fessors do not say anything that is deemed to be offensive, immoral, or harmful
– utterances that are supposedly protected in Alberta by government directed
free speech policies and academic freedom protections in collective agreements.
If private social media activities are deemed to be a workplace matter at MRU
– effectively overriding the Expression and Free Speech Policy and the Charter
– it will have to be determined whether, for example, one Tweet satirizing “mis-
gendering fatigue” and the LGBTQ initialism is harassing and discriminatory
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rather than protected expression. To be successful in this regard, the univer-
sity will presumably be required to demonstrate, again using meaningful and
quantifiable metrics, that the Tweet had an adverse impact on the complainant
in the workplace. Would a reasonable person be prevented from pursuing their
workplace goals if they chose to read this one satirical Tweet and be offended
by it? These kinds of questions will be of considerable interest to the Canadian
public.
Although it appears obvious that my satirical social media activities are neither
a workplace matter nor harassing, discriminatory or defamatory, in this climate
of identity politics becoming totalitarian – i.e. the growing ascendancy of “woke-
ism” – nothing is certain. In “woke-ism”, due process is perceived to be an
instrument of oppression and rules must be skewed so as to “empower” the
members of groups perceived to be oppressed. This is why having “all eyes
on the arbitration of the #FrancesWiddowsonCase” is so important. Without
fairness, transparency, and public accountability, we will be unable to develop
a complete understanding of the challenges that are currently facing academic
freedom and freedom of expression in Canadian universities.
Totalitarianism is on the move. We need to fight back with all that we have
before it is too late!
Frances Widdowson (widdowsonfrances@gmail.com) is a board member of the
Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (https://safs.ca/). She is cur-
rently working on a manuscript entitled The Woke Academy: How Advocacy
Studies are Murdering Scholarship and Effective Policy Development. You can
support the fundraiser for her case at www.fundrazr.com/wokeacademy.info.

Saving Free Speech from Academic-Freedom Committees

Sinclair A. MacRae

Academic freedom is under threat. It’s indirectly under threat from administra-
tors through “proxy reprisals,” as Suzanne Nossel explains; it’s directly under
threat from professors who want to police their colleagues’ rights to teach and
conduct research. The professors in question advocate oversight under the guise
of protecting academic freedom from the dangers of free speech.
The notion that professors need to save academic freedom from the excesses
of free speech has recently featured prominently in The Chronicle of Higher
Education. Jennifer Ruth and Michael Bérubé, following their argument in
It’s Not Free Speech: Race, Democracy, and the Future of Academic Freedom,
have written that academic-freedom committees, composed of a panel of peers
from relevant fields of study, should act as expertise filters placing limits on
acceptable speech by academics. In the absence of such filters more false and
harmful claims – conspiracy theories, hate speech, odious white supremacist
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beliefs, and so on – will circulate, threatening democracy. (Previous articles in
the Chronicle by Ruth are here and here.)
Ruth and Bérubé supply a second reason for their claim that academic-freedom
committees will serve the interests of democracy. A healthy democracy, unlike
an authoritarian state, protects independent processes by which knowledge is
created and disseminated, including knowledge that threatens the privilege and
status of the powerful. Since academic-freedom committees would protect the
creation and dissemination of knowldge, they would help universities maintain
their independence and fulfill their useful social function.
Viewed through a professional-ethics lens, these arguments both overlap and
diverge from ones made on behalf of other professional groups. Physicians,
lawyers, and accountants all claim that their expertise uniquely privileges their
assessments of competency and that their self-regulation protects the public.
In one respect this is also true about academics. Published research subject
to expert peer review, in health care for instance where members of the public
may act on research findings, is far more likely to protect people from harm and
provide benefits than research not subject to such oversight.
However, one fatal flaw in their proposal is that their conception of the operation
of academic-freedom committees is overbroad. Not just limited to distinguishing
between so-called high and low-value speech in science, they would extend it to
policing acceptable views regarding broader questions about justice and the
good life. This reeks of elitism. It calls to mind what the philosopher Bernard
Williams dubbed “Government House Utilitarianism,” the view that moral truth
can only be understood by an elite who should direct the lives of the majority
who cannot understand these truths and so must be manipulated into following
rules of conduct. The arrogance of the Government House Utilitarian consists
in failing to understand that disagreements about justice and the nature of the
good life extend beyond facts to include values.
Conflicts involving values are a ubiquitous part of life, both in our own search for
happiness and in our dealings with others, and it is a basic tenet of democracy
that such matters should not be left to “experts” or academic-freedom commit-
tees to decide. Democratic governments partly derive their moral authority from
their respect for the dignity of their citizens, a respect grounded in a commit-
ment to protect fundamental liberty rights. Democracy’s defenders understand
that we all have a stake in determining the values we should live by, and the
values we should prize in our associations with our fellow citizens. They also
recognize that since we are different, we may reach different conclusions about
which values we should prize and how much we should prize them.
Those committed to democratic processes understand that when such conflicts
over values in the social sphere inevitably arise, we should resolve them both
fairly and in ways that acknowledge our equal status as bearers of dignity. This
is not to say that these are matters devoid of truth and the need for expertise –
far from it – just that they are to varying degrees reasonably contestable. And
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unlike questions in science that rest on a foundation of specialized knowledge
that most do not possess, they are not abstruse matters beyond most people’s
comprehension. When it comes to identifying and weighing our fundamental
values, the onus is on those who claim expertise to explain and justify their
views to the rest of us. That is how democracy should work.
Ruth and Bérubé misidentify the point of academic freedom, at least as it con-
cerns questions about justice and the good life. In these domains, it is not
needed to insulate from scrutiny the supposed expertise of academics that or-
dinary people cannot understand; it is needed to advance the production of
knowledge, especially in the face of traditional concerns of bias or wrongful
self-interest from tyrants and other bad actors. Ruth and Bérubé are right to
want to protect the pursuit of truth and the production of knowledge from spe-
cial interests but these special interests are increasingly operating within the
professoriate. Such interests, operating under the guise of “academic-freedom
committees”, would likely function as ideologically uniform censorship boards
wrongly restricting the speech and research of colleagues who entertain ideas
the boards deem hateful. Although these threats from political hegemony could
arise across the political spectrum, they presently manifest in a preponderance
of professors who are left of center, especially in the humanities and liberal arts,
both in the United States (“Homogenous: The Political Affiliations of Elite Lib-
eral Arts College Faculty,” by Mitchell Langbert) and Europe (“Are universities
left-wing bastions?”, by Herman G. van de Werfhorst).
This leads us to a second fatal flaw in their proposal. Their claim that academic-
freedom committees will function independently of government interference and
thereby protect the pursuit of truth and the production of knowledge is danger-
ous intellectual hubris. A wealth of evidence identifies and explains our tribal
affinities and related cognitive biases, including the ways in which tribalism
tends to shape our beliefs about reality. The idea that academics are some-
how immune to tribalism is risible and evinces a lack of understanding of the
value of science. Science is valuable insofar as it acts as a social check on, or
antidote to, our individual tendencies to engage in confirmation bias, tenden-
cies that are exacerbated by tribalism. In higher education science does this
by entrenching the protections of academic freedom, including the freedom to
think, speak, and pursue research. Consider, for example, the following pas-
sage from the American Association of University Professors, “Recommended
Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure”:
“A college or university is a marketplace of ideas, and it cannot fulfill its purposes
of transmitting, evaluating, and extending knowledge if it requires conformity
with any orthodoxy of content and method.”
Academic-freedom committees pose just such a threat from an ideologically-
driven “orthodoxy of content.”
In a recent review their book entitled “What Are the Limits of Academic Free-
dom?”, Jeffrey Aaron Snyder criticizes Ruth and Bérubé’s claim that the prob-
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lem of academic freedom protecting “legions of racist professors” is “unfath-
omably larger” than the two professors they call out (Bruce Gilley and Amy
Wax). Indeed, Snyder observes, by the end of their book they have only iden-
tified three individuals who they claim should have been denied the protec-
tions of academic freedom for their allegedly hateful views – Gilley, Wax, and
Eric Rasmusen – hardly an overwhelming, empirically-based case for creating
academic-freedom committees.
In contrast, there is plenty of evidence that academic-freedom committees con-
sisting of a preponderance of leftist professors would practice tribalism by cen-
soring what they wrongly judge to be hateful speech. Consider an example
familiar to SAFS members. When Rebecca Tuvel was an assistant professor
at Memphis State University, she submitted an article to the academic journal
Hypatia that passed through the normal review process and was subsequently
published online in the spring of 2017. Soon after its publication the article
generated considerable anger leading to an online petition signed by 830 profes-
sional academics calling for its retraction on the grounds that “its availability
causes harm” (The original petition is archived here.)
That the petitioners, had they been functioning as an academic-freedom com-
mittee, would have judged Tuvel’s article as containing low-value, hate speech
undeserving of the protections of academic freedom is clear from their petition
and especially their demand that the article be retracted, and not because they
believed either that she plagiarized the work of another scholar or that she fal-
sified data – two valid reasons for retracting an article. No, their opposition
was tribalistic and ideological. In her article Tuvel considers “a widespread so-
cial perception that it is neither possible nor acceptable to change one’s race in
the way it might be to change one’s sex” and notes that “Considerations that
support transgenderism seem to apply equally to transracialism” – ideas that
contravene current progressive orthodoxy. Had the petitioners been acting as
professional academics interested in the ethical functioning of the marketplace
of ideas, then they would have requested space to rebut Tuvel’s position. In-
stead, they stated that it was not their aim “to provide a critical response” to
her argument.
Quite apart from the petition itself, the related mobbing, bullying, and back-
stabbing by the feminist scholars involved, many of them senior, was disgraceful.
Tuvel observed that several academics privately expressed sympathy for her but
did not speak out for fear of suffering a backlash themselves. Even worse, some
of those who privately expressed sympathy subsequently publicly denounced
her. In a later article Tuvel writes that
“Amidst online condemnation of my article, over 800 academics signed a let-
ter calling for its retraction. Hypatia’s associate editorial board subsequently
apologized for its publication. Feminist colleagues and academics discussed and
speculated about various aspects of my identity online, attacked me personally,
and accused me of violence. I was called ‘racist,’ ‘transphobic,’ a ‘TERF,’ a
‘disgusting person,’ ‘Becky,’ and ‘Rebecky Tuvel.’ People offered to contact in-
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dividuals on my tenure committee, and former feminist mentors emailed and
called me in an effort to pressure me to retract my article. … Throughout it all,
the condemnation and ostracism from various parts of the feminist community
took a significant toll on my psychological health.”
The Tuvel affair is a case study in trying to impose what Jonathan Rauch calls
“coercive conformity”. The petitioners tried to exploit an irrational fear of “emo-
tional safetyism” to isolate, intimidate, and demoralize both Tuvel and the edi-
tors of Hypatia. The case also illustrates why in the current climate, especially in
the liberal arts and humanities, Ruth and Bérubé’s academic-freedom commit-
tees are likely to be far more damaging to the mission of the university than any
imagined threats to democracy from professors exercising their rights to free-
dom of speech under the umbrella of their academic freedom rights. Whereas
in an ethically regulated marketplace of ideas such purportedly objectionable
speech can be challenged and repudiated, the operation of academic-freedom
committees would likely stifle dissent.
The Hypatia petitioners’ demands were unethical; theirs was an ideological act
that attempted to subvert the healthy functioning of a valuable academic pro-
cess, one that is at the heart of professional academic enquiry. They engaged in
professional academic misconduct and, judging by the content of the petition,
many of those 830 academics likely endorse current progressive orthodoxy, con-
sisting in what Helen Pluckrose and James Lindsay refer to as forms of “reified
postmodernism”. Ironically, Ruth and Bérubé’s proposal, despite being couched
as promoting and protecting democracy, is profoundly anti-democratic: first,
because of its elitism and, second, because of the reified postmodernism from
which it emanates, a postmodernism notoriously hostile to the liberal enlighten-
ment project from which our modern understanding of the laudable principles
of democracy have been generated.
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).

Medicine Is Getting Woke

Everett Maller, M.D.

“Good morning. I would like to see Dr. Woke.”
“Of course. Let me check your ethnicity and your position in the oppression
hierarchy. According to the Oppression Questionnaire you filled out when you
registered with our clinic, you are a straight, white male. As a straight, white
male, you score extremely high in the oppression hierarchy. Indeed, you classify
as Master Oppressor. So, for you, Dr. Woke can only see you in a month.”
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“A month? This is a bit long! I feel unwell and I think I cannot wait for a
month.”
“People lower in the oppression hierarchy are usually seen the same day, given
their status as historically marginalized groups but Master Oppressors are privi-
leged. You will do fine; white people do not really suffer. We are very committed
to equity and restoring justice at Dr. Woke’s clinic, situated in the traditional
territory of our Native ancestors!!”
This exchange may seem to you absurd and dystopian but maybe we are not
so far from such a reality. We are already seeing some signs. The State of
New York has made race a preferential criterion to access some treatments for
COVID-19. A document titled “Prioritization of Anti-SARS-CoV-2 Monoclonal
Antibodies and Oral Antivirals for the Treatment of COVID-19 During Times
of Resource Limitations” clearly states: “Non-white race or Hispanic/Latino
ethnicity should be considered a risk factor, as longstanding systemic health and
social inequities have contributed to an increased risk of severe illness and death
from COVID-19.” The criterion here is not medical but social. This preferential
access has been challenged in a lawsuit against New York State, which was
promoted by the Foundation Against Intolerance and Racism (FAIR).
Sally Satel, an American psychiatrist, is also worried about the woke trends in
Medicine and the contamination of Medicine with the social justice agenda. In
an article she wrote for the online magazine Quillette, Dr. Satel mentions a
document from the American Medical Association (AMA; the main association
of physicians in the United States). The AMA wants to create a new language
to replace “the limitations and harmful consequences of some commonly used
words and phrases”. For example, it will be forbidden to use adjectives such as
“vulnerable” and “high-risk” or words with violent connotations such as “tar-
get,” “tackle,” “combat” when referring to people, groups or communities. It
will also be forbidden to describe individuals as obese or refer to the morbidly
obese.
This document, while pointing to some important social determinants of health,
also explores “power relationships” and calls for a redistribution of power and
resources, which means white people need to be punished and persons of color
rewarded.
Another example from the same document: according to the AMA, you cannot
say, “Low-income people have the highest level of coronary artery disease in the
United States.” You have instead to say: “People underpaid and forced into
poverty as a result of banking policies, real estate developers gentrifying neigh-
borhoods, and corporations weakening the power of labor movements, among
others, have the highest level of coronary artery disease in the United States.”
In order to be a doctor, you have to think that capitalism is evil and you have
to fight it.
The same AMA position paper criticizes what it calls “The narrative of individ-
ualism”, which means the Classical liberal ideas that made our Western world
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a better place. The AMA criticizes one concept in particular: meritocracy. It
is worth quoting the paragraph, to give a sense of what will be expected from
a doctor: “Among these ideas is the concept of meritocracy, a social system in
which advancement in society is based on an individual’s capabilities and merits
rather than on the basis of family, wealth or social background. Individualism
is problematic in obscuring the dynamics of group domination, especially so-
cioeconomic privilege and racism. In health care, this narrative appears as an
over-emphasis on changing individuals and individual behavior instead of the in-
stitutional and structural causes of disease”. So goodbye good old individualism,
say hello to collectivist thinking in medicine.
The situation is not much better in Canada. In March 2021, Kirsten Patrick, the
interim editor-in-chief of the Canadian Medical Association Journal (CMAJ; the
most important medical journal in Canada), wrote an editorial taking a clearly
Ibram X. Kendi-like antiracist position for the journal she leads. She stated:
“I will work to further an antiracism agenda at the journal. In the short term,
to alter the balance of power among those who make editorial decisions, I will
seek to add an editor with expertise in critical race theory to CMAJ’s editorial
team […]”. She also planned to subject the editorial team to unconscious bias
training, an approach that is not supported by the best available evidence and
can even create less tolerance (Kalev et al, 2006). To make matters worse,
more and more hospitals in Canada (including the one where I work) are now
requiring their staff to undergo Diversity, Inclusion and Equity training with
its usual curriculum of “structural racism”, “unconscious bias” and all the woke
buzzwords and flawed concepts. Also, job ads for physicians, particularly at the
administrative levels, frequently require applicants to write a Diversity, Inclusion
and Equity essay, seemingly to vet out dissenting voices. The 2022 Canadian
Conference in Physician Leadership, that I attended, was all about Climate
Change emergency (yes, physicians also need to work hard to fight Climate
Change) and, obviously (you guessed it right!), structural inequities.
That’s not all: a more recent letter was published by CMAJ on June 13, 2022.
It was written on behalf of Canadian associations of pediatric surgeons. The
letter advocates for antiracist practice for all pediatric surgeons in Canada. The
authors state that “although slavery was outlawed in Canada 27 years before
the United States, Black people have continued to face restrictions of their civil
rights”. Interestingly, they do not quote any document to support their claim.
Moreover, once again, they want antiracism and unconscious bias training to
be mandatory requirements for continuing medical education in Canada, across
all programs. In spite of being an association of physicians, and thus followers
of evidence-based practices, they seem not to be aware of the flimsy evidence
behind unconscious bias training. Ideology has trumped science.
Doctors are now asked to become not the healer of sick people but agents of
collectivist social justice and social change. Healthcare change, in itself, is not
a bad thing: the Canadian healthcare system can be harsh and unforgiving and
needs to be deeply reformed. However, there is only one direction of change
allowed: the woke direction.
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Dr. Everett Maller is a physician and academic working in Canada. He can be
contacted through the editor (sergechestnut@gmail.com).

The Folly of Woke Diversity

Kris Larsen

Organizations such as SAFS and the US based National Association of Scholars
(NAS) are to be commended for their relentless defense of academic freedom
and freedom of speech, both on and off campus. And all of this despite severe
headwinds in the United States, Canada, and pretty much every other western
democracy where critical masses seem determined not only to erase our history,
but also to undermine and ultimately supplant traditional values, institutions,
and systems of governance. Woke/politically correct diversity, supplemented by
eco extremism, is at the root of much of this malaise.
At first blush, diversity may seem like an oh so nice tolerant model for any soci-
ety. Yet the diversity currently in vogue is more pernicious. It emphasizes race,
gender, sexual orientation, transgenderism, and non-Judeo-Christian religions,
at the expense of everything else. And the more “intersectionality”, the better.
Unfortunately, individuals in such a climate (our current climate) are subor-
dinated to the above-cited larger entities. They are reduced to nothing more
than grist for the mill - mere pawns to be exploited for some alleged greater
good. Each is encouraged to accept a designated mass identity, even if it is at
odds with whom they really are; a plight that flies in the face of human nature.
After all, the diversity cited above does not respect the basic fact that each
individual differs from all others. Furthermore, freedom to try to fulfill one’s
potential is thwarted when emphasis is placed on group conformity. Indeed, the
disaster that is communism partly stems from its unwillingness or inability to
acknowledge this basic facet of the natural human condition.
Indeed, suppression of the individual may discourage someone from achieving
things on her own and gaining the confidence that goes hand-in-hand with
personal accomplishment. An individual is better able to think critically and
be more creative when exposed to, and free to explore, different ideas, free from
such authoritarian controls as demonization, censorship, and other diktats that
are inevitable when one lives vicariously through the tunnel vision espoused by
a larger collective entity. And people “bubble wrapped” and denied “freedom
to grow” will not fulfill their potential; the end product being a society more
miserable, less free, less productive, less affluent, and more dependent on the
state than it ought to be.
But while individuality is important, we also need a set of core principles that
unite not only a nation, but also organizations such as universities. Thomas
Hobbes warned us that the structure provided by civil society is necessary to
best avoid a lawless anarchic state of nature where “life is solitary, poor, nasty,
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brutish, and short”. Furthermore, the first amendment to the United States
constitution is civilizational freedom’s gold standard and an excellent supple-
ment to Hobbesian stability, given its freedoms of speech, religion, the press,
assembly, and peaceful protest guarantees. Such standards are universal and
not restricted to race, colour, religion, or creed, as exemplified by those from all
over the world who flock to America seeking a better life.

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

Similar guarantees ought to exist in Canada, although our Charter, sad to say,
appears not to be worth the paper it is printed on, given that we now have
political prisoners (Tamara Lich and some protestant ministers) and political
persecution, including the freezing of peaceful protesters’ bank accounts. Nev-
ertheless, our Charter’s principles are ones that can bring a society together and
it is the acceptance - the rallying around - of these ideals, along with parlia-
mentary democracy and the rule of law, that might potentially restore relative
harmony not only to our country, but also to university campuses, workplaces,
and other institutions.
If only things worked that way. Instead, we have competing tribes fueled by
envy, grievance, and hate, with each group feeling it has been mistreated, and all
too frequently chalking it up to “white supremacy” and “white privilege”. Forget
about speech that may offend certain sensibilities or honest conversations about
what divides us. All of that has become verbotten and accompanied by dire
consequences (firings, shame, humiliation, demonization, doxing, harassment).
So much for freedom of expression and speech.
Yet if we are so bad, how do our civilizational critics explain an inconvenient
truth that Asians in Canada and the United States outperform whites and
everyone else, both educationally and socioeconomically? Would this happen in
a “white supremacist” country? Perhaps individuals within Asian cultures place
greater emphasis on education and a work ethic than others. Unfortunately,
such commentary is now made at one’s peril, as is the suggestion that poverty
is best avoided if one finishes high school and doesn’t commit any crimes.
Additionally, gender and racial quotas are not only bigoted and discriminate
against “out groups”, but also shrink talent pools, with obvious adverse conse-
quences for businesses, professions, governments, and, yes indeed, universities,
not to mention the overall economy. Some qualified student applicants (Asians
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applying to Harvard, for example) will be rejected in favour of those less quali-
fied, and some better qualified teaching candidates will be passed over in favour
of those less competent, but with the required immutable characteristics. Aca-
demic standards take the inevitable hit, with a less qualified faculty dumbing
down the curriculum to accommodate a poorer quality of student, some of whom
will be our future doctors, lawyers, engineers, teachers, and politicians. Be con-
cerned, folks - be very concerned.
Instead of forever making excuses and blaming others for our misfortunes, we
should recognize that we all have weaknesses and it is up to each of us how we
handle them. We either overcome them, live with them and muddle through, or
find a niche where these weaknesses do not matter. Failure to address our flaws
means never overcoming them; thereby remaining trapped in a psychology of
defeat.
So what are universities to do? Well paid diversity bureaucrats on campuses
have done a better job fanning the flames of division than bringing people to-
gether. Nor are they seemingly willing to relinquish their power. Indeed, one is
reminded of Keith Wilson’s (QC - Justice Centre for Constitutional Freedoms)
comments about the politicians, their health bureaucrats, and their approach to
covid lockdowns, mandates, restrictions, etc. They liked the increase in power
granted them by the covid crisis, much like a child who, upon receiving an ice
cream, decides he likes it, and must have more and more. Cash strapped uni-
versities might want to send their diversicrats packing forthwith, and no doubt
spare a great many professors much grief in the process.
Finally, we all know that universities ought to be havens where various ideas are
free to flourish, without censorship, with the best ones hopefully winning out.
But on or off campus, it is also vital to recognize that each of us is distinct with
an identity not based on being a slave to the dictates of a group. Let’s base
assessments of others on individual merits and demerits without group identity
baggage getting in the way. Having a beer, a coffee, or breaking bread with
someone provides enhanced insight into their character and may better mitigate
the scourges of racism and bigotry. One thing that is absolutely unacceptable
is to blame an individual for something he never did, had no control over, and
perhaps happened before he was born. And it is bigotry pure and simple - not to
mention irrational - to demand this individual apologize for some heinous deed
committed by someone who just happens to share his immutable characteristics,
but nothing else.
“Deplorable” Kris Larsen (larsenke57@gmail.com) is a Danish English Baptist
settler and a retired Nova Scotia civil servant with a background in adult edu-
cation and social assistance. He and his wife, Lynne Bryant, an Irish Scottish
Polish German Anglican settler and retired social worker, live in Bible Hill,
Nova Scotia. They fear the day is coming when the woke mob will demand the
village change its name. Lynne and Kris are members of a “fringe minority”
and hold “unacceptable views”.
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To a Friend on the Importance of the Individual

Barbara D. Miller

The following is a stylistically edited letter, sent to a colleague just before Amer-
ican Thanksgiving in November of 2021.
Dear Robin,
Ever since you asked me why the concept of the individual is so important to
me, I have been ruminating on the question. As you know, I was raised as an
only child by a single parent. And largely because my mother was overburdened,
from a young age I knew I was basically on my own when it came to pursuing
important goals. All this brought about a kind of isolation of the spirit. Yet
despite the difficulties, the situation also produced some important benefits.
For instance, it fostered my reflective tendencies and imagination, as well as the
ability to enjoy solitude, and to use it constructively.
The reason I am writing to you about all this just now has to do with individual-
ism as a theme in a news story I saw on YouTube posted by conservative pundit
Dave Rubin. Since you and I differ politically, I should mention that Rubin is a
little more conservative than I am (though he shows libertarian inclinations as
well). An especially pertinent detail about Rubin in the context of this conver-
sation is his stance against identity politics. As you will already know from our
various discussions, I could not agree with him more fully on that subject. In
any event, something that might surprise you in light of what I have just said,
is that if Dave Rubin wanted to, he could claim preferential status from links
to no less than three kinds of minorities (gender-related, religious, and ethnic).
The news story itself addresses the removal of the statue of Thomas Jeffer-
son from New York City Hall. People may say that actions such as tearing
down statues do not correspond well to the intentions of mainstream liberalism
because the militancy of Antifa and BLM are arguably “fringe.” Besides, no
apparent violence ensued when the Jefferson statue was taken down, gently and
professionally, then quietly moved to a reading room. At first glance, it hardly
seems as if there could be an issue worthy of discussion here. But, as a wise
professor of mine used to point out, America (alas) is a nation of non-readers.
So, the statue has been moved at least one degree away from full public view.
Perhaps the incident would qualify as a sort of “softcore” cancellation since it
was not directly perpetrated by a physically violent mob. However, Jefferson’s
statuary exile took place with the full collaboration of New York Democrat
party leaders. So, it seems reasonable to interpret the municipal ejection of
Jefferson as a sign of liberal agreement with, or at least appeasement of, Woke
influences.
Here are my thoughts about individualism, in connection with the story:
When we elevate a symbol of heroism or other higher faculties, such as the
eloquence and ultimate aspirations of the author of the Declaration of Indepen-
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dence, that exaltation is not motivated by some irrational belief that any person
can be infallible. We do it because he or she represents some outstanding hu-
man potentiality, such as the intelligence and commitment behind the deathless
statement that all human beings are born equal in dignity.
When we tear down (however gently or obliquely) an image representing the
higher essence of an individual character, then we denigrate not only an in-
dividual, but in some sense the individual human soul. The elevation of a
statue enjoins us, both literally and figuratively, to raise our sights upwards.
By removing from view a personified quality worth emulating, we take away
encouragement to living individuals to strive upwards, each in his or her own
best fashion. Taking down icons pervasively suggests that we should not look
up at all, but rather strive toward the most common level, so that everyone can
be the same. Yet, what the symbolic lowering of human transcendence actually
accomplishes is a perversion of equality as represented in the Declaration.
Robin, this dynamic is exactly the one we all lamented time and again at our
college, where no matter how substantial our qualifications or experience we
were never trusted to do what we were endlessly trained (and vetted) to do.
Instead, we were regularly coerced to toe some politically correct line, often
delivered by administrators who had never taught, and whose intentions were
about deciding for us what content we professors would teach, uniformly, in
our individual classrooms with the individual students under our care. You
once remarked about all this that you were sick of being preached to, instead
of encouraged, or at least left alone, to do your job well (and I would add, let
alone recognized for moments of doing it particularly well).
Related to my own faculty experiences, three apparently inconsequential mem-
ories come to mind. During my first year I posted a calligraphed quotation on
my door about striving for excellence in spite of any mediocrity around us. And
I remember a subtle yet unmistakable sense that any animus against me in the
department (and there was plenty from day one) could be linked to resentment
about that small poster. At the time, I did not understand the political reasons
for such ill will, and I knew that encouraging students toward excellence was a
central aspect of our calling as teachers. So, I left the poster on the door and
suffered the baffling consequences.
I also remember a difficult conversation with a professor you know all too well,
who had been appointed as the head of my tenure review committee. Early
interactions with her included being scolded for producing too much original
scholarship. She said I needed to focus on the college as a teaching school.
When I protested that my attempts to meet the tenure requirements for research
should inherently feed excellence in teaching, and that both my scholarly and
pedagogical profiles seemed to have been basic to my hiring in the first place,
she snapped back, “Well I wouldn’t have hired you!” When I insisted that I
was working as hard as possible in order to secure tenure and do credit to our
department, she replied that she realized that. She then put her arm around me
and said I needed to understand that I was working too hard. This puzzled me,
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so I wrote it off as a sign of some hidden purpose of hers. Back then, I thought
anxiety about political forces bent on promoting mediocrity in education was
based on exaggeration.
There’s a similar story I won’t go into, from my first year, this time involving a
kinder colleague, our then Chair. The punchline to this untold story is how this
well-meaning woman, who held a doctorate from Harvard, exclaimed to me in
pure exasperation, “Can’t you do a mediocre job?!?” And yes, those were her
precise words. It would be impossible to forget them.
Striving for excellence means focusing on what each individual can contribute.
It also signifies the famous “pursuit of happiness” articulated by the classically
educated Jefferson in the Declaration according to the Aristotelian sense of
aiming toward the highest human fulfillment, that which is meaningful in and
of itself. It does not imply putting others down or trying to make them feel
inferior, any more than the revered statement that “all men are created equal”
means that everyone is the same, except in terms of shared humanity.
Robin, I hope you will think of what I have written here as it relates to our
national celebration of Thanksgiving, especially that one’s gratitude for ultimate
blessings, such as talents and opportunities to do some good in the world, can
be inspirations to look, and to aim, higher.
Barbara D. Miller (barbara.barbara.miller@gmail.com) is an Associate Professor
Emerita of S.U.N.Y. Buffalo State, where she taught in the Department of
Modern & Classical Languages from 2001 to 2014.

What Is a Teacher to Do? Lessons on the Kamloops Indian
Residential School

Jim McMurtry

A century and a half ago Nietzsche wrote in The Use and Abuse of History of
“the thoughtless folk who write history in the naïve faith that justice resides
in the popular view of their time.”1There is always more than one view on an
historical subject, which is why the B.C. Ministry of Education, in its learning
standards for Grade 12 Social Studies, requires teachers to “compare varying
perspectives… [and] assess the justification for competing historical accounts af-
ter investigating points of contention, reliability of sources, and adequacy of evi-
dence.” The Ministry does not require monochromatic accounts, the inculcation
of a particular attitude, the banning of learning resources, or the punishment of
iconoclastic teachers. Yet, as Tara Henley writes, teachers must “consent to the
idea that a growing list of subjects is off the table, that dialogue itself can be
harmful.”2Henley echoes the post-war words of George Orwell: “At any given
moment, there is a sort of all-pervading orthodoxy, a general tacit agreement
not to discuss large and uncomfortable facts.”3
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Pope Francis warned of “a form of ideological colonisation, one that leaves no
room for freedom of expression and is now taking the form of the ‘cancel culture’
invading many circles and public institutions…. This risks canceling identity
‘under the guise of defending diversity,’ a kind of ‘one-track thinking’ is taking
shape, one constrained to deny history or, worse yet, to rewrite it in terms of
present-day categories.”4Jonathan Rauch presaged this phenomenon in his 1995
essay, “In Defense of Prejudice”: In the “name of public safety – the safety
especially of minorities…the new purism sets out…on a campaign against words,
for words are the currency of prejudice, and if prejudice is hurtful then so must
be prejudiced words…. Here is the purism that gives ‘political correctness’ its
distinctive puffy high-mindedness and authoritarian zeal.”5
The Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship published the following
“Statement of Concern.”
“A high school that graduates students either fearful of expressing their views
or unable to consider and evaluate different understandings does a disservice
both to those students and to the wider society in which we all live. It is the
position of SAFS that students in the K-12 education system should be taught
both the facts and a range of explanations of them, and should not be made
simply to hold what administrators or others consider the correct attitudes
toward things…. The Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (SAFS) is
alarmed to observe a growing tendency within Canadian high schools to limit
discussion of controversial or sensitive matters and to require that teachers and
students voice only prescribed views on them.”6
There are indeed prescribed views in schools on controversial or sensitive mat-
ters, one such matter being the long-ago shuttered Indian residential schools.
A middle-school teacher in Abbotsford, B.C., created a contretemps in 2020
when she asked students to conceive of positive things about the schools in a
brief homework assignment. The Abbotsford School District placed her under
investigation and issued a public statement: “Assignments like this are not ac-
ceptable…. We are committed to ensuring that all materials provided to our
students are culturally responsive and recognize our responsibility to alert edu-
cators to implicit bias, colorblindness, and racism.”7Teachers in Abbotsford, as
elsewhere in Canada, were instructed to inculcate the official narrative on the
reported discovery last year of a mass grave at the site of the erstwhile Kamloops
Indian Residential School, situated on the Tk’emlúps te Secwépemc reserve on
the north side of the Thompson River opposite the eponymous city. The official
narrative, as promulgated by the Canadian Federation of Students, is as follows:
“On Thursday, May 27 [2021], the remains of 215 Indigenous children were found
buried in an unmarked mass grave at the Kamloops Residential School. These
were acts of cultural violence, genocide and colonialism.”8International media
reflected this narrative in their coverage of the story, The Times of London
(England) adding that “some of the children were as young as three.”9
A problem for teachers was deciphering fact from fiction – e.g., no child as young
as three would have been at the school. The very day The Washington Post
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printed the news story it ran a correction in its online version which stated: “An
earlier version of this article referred incorrectly to the burial site discovered at
the Kamloops Indian Residential School as a mass grave. The Tk’emlúps te
Secwépemc First Nation says the remains were found spread out; it considers it
an unmarked, undocumented burial site, not a mass grave. The article has been
corrected.”10However, the article was not fully corrected as no remains were
found, only possible burial shafts detected by an archeologist using ground-
penetrating radar. The Spectator, the world’s oldest magazine, suggested the
news story was apocryphal, writing about it under the title, “The Indigenous
mass grave that wasn’t.”11Former Mount Royal University professor Frances
Widdowson averred:
“The questionable nature of the evidence for assuming that there are 215 or 200
secret burials in an apple orchard – a likely non-existent juvenile rib bone, a
report of GPR that will not be released and cannot even be discussed by the
SFU archaeology department, and the highly questionable memories of people
who have been made aware of the stories being circulated in various forums –
makes one wonder why this narrative has gained so much currency in universities
and media outlets across the country.”12
The backstory to the Kamloops Indian Residential School (KIRS) begins with
the bishop of Marseilles, France, Charles Eugene De Mazenod, who received
official approval from Rome in 1826 to initiate a community of “Oblates” (from
Latin meaning to “offer oneself”) under the special protection of the Blessed Vir-
gin. Its motto since its earliest days was “to preach the gospel to the poor.”13The
Oblate priests and brothers worked among the Parisian underclasses in revo-
lutionary France. They carried this training with them when sailing to the
Pacific Northwest between 1847 and 1857, along with a powerful “sense of mis-
sion, which was to convert and civilize,”14what researcher Kevin Belliveau calls
“a little literacy on the cheap together with sufficient inculcation of European
ways,”15as money was scarce. KIRS was opened in 1890, with the Catholic
Sisters of Saint Ann looking after the girls. These nuns were part of a Ro-
man Catholic religious community of women founded by Marie-Anne Blondin
in Vaudreuil, Québec, in 1850. The first four nuns in British Columbia arrived in
Victoria in 1858 to educate “children everywhere for their personal and spiritual
development, their career opportunities, and their citizenship outreach.”16
The idea that these teachers murdered Indigenous children and secretly disposed
of their bodies at night in a mass grave in an apple orchard goes against the
idea that they were devout practitioners of Christian altruism. It is problematic
to judge them as murderers, especially when their side of the story is buried
with them. And then we come to Kevin Annett, a defrocked United Church
minister, who many would say made it his life’s work to tarnish the teachers
at KIRS. His self-hired “investigators” were said to have “interviewed thirty-
nine former KIRS students who reported tales of torture, rape, imprisonment,
forced sterilization, deadly government experiments, ritual Satanic cult killings,
child trafficking, secret burials… [including] that Queen Elizabeth kidnapped ten
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children from the school while on a picnic at Deadman’s Creek in 1964.”17His
conversations with KIRS elders spawned “stories of murders and clandestine
burials on a large scale, of babies thrown into furnaces, of children imprisoned
in underground chambers and cisterns, hanged in barns, and shocked in electric
chairs.”18Shocking allegations to be sure, but is there any documentary evidence
to substantiate them?
Thus far, the answer appears to be no. There is no church or government record
of KIRS parents reporting their children missing, and no record of a single mur-
der at the school or any of the other 150 residential schools across Canada in
their 150-year existence. As Jacques Rouillard, formerly a professor at l’Uni-
versité de Montréal, states, “Concrete evidence is needed before the accusations
made against the Oblates and the Sisters of St. Ann are inscribed in history.
Exhumations have not yet begun and no remains have been found.”19Nonethe-
less, the Indigenous perspective in all this cannot be negated, namely that the
indoctrination of an essentially captive audience of Indigenous school children
into Catholic Church dogma was itself an act of cultural genocide. And herein
lies one of the essential difficulties of the matter. Each side may only see the
merits of its own position, with little regard for the other’s position. Are both
sides guilty of a surface-level conclusion, which the Pope (as quoted above) calls
“one-track thinking”?
So, in summoning the question – which side should teachers take? – the answer
is to not to take any side, even though it may be politically inexpedient and
professionally unsafe to reject the official KIRS narrative. As Northrop Frye
wrote about the emotionally charged subject of the Bible, “The academic goal
is not to accept or reject it, but to see what the subject means.”20In other
words, the educative purpose of the exercise is to reflect upon the matter more
deeply. And isn’t that a teacher’s larger educative goal as well: to stimulate
a high school student’s ability to reflect on a topic rather than simply rush to
judgment or parrot the popular view? Then students can come to their own
conclusions.
Jim McMurtry (jimmcmurtry01@gmail.com) has a Ph.D. in philosophy from the
University of Toronto and is a former principal of Neuchâtel Junior College, in
Switzerland. He currently teaches history in Abbotsford, BC.
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Universities Must Address the Creep of Ideology

Stuart Chambers

Back in 2007, when I became a doctoral student, my professors made two points
crystal clear: first, high academic standards must be maintained; and second,
critical thinking was of paramount importance. We were expected to investigate
the validity of truth claims and to avoid blind partisanship.
Over the past few years, however, the creep of ideology has become difficult to
ignore. Some scholars advocate for a preferred worldview and, in the process,
downplay the importance of epistemic constraints.
The consequences here are serious. If allowed to flourish, ideological thinking
will discredit universities in the eyes of the public, which will view them—rightly
or wrongly—as sheep factories. The following examples illustrate this concern.
In a publication by professors Ole Wæver and Barry Buzan, the authors reveal
how scholars deliberately mislead their target audience by utilizing deepfake
methodology. Wæver and Buzan outline in detail how this deceptive practice
is employed to produce meaning disconnected from reality, with the goal of
advancing a political agenda.
For instance, to bolster their claim that all Western social science is systemat-
ically racist, the academics in question sidestep relevant evidence, select quo-
tations out of context, and forward fallacious arguments. According to Wæver
and Buzan, those who subscribe to such shoddy practices are guilty of “serious
academic misconduct.”
Professors who weaponize deepfake methodology may feel that championing
a noble cause, such as anti-black racism, is more important than academic
rigor. They could not be more wrong. This destructive tactic—labelling en-
tire branches of study racist without factual analysis—only serves to discredit
progressive causes in the long run.
A lapse in standards is also evident in charges concerning systemic racism on
campus. A prime example involves the Princeton ultimatum, a letter signed
by approximately 350 professors, lecturers, and graduate students decrying the
ways in which various forms of racism “thrive” at Princeton University, specifi-
cally within its hiring, admission, and recruitment efforts.
Harvard Law professor Randall Kennedy calls the accusation “untenable.” As
Kennedy notes, Princeton has made genuine efforts to recruit, hire, and promote
visible minorities. Moreover, its most prominent educators of colour—including
Toni Morrison, Kwame Anthony Appiah, and Cornel West—have never char-
acterized Princeton as a bastion of racism. As well, any demographic disparity
on Princeton’s faculty is not necessarily the result of biased hiring policies. So-
cial and historical factors impacting black communities—discriminatory laws,
poverty, and incarceration rates—all contribute to a lack of representation.
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If the charge of systemic racism is exaggerated, why would so many academics
defend the ultimatum? The reasons vary. Collegiality, political opportunism,
and peer pressure all play a role. But many academics wholly embrace the
ultimatum’s core message. The problem lies in the sacralization of anti-racist
assertions and demands. The solution, therefore, is to interrogate them like any
other set of propositions, not to subscribe to them unconditionally.
Joseph Heath, a professor of philosophy at the University of Toronto, further
recognizes how ideology has crept into academia. While serving on a jury to
select the best work published by a Canadian university press in the social
sciences, Heath reviewed 16 books for this honour. In his blog, he described
most of them as “profoundly cringe-inducing.”
Heath reveals how the majority of scholars under review engaged in polemics,
made sweeping moral judgments, and relied heavily on jargon. Critical in-
quiry—the kind that prevents academic disciplines from becoming echo chambers—
was largely absent.
In its place, normative commitments were forwarded. The authors felt duty-
bound to combat social injustice and to end oppression but, in doing so, side-
stepped evidentiary standards and established modes of argumentation. When
professors adopt an activist approach, they function as sermonists, not detached
researchers. The result: reasoned debate is marginalized in favour of prosely-
tizing.
When acting as expert witnesses in court, academics periodically adopt dog-
matic beliefs. In R. v. Anwar, a provincial case concerning prostitution, a
doctoral student and a lecturer provided testimony condemning sex work; how-
ever, their perspectives were anything but empirical. Both witnesses rejected
objectivity within social sciences, described prostitution as inherently harm-
ful without exception, and lobbied on behalf of anti-prostitution organizations.
Other academic sins included a failure to publish in peer-reviewed journals and
the use of inflammatory rhetoric.
Justice McKay addressed the “inability of both witnesses to consider any posi-
tion other than their favoured ideology,” adding that an expert witness “should
never assume the role of an advocate.” Years of indoctrination led them to be-
lieve that personal conviction alone possesses merit. They were simply incapable
of making an intellectual argument.
If academic values are worth defending—chief among them critical thinking—
then it is the responsibility of universities to marginalize ideology. This begins
with some serious soul-searching within those departments that continue to lend
credence to it.
Stuart Chambers, PhD (Stuart.Chambers@sympatico.ca), teaches in the school
of sociological and anthropological studies at the University of Ottawa.

23

http://induecourse.ca/the-problem-with-critical-studies/
https://www.chronicle.com/article/the-purpose-of-a-university-isnt-truth-its-inquiry?cid2=gen_login_refresh&cid=gen_sign_in
https://www.chronicle.com/article/the-purpose-of-a-university-isnt-truth-its-inquiry?cid2=gen_login_refresh&cid=gen_sign_in
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/oncj/doc/2020/2020oncj103/2020oncj103.html?autocompleteStr=r.%20v.%20anwar&autocompletePos=1
mailto:Stuart.Chambers@sympatico.ca


SAFS Newsletter No. 93 September 2022

Covid Mandates, Campus Culture, Our Society

Peter Zizler

When I was younger, I was under the impression that great societal restructur-
ings were driven from the top to bottom, decisions from the leaders down to the
people. What has been happening in Canada, and globally, since March 2020
has indicated otherwise.
To this day, I am bewildered at the zeal of people supporting covid restrictions,
wearing masks in places where it makes zero scientific sense to do so, supporting
group thinking on covid narratives, and calling for censorship of any view not
approved by the collective thinking.
I understand our society needs a change as the young people across universities
are clearly indicating. There is a feeling of change, restructurings, new ways
of thinking and new ways of life. One can certainly feel this call for change
on campuses. This has been present for some time. Many of the causes are
sound and logical, for instance, environmental issues, and the benefits of the
forthcoming digital age.
From a contagious disease standpoint, we are currently living in developed times.
We have developed vaccinations against deadly viral diseases. It has not been
hundred years yet since the revolutionary discovery of penicillin by Sir Alexander
Fleming that keeps in check bacterial infections. Resistant bacteria still pose a
serious problem, though.
The “Covid pandemic” is not a pandemic our ancestors would recognize. Do we
have a significant fraction of the young or healthy succumbing to the disease?
No, we do not. If there was a way for the internet, TV or radio to be shut down,
I would not even know that a pandemic was happening.
The tremendous success of modern medicine has allowed people to forget the
existence of contagious diseases. All it took was the reminder of their existence
and people became very afraid, borderline hysteric fear. When Dr. Deena
Hinshaw (Chief Medical Officer of Health, Alberta) apologised (maybe she had
to?) to the relatives of the patients that have died from contagious diseases,
including other influenza strains, one has to ask the tough question, is this the
new normal for official reaction to any contagious disease?
As a mathematician, I looked at excess data of mortality in Canadian provinces
over the past twenty years. Clearly the more people we have, the more people
will die. I have regressed annual deaths on annual population counts in a few
provinces, where data are now available. In Ontario and Quebec over the past
two “Covid” years, no significant change in mortality was recorded based on
this regression.
Even though there are some relaxations of restrictions at this time, things in fact
look very bleak. Recent developments in China over Covid zero policy are very
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troubling. The Canadian government’s stance can be viewed as a China-like
approach, albeit a light version. Restrictions on travel and masking mandates
seem to stay on indefinitely.
The campus environment feeds into this hysteria. Opposition to masking man-
dates and vaccine mandates is seen as unacceptable and non-progressive. When
I walk the hallways of campuses, I get a sense of permanency of mask wearing,
social distancing and changes in people’s behaviour. Rapid testing for social
events of our faculty at my university, though now merely recommended, clearly
indicates the problem.
Fortunately, our university has dropped the masking mandate, not because of
our faculty or students, but to be aligned with the provincial (Alberta) stance.
I would estimate about half of the students wear a mask and maybe even more
faculty. Subtle, and sometimes less subtle, pressure to wear it is clearly there.
On a few occasions I was approached by faculty members to cover up. In fact,
faculty and students were pressuring the administration of the university to
re-impose the mask mandates.
I got vaccinated (Astrazeneca), two inoculations, purely just to keep my em-
ployment, as my family relies on my income. Of course I had a choice, but if I
chose “wrongly,” I lose my salary. Masking mandates are the most troublesome
for me, as I am very sensitive to not having access to fresh air while I breathe,
a condition I had since I was a child.
The thought of permanent masking orders truly scares me.
Peter Zizler (zizlerpeter@gmail.com) is an associate professor of mathematics at
Mount Royal University, in Calgary, whose research is mainly in linear algebra.

A Walk on the Wild Side of Facebook U: A Response to Bryant
and Larsen’s Review of My Choice

Robin Collins

Lynne Bryant and Kris Larsen’s review of Julie Ponesse’s book My Choice: The
Ethical Case Against COVID-19 Vaccine Mandates, in the April 2022 SAFS
Newsletter (Issue #92), deserves some attention. The pandemic response was
designed to minimize a global pandemic emergency, both through direct vac-
cine protection and preventative measures (distancing, masks, handwashing),
and by reducing hospital bed and emergency room overflow. The latter would
otherwise result in deaths, not from the disease alone but also from denial of hos-
pital resources addressing other ailments. The evidence overwhelmingly shows
a reduction in deaths and serious sickness from mandates.
There were occasional public health errors in the messaging, certainly, but the
WHO-recommended and national measures taken were not manifestations of
“safetyism” or coddling. There was a real emergency that killed 15 million
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people1 worldwide (and counting) and which could have killed many, many
more. However, throughout “A Lone Pine of a Woman”, Bryant and Larsen
conflate COVID19 mandated measures with “wokeism” and confuse (what is
inevitably imperfect) risk reduction with (impossible) risk elimination.
There are some real bloopers here, such as: “viruses, covid or otherwise, go
right through” masks and “escape or enter through their sides”. Masks, they
laughably proclaim, are vestiges of “some dystopian doomsday cult.” Masks are
useless. Fling them away! Mandating them can only be a totalitarian imposi-
tion. Yet their impact – together with social-distancing – on our concomitant
annual influenza season provided ample evidence to the contrary. There were
69 reported Canadian cases of flu in the 2020-21 season. Normal is about 52
thousand cases a year.2
We are told covid vaccines “aren’t overly effective” in preventing the disease
although “they appear to lessen its seriousness” (scare italics added there by the
reviewers). Yet easily available hard evidence of lessened seriousness and reduced
mortality, plus freed-up emergency rooms, is surely data proving significant
effectiveness.
Then there’s a dubious effort to connect teen depression and 56% increased
deaths from suicide in Britain to vaccine mandates. Suicide “causes aren’t
specified, so it is unclear how many are attributed to these jabs”, they write,
one suspects reluctantly. In other words, let’s equate that correlation to causa-
tion anyway! One thing deadlier than mask-wearing is getting covid, but that
possibility is not entertained. Losing loved ones – that really can be depressing.
Anarchic contempt for public health institutions contaminates the review through-
out. It pops up in reference to the “man-boy prime minister”, and “blind trust
in authority” and dismissal of “ ‘experts’ with tunnel vision who lack concep-
tions of the bigger picture.” This is the populist play book we are all familiar
with, and what the belligerent “freedom convoy” (sic) came to exemplify and
that Bryant and Larsen, are manifestly sympathetic towards. (Ponesse also
supports the “truckers’ ” legal defence through her Democracy Fund, an orga-
nization mentioned twice in the review.)
Ponesse, we learn, this “lone pine” heroic figure who has “sacrificed her career
and livelihood and has a child to support,” is speaking out against “academic
and medical tyranny.” We are advised, therefore, to follow her lead. Become
“self-taught” and avoid reliance on “others”, ditch the peer-review of academia,
eschew the most informed and respected science, and take a walk on the wild
side at Facebook U.
Robin Collins (robincol@gmail.com) is an Ottawa-based participant in several
Canadian peace, global governance and disarmament campaigns and organiza-
tions.
1. 14.9 million excess deaths associated with the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020
and 2021, May 5, 2022, WHO news release: https://www.who.int/news/item/
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05-05-2022-14.9-million-excess-deaths-were-associated-with-the-covid-19-pandemic-in-2020-and-2021
2. FluWatch Report: https://www.canada.ca/en/public-health/services/publications/
diseases-conditions/fluwatch/2020-2021/weeks-30-34-july-25-august-28-2021.html

Kingdom Building and the Rise of HR Enforcers

Peter Bowal

Discipline of Faculty-Member Behaviour Used to be Rare
Decades ago, a very senior faculty member in Canada had achieved singular
superstar status in her field. She had won all the rewards, rank and recognition
on offer. Invitations to speak, research grants and honours were sprinkled as
rose petals before her feet. She flew as high as Canadian academics soar.
In time, as sometimes happens, her waxed wings fluttered too close to the sun.
A conscience-bound former colleague stepped forward to allege fraud. From
his retirement that afforded him the time, he painstakingly set out his doubts
about the integrity of her published research over the years. He claimed, among
numerous other irregularities, that some of her data and conclusions were “taken
from thin air”. An expensive, thorough internal investigation was launched.
The faculty member was steadfast in both her denials and her refusal to defend
herself and to co-operate. Therefore, the investigation had to extend further
afield to co-authors, former students, and others. Administrative records were
scoured for evidence that might authenticate her research. She hired a lawyer
to push back. The due process lasted almost two years.
Eventually, the investigating Committee concluded the colleague had committed
gross academic misconduct. Following the internal procedures for such cases,
the Committee, the Dean and the President all independently took the ex-
traordinary step of recommending to the university’s Board of Governors that
she be dismissed from her tenured professorship for this reason. Unanimity on
something like that at universities comes around about as frequently as Halley’s
Comet. This was an era when the termination of a tenured professor required
proof of something close to conviction for mass homicide. The case was covered
across Canada.
Then, after the professor grieved her dismissal, the President blinked. He called
off all discipline, citing the exorbitant cost, length of time and emotional rancour
of the arbitration. Suddenly he was not as certain the investigation report would
justify the termination. A secret deal was made to fully abandon all disciplinary
process and let her quietly resign her post at the beginning of the next year with
her reputation intact.
The President declared that no culpability would be imputed to the faculty
member but he decreed ‘all issues remained undetermined.’ The only thing
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resembling discipline at the end of the day was directed toward others. The
whistleblower colleague, all members of the investigating Committee and anyone
else who participated in the case were warned to keep quiet about the whole
matter.
They were not so readily silenced. Committee members shared how they were
betrayed and outraged that the process was thwarted. The retired whistleblower
colleague claimed the President acted secretively and unethically. He blasted the
President’s decisions as against the public interest and a perversion of justice.
How, in a generation, did Canadian universities go from refusing to invoke
discipline to address and sanction the most egregious academic misconduct to
embracing discipline as the first default go-to instrument to enforce ideological
conformity on campus?

Modern Management of Faculty Members by Discipline
Last year, in his article titled “Discipline and Punish” in this SAFS Newslet-
ter, Mark Mercer decried the increasing trend of disciplinary processes be-
ing launched by academic institutions for various purposes including to exact
vengeance and suffering, comfort complainants, deter others, signal the institu-
tion’s virtue, and intimidate professors. The imposition of workplace sanctions
by academic supervisors has become a modern management tool – an “attack
dog” strategy. It is impossible to get precise statistics due to privacy of person-
nel matters, but readers will know of colleagues against whom the cudgel has
been brandished.
In earlier times, “performance management” was wrapped up in regular merit
reviews. Academic institutions historically enjoyed among the flattest of hier-
archies, there were no speech codes and debate flourished. Academic admin-
istration was ‘service’ in the purest sense. Professors far preferred to do their
own research and teaching than work on curriculum and timetables. Still, they
reluctantly agreed to put their academic careers on hold and took their turn as
department chair, dean or a role in central administration. That service was a
sacrifice, a duty. Administrative roles bore much responsibility but virtually no
authority. It was not a crown.
Administrators listened, discussed and resolved concerns with their colleagues.
These rotating academic supervisors were not interested in building empires, or
legislating pronouns, fonts in course outlines and the precise wording of land
acknowledgements. Competition and merit prevailed. Universities valued the
clash of strong perspectives and opposing theories. Individual idiosyncrasy,
found in the academy in lavish proportion, was abided and largely ignored.
Viewpoint diversity flourished. After a term or two of this goodwill service,
academic administrators returned to their research and teaching and someone
else stepped up.
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This model has largely been replaced by the elevation of academic adminis-
trators to the level of minor deity. People speak of going to graduate school
today to become deans and presidents. Scan the landscape and see that many
of these administrative positions are filled by relatively new and inexperienced
faculty members who choose never to return to teaching and research. Their
teaching and research are often consistently among the weakest in their schools
because they offer something more important in modern academe: loyalty and
sycophancy to the imperial boss.
By stealth, modern administrators build expensive sprawling kingdoms of an-
cillary dominions and populate them with other academics and professionals
to micro-manage teaching, research and student life. Accordingly, margins on
course outlines, research grant applications, student events and clubs, purchases
and expenses, contacts with alumni, conferences and public presentations, email
and letter styles and room bookings must obtain approval from tiers of academic
bureaucrats. I am aware of a case where eleven different staff members were
involved in merely setting up a trifling internal research grant.
Of most relevance to this article are the central human resource departments
(HR). These have enjoyed explosive growth and fortification. Powerful, profi-
cient and well-resourced, as part of the colossal bureaucracy, HR stands by to
do the bidding of academic bosses who do not want to, or who cannot, manage
professors. Often deans are too busy expanding and overseeing their kingdom
that they have no time for pesky discussions with individual faculty members
about neutral language, why walking in the Pride Parade is not optional, or
offended feelings.
I am aware of a case where a student complaint about one slide used in one
class went directly to central HR. An unidentified HR staffer produced a formal
reprimand letter after speaking to exactly no one. The letter quietly made
its way to the professor’s mail tray. The professor thus became aware of the
discipline before she was even informed of the student’s complaint. When she
later asked the dean whether he agreed with that process and discipline, the
dean replied without hint of irony, “HR told me to sign that letter.”
Chairs, deans and provosts increasingly dispense with the phone calls and meet-
ings with faculty members and proceed directly to suspensions and even dis-
missals of these colleagues. HR takes its orders from chairs, deans and provosts,
and sometimes even acts on its own. With a roster of compliant external inves-
tigators pleased to profit from the discipline industry, personal torment against
independent-minded faculty members is unleashed and indefinitely prosecuted
to obtain the pliant academy these managers seek. The public institution brings
to bear its considerable weight against the frequently hapless and outmatched
union and individual faculty members forced to scratch their way back.
Any real underlying issues are rarely dealt with since the endgame of invoking
discipline is to bring faculty members to their knees until they submit or quit.
The academic manager achieves a subservient professoriate without the need
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for true leadership and people skills. This leaves more time and energy to build
the kingdom.

Conclusion
‘Management by discipline’, the widespread use of discipline against academic
staff on Canadian campuses is a relatively recent tactic. As the case described
above illustrates, a few decades ago, excusing objectively appalling academic
misconduct seemed preferable to running an arbitration. Terminations of tenured
faculty were in the hands of Board of Governors. Today, termination decisions
generally reside with deans, provosts and human resource units.
Several reasons explain this management by discipline. To begin with, there
are far more rules, standards and prescriptions in play on campus today. The
more rules, the more offenders. Faculty members will not comply to all these
controversial social rules, especially those that challenge their principles and
consciences.
This micro-management has been promulgated by an expansive array of admin-
istrators who are not primarily engaged in effective teaching and research. Dis-
cipline has become easy, commonplace and effectively outsourced as a function
of the burgeoning HR function. Yet, it is also expensive and destructive of trust
and relationships in this people-sensitive industry. The micro-management and
its enforcement are products of the new paradigm of academic administrator –
‘manager’ more than ‘leader’ – who is most focused on building and controlling
the kingdom.
Peter Bowal (pbowal@gmail.com) is a Professor of Business Law currently on
leave from his institution.

DISCLAIMER AND COPYRIGHT

Apart from notices issued by the SAFS Board of Directors, views expressed
in the Newsletter are not necessarily those of the Society.
All or portions of original articles in the Newsletter may be copied for
further circulation. We request acknowledgement of the source and would
appreciate receiving a copy of the publication in which the Newsletter mate-
rial appears. The copyright for reprinted articles remains with the original
publication.
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In Love with the University Spirit: A Review of A. Troglodyte’s
Some Quaint, Old-Fashioned Advice

Regan Ross

A. Troglodyte, Some Quaint, Old-fashioned Advice: For all the talented, hard-
working, extraordinary students entering college and university in the twenty-
first century, College Publications, 2022, 276 pp.
“Compare the spirit which animated the youth in our universities a hundred
years ago with that prevailing today. They had faith in the amelioration of so-
ciety, respect for every honest opinion, and the tolerance for which our classics
have lived and fought”. These are the words of Albert Einstein, from Mein Welt-
bild (translated as The World as I See It), who, in the 1930s, was disillusioned
with the state of German universities. I believe the spirit he speaks of is just
the one Dr. Troglodyte is trying to revive with his book, Some Quaint, Old-
fashioned Advice. Aimed at early undergraduates, the book provides a thorough
guide to the full life of the dedicated student while simultaneously guiding the
reader into an appreciation of their newfound intellectual autonomy. Drawing
from ancient Greeks to quantum physicists, the entire book is a nod to the
academic tradition and an elucidation for a young reader seeking to prosper on
(and off) campus.
There are several chapters which alone ought to make this text mandatory
reading for all first-year undergraduates. The first of which delves into the true
purpose of universities which (surprise!) is not primarily to educate undergrad-
uates. According to the author, it is something more like the preservation and
advancement of knowledge. Further, Dr. Troglodyte puts forth some defin-
ing characteristics of university people. University people are those who use
evidence and argument to test hypotheses and theses. The theses themselves
are practically irrelevant. The author cites the philosopher Mark Mercer, who
claims that the sophist Protagoras, even in his denial of the objectivity of knowl-
edge, is a university person by virtue of his ambition to present theses and engage
dissenters. The chapter, entitled “Discover the Best That Has Been Thought
and Said”, carries Dr. Troglodyte’s vision of a university without disciplinary
divides: university people bonded more strongly by their love of ideas than
repelled by their contrasting curricula.
Most importantly, though, the chapter cleanly lays bare the distinction between
ideologically motivated advocacy and legitimate, dispassionate academic work—
the former is antithetical to the purpose of the academy. Dr. Troglodyte refers
to Sokal’s hoax to emphasize that even institutions sanctified by “peer-review”
can be fallacious. It seems to me few students are aware that activism ought to
be separate from research. Namely, if one’s conclusions precede one’s analyses,
one is committing an academic sin. The scholarly Troglodyte goes on to discuss
standards of proof and the too scarcely recited steps to developing and testing
a hypothesis. As most undergraduate science programs provide ready-made
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experiments with manuals to boot, hypothesis generation can be foreign even
to those donning lab coats.
“Beware the Fribling, Fumbling Keepers of the Age” is perhaps one of the pieces
of (quaint, old-fashioned) advice that is unique to this book. Dr. Troglodyte
takes up the topic of academic freedom, providing historical examples including
loyalty oaths binding academicians to the ideological constraints imposed by
their nation’s leaders. The quotation that begins this essay is taken from Ein-
stein at a time when he was defending a colleague, a statistician by the name
of Emil Gumbel, who was mobbed by students and consequently exiled from
the University of Heidelberg. The reason? He was a nonconformist left-winger
in fascist Germany. Dr. Troglodyte emphasizes the necessity of tolerance in
academic pursuits. He maintains that ideas, however controversial, are to be
grappled with via discourse and debate. Moreover, academic freedom in the
form of freedom of inquiry, he writes, is essential for the advancement of knowl-
edge. Universities, and all of human society, would be better off if every student
had this message echoing in their minds. A. Troglodyte takes care to list the
freedoms privy to university students (or the ones that ought to be).
Every page of the book is imbued with an obvious love for the university spirit—
or rather what the author wishes it were. For instance, in the “Have Fun”
chapter, there is an entire section honouring the tradition of campus pranks.
Perhaps it speaks to the stodginess of my own academic generation, but I’ve yet
to witness any campus shenanigans beyond engineering students shotgunning
beers during a linear algebra lecture— certainly nothing worth applause. This
brings me to the author’s words on alcohol. Referring again to the ancient
Greeks, the author advocates a middle ground approach, encouraging students
to enjoy their social freedoms within reasonable constraints, particularly when
it comes to avoiding what’s often called “burnout”. Dr. Troglodyte provides
several handy prescriptions for the self-diagnosed ergophobic in an entire chapter
dedicated to the subject.
I found one section in “Have Fun” to be incomplete: Sex. Now, I praise the
author for having the courage to write anything about this, but he (or she?
or they?) neglects to note the apparently high number of sexual-consent re-
lated conflicts on campuses and the consequences one might face for simply
being accused of impropriety. Several universities in Ontario charge students
a mandatory “sexual violence prevention fee”, which goes towards “supporting
the Equity, Diversity & Human Rights Office in creating campus initiatives on
ensuring a respectful and inclusive learning environment, including the preven-
tion of sexual violence”. I won’t pretend to understand how exactly Laurentian
spends the thirty dollars per student. Perhaps this is a recent feature, but many
if not most universities have severe policies regarding sex which don’t tend to
include limitations on disciplinary action. Western University is even mandat-
ing sexual violence and prevention training for all new students. It may be
that sexual assault is something to be particularly aware of on campus, but it
is certainly the case that one should tread carefully in sexual relationships to
avoid being exiled from campus altogether.
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I wish I had been given this book in my final year of high school. Dr. Troglodyte’s
advice is sincere and accurate. He writes as if he were speaking to a “talented,
hard-working, extraordinary” student, backing up his claims with sources from
every corner of the academy. His book should be required reading for every
new undergraduate irrespective of their chosen discipline. Dr. Troglodyte even
goes into rudimentary set theory, which was quite surprising. Some Quaint,
Old-fashioned Advice is a loving gift from one academic generation to the next.
Take these institutions and protect them. They are delicate and dissolve at our
peril.
Regan Ross (regmross@gmail.com) just graduated with a Bachelor of Science
degree in physics.

How Academics Can Prevent Summer Snowstorms: A Review of
James Stacey Taylor’s Markets with Limits

Patrick Keeney

James Stacey Taylor, Markets with Limits: How the Commodification of Academia
Derails Debate, London and New York: Routledge, 2022, pp. 234, ISBN-13:
978-1032171494
In this impressive book, the author grapples with two demanding questions.
The first is a pressing question in modern moral philosophy: are there inherent
moral limits to markets? Are there some things that are normally permissible
for adults to own, use, or have but should be exempt from buying and selling
in the market? Are there goods or services which should never, under any
circumstances, be bought and sold? Taylor provides a helpful overview of the
“markets and morality” literature, a lucid critique of some of its poorly argued
claims, and a judicious appraisal of the future direction of the debate.
Additionally, as the subtitle suggests, the author addresses the failings of aca-
demic philosophy, contending that many are largely because of the incentivi-
sation of publications. How and to what degree has commodification and the
imperatives of the academy – the incentives professors need to advance in their
professional life – distorted knowledge construction? He writes, “…while aca-
demics have an incentive to publish, they have little incentive to serve as peer
reviewers—and even less incentive to engage in the time-consuming work of
checking submitted manuscripts to ensure that they are exegetically accurate.
It is thus only to be expected that exegetically inaccurate work will enter the
academic literature” (p. 2).
This humdrum observation speaks to a salient truth about life in the academy
and one which has serious and even calamitous consequences. For professors,
the drudgery of checking references, scrutinizing the citations or statistics, or
ensuring the accuracy of the work they referee pays no dividends. This quo-
tidian work is crucial, yet the reward structures in the academy simply don’t
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recognize such humble tasks. Combined with the market-driven incentivisation
of publications, the consequences for knowledge production in the academy can
be disastrous.
The book cogently links the “markets and morality” literature to the commodifi-
cation debate. The writing is lucid, the arguments clearly (and sometimes clev-
erly) presented, and there is a good-natured, humourous bonhomie throughout.
Taylor is a congenial guide, and he seems to be saying, “We academics might
sometimes get it wrong, but we are all – whatever our differences – dedicated to
getting it right.” For example, when he writes critically about various theorists
who have simply gotten it wrong, Taylor also makes clear to the reader that
such exegetical errors are frequently the result of nothing more than responding
rationally to incentives to publish a lot and to publish quickly. In this sense,
such writers are merely rational academics, not bad academics. (And he takes
care to note where he, too, has made similar citation errors.)
According to the author, in recent years, the debate over the moral limits of
markets has become derailed and is in dire need of rescue: “Many of its partic-
ipants focus on a position on the morality of commodifying certain goods and
services that there is no good reason to believe that anyone holds. And they
address arguments for this position that there is good reason to believe that
nobody holds” (p. 1). Taylor believes that the debate over the moral limits of
markets has been typified by a great deal of tilting at windmills. His ambition
is to return the debate to solid ground.
As a first step toward putting the debate back on track, Taylor takes aim at
Jason Brennan and Peter M. Jaworski and their influential 2016 tome, Markets
Without Limits: Moral Virtues and Commercial Interests. Taylor notes that
the claims in this book are widely accepted in the literature on the possible
ethical limits to the market. More than any other, this is the book that has
set the agenda for the commodification debate in recent years. According to
Taylor, Brennan and Jaworski’s approach not only fails on its own merits, but
the success of their mistaken book represents a much broader and typical failure
of academic discourse.
To describe the nature of this failure, the author introduces the concept of a
“woozle,” a term taken from Winnie-the-Pooh. Pooh is walking around a small
wood in the snow, and after circling it, he sees tracks going around it. He decides
to track the animal that made the tracks. After circling back to his starting
point, he sees that there are now two sets of tracks! Piglet joins him, and they
track the “woozles” that made the tracks. Back at their starting point, they see
another animal has joined the woozles – and there are now three woozles! The
story has its denouement when Christopher Robin explains to Pooh that he has
just been tracking himself. (Hmmm… “just tracking himself” strikes perilously
close to home.)
Academic “woozles” are like Pooh’s illusory woozles – claims that are widely
accepted as a result of being widely repeated and cited but which are false.
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Those who repeat them didn’t bother to work their way through to the original
source to verify their claim. Academe (along with popular culture) is filled with
such claims. Many of these are trivial and amusing. For example, there was once
a widespread belief in Brontë scholarship that Charlotte Brontë encountered a
snowstorm in Yorkshire in July, with some commentators noting that England
often had summer snowstorms. It didn’t. She’d encountered a thunderstorm,
but an early transcriber of her letters wrote “snowstorm” by mistake. Despite
the implausibility of the claim, nobody bothered with the simple task of checking
the publicly available weather records.
According to Taylor, Brennan and Jaworski have introduced a few false claims
that are becoming woozles of their own. For example, the claim that many
critics of markets believe that some market transactions are always and essen-
tially disrespectful (they don’t) and the claim that the men of the Merina of
Madagascar pay their wives for sex as a sign of respect (they don’t, and none
of the literature Brennan and Jaworski cite claim anything like this.)
Through careful exegesis – a sort of anti-woozling – the author convincingly
shows that Brennan and Jaworski have misunderstood the positions of those
they criticize. For example, the theorists whose views Brennan and Jaworski di-
rectly criticize have – to the person – explicitly rejected the essentialist semiotics
that the authors ascribe to them. Brennan and Jaworski claim that philosophers
see particular actions as having “logically essential meaning,” despite philoso-
phers having widely rejected such semiotic essentialism. Thus, while Brennan
and Jaworski often write that their conventionalist view of meaning is a radical
departure from philosophical orthodoxy, the opposite is true. This view has
long been entrenched as the dominant view in philosophy. In sum, Brennan
and Jaworski provide a decisive refutation of a view that no one holds and then
defend that position from people who don’t disagree.
The book is divided into three parts. In the first, Taylor looks at how the debates
over the moral limits of markets have become derailed. In the second part,
the author looks at how they can be put back on track and offers a clarifying
taxonomy of the different debates that are concerned with the moral limits
of markets. In the third section, Taylor examines the transition from market
norms to academic norms and outlines how the incentives that academics face
in conducting research make it likely that published research will contain serious
errors that almost inevitably will be propagated by other researchers.
There is much humour in the book. Some of it is overt, but there are a lot
of jokes hidden in the text (sometimes only to be discovered when you check
references), as well as the Index and Bibliography. Taylor is incentivising his
readers to do what academics should do: read diligently, including checking the
citations.
The idea that the life of the mind can be summed up in the metrics of publica-
tions and a shallow commodification distorts academic norms. But Taylor is a
charitable writer, and he is at pains to make clear that academics, like everyone,
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respond rationally to incentives, particularly the incentive to publish quickly.
His aim is not to settle scores or engage in ad hominem attacks. It is to reform
the academy by changing the internal incentives that academic institutions offer
to their faculty, thereby restoring to academic debates the gravitas they deserve.
In other words, “…there are certain realms of human activity in which the in-
fluence of markets should be limited. We should be a market economy. But we
should not be a wholly market society.”
Patrick Keeney (pkeeney774@gmail.com) is a Visiting Scholar at The Centre
of Multiculturalism and Education Policy 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.

Minimize and Trivialize: A Review of Emmett Macfarlane, ed.,
Dilemmas of Free Expression

Christina Behme

Emmett Macfarlane, Editor, Dilemmas of Free Expression, University of Toronto
Press, 2022, 322 pp.
Given the many recent attacks on Freedom of Expression any book offering fair
evaluations of the problem from several perspectives would be a valuable con-
tribution. Unfortunately, Emmett Macfarlane’s Dilemmas of Free Expression
in not such a book.
The book description acknowledges that “[f]ree expression is under threat” and
that “[f]ree expression and its limits are multifaceted, deeply complex, inherently
values-based, and central to the ability of a society to function”. Macfarlane cites
in his introduction from the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms that “the
freedom to express oneself openly and fully is of crucial importance in a free
and democratic society” and acknowledges that “discourse around free speech
… appears increasingly polarized along ideological lines” (p. 3). Yet, it becomes
clear quickly that the authors of the individual chapters are defending just one
of the sides.
Two examples illustrate how entrenched the bias of the volume is. First, an
entire chapter (Dax D’Orazio, pp. 269 - 297) is dedicated to “The Ann Coul-
ter Debacle”. Charitably, one might grant that inviting Ann Coulter to speak
at Canadian universities in 2010 wasn’t a brilliant idea. But given the deplat-
formings that happened in the decade since, one would have hoped for genuine
engagement with more contemporary examples. Second, in the index one finds a
casual equation of “conservative” and “far right” (p. 313 and p. 315). Implying
that roughly a third of Canadians hold “far right views” and are best silenced
seems deeply problematic.
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The book consists of 15 chapters (articles) thematically grouped into three parts.
The first two parts (chapters 1 - 11) deal with challenges to Free Expression
in society at large and raise legal and political-science considerations about
regulation of Free Expression. “The remaining chapters examine free expression
in the context of academia and campus free speech issues” (p. 11). While all
chapters would deserve detailed analysis, for this review I will focus on chapters
in the last part and only provide a general overview of the others.
It becomes quickly evident that the authors of chapters 1 - 11 agree that Freedom
of Expression needs to be limited and that the government needs to take a more
active role in its control and regulation. Two main arguments motivate this
agreement: 1. Some issues (like climate change) just are settled. Any divergence
from the accepted view is based on (dangerous) mis- and disinformation and
must be repressed. 2. Allowing some expression would cause direct or indirect
harm to vulnerable groups. Therefore, those expressions should not be allowed.
Both arguments are problematic.
The argument from “settled science” ignores the fact that throughout history
people mistakenly believed that issues were settled. The geocentric model of the
solar system was widely accepted from its inception by Ptolemy of Alexandria
(2nd century CE) until the 16th century. Those challenging the model were
accused of blasphemy and forced to recant (Galilei Galileo) or burned at the
stake (Giordano Bruno).
The German Nazis claimed that “racial science experts” had discovered that
some races are more biological fit than others and the eugenics policies based
on this “science” resulted in the forced sterilization and murder of millions. East
German authorities taught Marxism as unchallenged consensus in schools and
universities and those who questioned the dogma were exposed to “re-education”
and imprisonment.
Recently, we experienced how dangerous blind trust in scientific authority can
be. Many of the measures imposed to deal with the Covid-19 pandemic turned
out to be based on incorrect interpretation of scientific research and/or were in
opposition to scientific findings. In BC the uncritical acceptance of provincial
health officer Dr. Bonnie Henry’s orders (for discussion see Behme, 2021) and
the silencing of her critics led to preventable mass infections in schools and
communities across BC and to an extreme strain on the health care system.
Of course one can, and should challenge false claims about climate change. But
the challenge needs to be based on scientific findings and rational argument,
not on labeling diverging ideas as “fake news” or “disinformation” and banning
their expression. Only dictators and authoritarians silence those who disagree.
Rational people fight “bad speech” with “better speech”, and occasionally we
learn that the widely accepted consensus was wrong.
Some authors in first part of the book challenge the premise that “the answer to
bad or erroneous speech is not censorship but more and better speech” (Moon,
p. 17f; see also Cara Faith Zwibel, p. 111). The main concern seems to be
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that not everyone has access to correct information, the ability to evaluate
information, and/or the power to make their voices heard. This argument is
paternalistic because it assumes without evidence that all/many of those who
believe diverging views are unwilling or incapable of evaluating the arguments
of the other side and/or to be convinced by evidence and rational argument.
A second, related, worry seems to be that unregulated speech will lead to a
proliferation of hate speech and cause psychological and emotional harm to
members of minority and vulnerable groups (see chapters by Moon, Macfarlane,
D’Orazio). Since in Canada hate speech is already a punishable criminal offence,
the concerns extend beyond what is currently defined by the law as hate speech.
However, the arguments seem to be more based on the perception of activists
regarding what constitutes harm to minority or vulnerable groups vs. first
person accounts by members of those groups. Supporting members of minority
and vulnerable groups is important but speaking on their behalf is paternalistic.
I turn now to a detailed discussion of two chapters of the volume: Jeffrey Sachs’
“Faculty Free Speech in Canada: Trends, Risks, and Possible Futures” (pp.
236 - 251) and Shannon Dea’s “On Silence: Student Refrainment from Speech”
(pp. 252 - 268). I selected those chapters because they promise to address
potential problems of Freedom of Expression for the two most important groups
in universities: faculty and students. Unfortunately, both authors have a history
of minimizing and trivializing Freedom of Expression issues on campus (e.g.,
Sachs, 2018, 2019, 2020; Dea, 2018, 2019), and they do not disappoint in this
regard here.
Sachs promises to “introduce some rigour to the question of faculty free speech”
(p. 236). However, he immediately admits that he only focusses on rare in-
stances of formal punishment of protected speech such as terminations and sus-
pensions (p. 237). He specifically excludes from his discussion informal forms of
punishment, such as departmental mobbing or chastisement because they “are
rarely disclosed to the public and are difficult to identify” (p. 237). So, unless
it leads to termination or suspension it’s not worth discussing.
Sachs’ “rigorous methodology” also excludes self-censorship that is motivated by
concerns about career advancement or social acceptance. Given that thousands
of part time faculty do not enjoy job security they are probably most likely to self
censor. Universities do not need to fire or suspend precarious faculty. Instead,
they can decide not to offer them a contract for the next academic period.
One has to wonder how Sachs would react to an article that would dismiss the
obstacles faced by Indigenous or Black faculty based on similar arguments.
Sachs claims that from 2010-2020 only fifteen Canadian faculty members were
fired or forced to resign and an additional thirteen were professionally disci-
plined. He admits that these numbers almost certainly “undercount the phe-
nomenon” (p. 237) but expresses confidence that they “give us a basic sense of
the frequency with which punishment to faculty is meted out” (p. 237f). Half of
the suspensions/firings occurred because professors or administrators publicly
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criticized the university they worked for or expressed views that jeopardized
corporate funding.
Sachs’ attempt to minimize apoliticism and self-censorship among faculty bor-
ders on the bizarre. On the one hand he admits that virtually no data about
the prevalence of either are available. On the other hand he confidently asserts
that “it seems unlikely that faculty are disinclined to engage in controversial or
offensive speech” because “tenure and collective agreements offer broad protec-
tions for controversial speech” (p. 242). Again, he is happy to ignore contingent
faculty and early career scholars who do not enjoy the protection of tenure.
Next Sachs argues that Canadian students are less likely than American students
to demand that faculty are disciplined or fired for their speech. He believes
that to be the case because, based on one 2015 publication, he claims that
“[Canadian students] are [not] likely to believe that racism is a serious problem
on their campuses or that students should be required to take courses on the
experience of minorities or women” (p. 243). It would appear at least possible
that someone who believes racism is not a problem on their campus would be
very shocked by a professor expressing (perceived) racist views and demand
their punishment.
Finally Sachs discusses the “robust employment protections most [faculty] en-
joy” (p. 244) and he argues that because of those protections faculty members
are rarely punished for expressing their views. Most of those protections are
part of collective agreements. However, he also acknowledges that enforcement
of such principles can be problematic; so even tenured faculty might think twice
or three times before voicing controversial ideas.
Unsurprisingly, Sachs concludes that “Contrary to the dire warnings in the
media, faculty free speech in Canada has not disappeared”. I am unaware that
anyone ever made such a claim and rather alarmed that an academic would
be so careless in his formulation. One is also reminded of the metaphor about
the frog in the slowly heated water: if we only begin to worry about Freedom
of Expression on our universities once many/most faculty face termination or
formal discipline it might be too late.
Shannon Dea’s chapter on student refrainment from speech is mostly a regurgi-
tation of her earlier (bad) arguments on the topic of self-censorship (Dea, 2019).
Dea objects to the broad application of the term self-censorship because “[t]o
characterize all refrainment from speech as self-censorship …. [assumes] from
the outset that all such refrainment is bad” (p. 253). Of course, she does not
provide a single example of anyone making such a ridiculous claim but, instead,
continues to dress up her straw-person argument.
Dea’s first argument suggests that “the public” and scholars use the term “self-
censorship” differently and that “any gains made on the scholarly side providing
a more nuanced, less negatively charged characterization of self-censorship cre-
ates the risk of the public and the scholarly specialists talking past each other
without realizing that they are doing so” (p. 254). Fortunately both commu-
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nities can benefit from Dea’s brilliance to avoid this imaginary trap. (Is there
really anyone in “the public” who believes that a student who refrains from
blurting out a shopping list for dinner during class engages in self-censorship?!)
After establishing the ‘neutral’ term “refrainment from speech” Dea introduces
moral evaluations for the reason of refrainment from speech and the conse-
quences of such refrainment. “People’s reasons to refrain from speech may be
governed by vice, virtue, or neither” (p. 256). An example of vicious refrainment
is not admitting a mistake one made in order to avoid punishment. An example
of virtuous refrainment is not joking about an interlocutor’s appearance. Many
cases of refrainment will be neither virtuous nor vicious. Further, Dea evaluates
the consequences of refrainment as beneficial, pernicious or benign.
Next Dea discusses the ways in which marginalized people are often silenced and
evaluates those ways as problematic (perhaps the only topic where she would
agree with the notorious Free Speech defenders). Further, she spills much ink
criticizing the findings of a 2017 FIRE survey which could be summed up in
one sentence: Things are not as bad as the headline suggests. While most of us
take this as a given it appears to be a great discovery for Professor Dea.
In the final section Dea reiterates that most student refrainment from speech “is
for neutral or virtuous reasons, and has beneficial or benign results” (p. 264).
But she cannot claim that students will never refrain from speaking because they
are afraid of receiving a low grade for expressing a politically incorrect view.
Dea claims that there is no evidence that professors penalize views they disagree
with politically with bad grades and speculates that “conservative students are
particularly prone to [the view that the best way to get a good grade is to pretend
to agree with the teacher] because it is part of the nature of conservatism to be
risk averse” (p. 255).
Finally, because students have no good reason (as defined by Dea) for fearing
exercising their right to free expression, their refrainment from speech in the
classroom is motivated by “cowardice and [they] are hence guilty of vicious
refrainment. Indeed, their refrainment is not only vicious but pernicious because
of the way it is being co-opted in support of the mythology of a campus free
speech crisis” (p. 266). So, according to Dea, the only form of self-censorship
occurring on campus is based on vicious cowardice of the student who self-
censors. I wish I could think of a better example of victim blaming, alas I
can’t.
Overall Macfarlane’s volume was a disappointment but reading it was not a
complete waste of time. The fact that scholars like Sachs and Dea feel compelled
to go through convoluted mental gymnastics to convince themselves that we are
not facing a free speech crisis indicates that the problems are real and rapidly
intensifying. In the coming years it will be more important than ever to stand
up for freedom of expression and support our students on their intellectual
journeys.
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Christina Behme (Christina.Behme@kpu.ca) teaches philosophy at Kwantlen
Polytechnic University, in Surrey, B.C. She works mainly in philosophy of mind
and philosophy of language. Her research focusses on language evolution, lan-
guage politics, and viewpoint diversity.

Civility as a Refuge for Academic Philistinism

Mark Mercer

Civility is not an academic value. Professors and students in classrooms, labs
and seminars might appear to be treating each other with civility, but they are
not—at least they are not if being civil requires intending to be civil. That they
listen attentively and do not shout at or mock each other is an artifact of their
concern to deal with the issue at hand. What appears to be civil behaviour
emerges simply from their tending to the academic task of attempting to get
the matter right.
And yet universities are pleased to stress civility in their public statements
and to enforce it through rules. This concern for civility is, I think, a prod-
uct of rank academic philistinism. The university administrators, members of
faculty-association executives and others who control the institution’s official
self-image are unable or unwilling to let teaching and inquiry take care of them-
selves. Stressing civility in academic contexts puts the academic nature of those
contexts under siege and at serious risk of being overwhelmed by extraneous
concerns.
Civility is certainly an important virtue, but only in its place. Its central place
is in disputes about how to allocate resources. Time, money or energy is scarce,
and two or more parties lay claim to some of what’s available. Each wants as
much of the resource as it believes it needs in order to further its goals (perhaps
it wants more than it currently needs, as a hedge against future shortages).
Each party to a dispute over resources has excellent reason to threaten, to bully
and to grandstand. After all, lying and cheating are often effective means to
one’s end. But parties to disputes usually also have a reason to be civil, and
this reason could outweigh their reason to try to overpower or manipulate their
competitors.
For one, civility is almost always prudent, especially if one will tangle in the
future with the same opponent. Civility encourages trust, and trust reduces
transaction and insurance costs. Moreover, when you feel under attack, you are
prone to strike back recklessly or to accept a bad deal just to get away from
the unpleasantness. In your attack or through your retreat, you may well suffer
more damage than you cause or prevent. You are prudent to be civil, then, for
your civility encourages civility in the other, and the other’s civility lets you
think more clearly and more circumspectly.
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Most importantly, manipulation leads to unfairness. Nothing provokes enmity
more than the perception of unfairness. Incivility creates enemies and enemies
are prone to try to get back. The fair deal on offer might not be the best deal
one can get, but even if the fair deal isn’t for the other side a great deal, because
it’s fair it’s a deal they are willing to live with. You come out with less than
you could have attained, but the others won’t raid or harass you, and you have
established good relations for future dealings.
But prudence isn’t the only reason one could have to be civil towards competi-
tors. One might be civil on principle. Attaining resources needn’t be one’s only
purpose in dealing with others. One might, that is, value respect for person-
hood, and value it for its own sake. To manipulate someone is to rank concern
for one’s own ends above their concerns for their ends. Principled civility ex-
presses one’s understanding that the other’s projects are as dear to the other as
one’s projects are to oneself. Decency and fairness give body to one’s respect
for the personhood of one’s competitors.
Wisdom can counsel that we be civil, but only as an aspect of prudence. It
cannot counsel that we be civil as an expression of respect for personhood.
Wisdom is the capacity of finding efficient means to ends, efficient means that
do not put at risk other ends one has. The wise person wants not only to find
the quickest route to her destination, but the route that consumes the least gas
and offers the most scenery (and, perhaps, that challenges her driving skills).
Wisdom begins with ends, and though it might criticize an end on the basis
of that end’s inconsistency with other ends, wisdom does not generate ends.
Respect for personhood, though, is an end it itself. One might value respect for
personhood or one might not. The source of one’s valuing it is in one’s affects,
one’s emotions. The source cannot be in one’s beliefs. Wisdom, then, might
help one to determine when to express respect and when not to, but it cannot
determine whether one should or shouldn’t care intrinsically to treat people with
respect.
Wisdom can, though, counsel one never to act on the supposition that competi-
tors are being civil out of respect for one’s personhood. Whatever evidence one
has that their good behaviour stems from an abhorrence of bad behaviour, one
should remain sceptical. One should assume that whatever degree of civility is
on offer, it is on offer only out of prudence. Be aware that it is wise for one’s
competitor to be civil, but only to the point at which civility becomes impru-
dent. Be prepared at that point to be manipulated. Even if one oneself would
rather fail to secure resources than to treat someone with disdain, don’t assume
the same is true of others.
We can distinguish civility from politeness and good manners. Civility is a
virtue in competitions over resources. Civil behaviour might be polite, but not
all politeness is civility. Politeness when nothing is at stake is just a preference,
not a virtue, and so is not civility. A preference for politeness is commendable;
or, at least, a dislike of rudeness is. But the impolite and rude can be dealt with
simply by being ignored.
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Academic disputes are not disputes over resources. They are conflicts of ideas.
There’s no personal conflict in an academic disagreement, for no resources are
at stake. Professors and students in academic contexts will disagree about
observations, implications, theories, interpretations and appreciations. They
are not competing for anything.
Let us suppose that professors and students are arguing over whether natural se-
lection is responsible for some aspect of primate behaviour. Let us suppose that
the argument is heated. The professors and students have favourite theories,
theories that they want to articulate and defend. They want to show where
other theories go wrong. But they are all concerned to get the phenomenon
under study right. That is why they are there. They want to accept the true
theory, the one that accounts for the evidence best and that withstands the
criticisms leveled at the others.
They listen to each other and take seriously each other’s ideas and criticisms.
Why do they not mock those who offer foolish ideas about divine intervention
or the inheritance of acquired characteristics, and why do they not try to shame
those whose ideas could aid and abet racism? Mockery could forestall wasting
time on nonsense and shaming could head off harmful actions or at least assure
emotionally vulnerable parties to the discussion that they are welcome in it.
Why are they not shouting anyone down or monopolizing the conversation?
The professors and students want to understand the aspects of primate be-
haviour they are discussing, and so they are focused on the ideas and evidence,
not on who proposed them. That is why they do not go for mockery or shaming.
An idea might indeed be foolish, but it would be foolish to dismiss it before de-
termining whether it is foolish, and, anyway, it is the idea that is to be examined
and dismissed, not the person who offered it. That an idea could aid and abet
racism is not a reason for thinking the idea false. Suppressing the expression of
racist ideas is not a way of getting at the truth of the matter.
As I’ve said, people committed in discussion to getting the matter right might
look from the outside to be treating each other with civility, but they are not.
Their interaction is governed by their academic concerns, not by prudence in
securing scarce and guarded resources or by respect for the personhood of others.
They are not concerned to be civil or even to be polite.
Actually, they might not always look from the outside to be treating each other
with civility or good manners. The concern to understand the phenomenon will
occasionally demand that a speaker be interrupted. The speaker is repeating
himself, or going off topic, or has failed to grasp the point to which he is respond-
ing. The conversation would be diminished by his going on. Good manners can
get in the way of the discussion. There are, certainly, better and worse ways
to interrupt someone and bring the conversation back on topic, but there is no
polite way.
Civility as an expression of respect for personhood enjoins honesty, and perhaps
so too does civility in service to prudence. But the latter does not require can-
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dour. In fact, withholding information that would be of use to the other could
be imprudent. There’s no outright lying in civil competition, but civility allows
for some forms of dissimulation and concealment. Candour and forthrightness,
at any rate, can upset people, cause people to think they’ve been insulted or
maligned. Civility urges against upsetting people, whether wrongfully or not,
and against giving people reason to think they’ve been insulted or maligned. If
one suspects a frank and candid remark might cause someone to feel insulted
or maligned, even if they haven’t been, a civil person will hold his tongue.
In an academic discussion, on the other hand, frankness and candour are always
to the point. That someone would be upset at what you have to say is not at
all a reason not to say it. Whatever you can do to promote the inquiry is what
you should do, for the sake of the inquiry. Now one might note that the inquiry
would be best served if no participants to it are alienated from it, and that an
upsetting remark could well alienate someone from the inquiry. For the sake of
the inquiry, then, hold your tongue.
But this advice presupposes that some party to the inquiry is not actually
fully party to it, that other matters or concerns take precedence for him. That
presupposition is fatal to academic life. The presumption must be that everyone
assembled for the purpose of inquiry has that purpose forefront in their mind.
Suppose a person would in a friendly conversation at the shopping mall be hurt
by a particular remark, perhaps a remark he takes to denigrate people of his
race or religion. That fact, known to you, should not prevent you from making
that remark in his presence in an academic discussion. As an academic in that
discussion, your colleague or student will take the remark as a hypothesis to
investigate. Either he will not be upset by the thought you have expressed or
he will accept being upset by it as a price to pay for engaging in this academic
discussion.
My point is that scientists, scholars and intellectuals, both professors and stu-
dents, will most often appear to be civil in their dealings with each other while
pursuing the objects of their inquiry, but that appearance is only a shallow one.
What gives rise to the appearance is that these people are engaging the objects
of their inquiry in the spirit of trying to understand the world correctly. I make
this point to urge that universities, and other institutions that house academic
endeavours, look first to protect and promote that which serves the spirit of aca-
demic engagement. Universities that would protect or promote civility, though,
thereby actively frustrate candour and openness and they encourage academics
to avoid offending or upsetting people. A university that valourizes civility holds
its academic mission in disdain.
Mark Mercer (sergechestnut@gmail.com), the president of SAFS, teaches philos-
ophy in Halifax, Nova Scotia. A selection of his articles, In Praise of Dangerous
Universities and Other Essays, has just been published on Amazon.ca.
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John McWhorter Student Essay Prize 
 
 
Eligibility and Submission 
 
The Society for Academic Freedom and 
Scholarship [SAFS] invites submissions for the 
first annual John McWhorter Student Essay Prize. 
 
Current, full-time students who can be based at any 
Canadian or US university are eligible. Evidence 
of student status must be provided at the point of 
submission. The prize is awarded annually, with 
submissions being accepted from September 1st to February 28th through an online platform. 
 
The topic of the essay must be relevant to the stated goals of SAFS: [1] Maintaining Freedom in Teaching, 
Research and Scholarship and [2] Maintaining Standards of Excellence in Academic Decisions about 
Students and Faculty. Students are especially encouraged to write about how matters relating to academic 
freedom and freedom of expression are affecting their own research and studies. 
 
• Essays should be between 1,500 and 2,000 words, excluding references and footnotes. 
• All sources must be referenced. References do not count as part of the word count. 
• The essay must be in English. 
• Only one essay per person can be submitted. 
 
 
Assessment 
 
The winner will be selected by a panel of SAFS members. The decision of the Committee is final. 
The panel will be assessing essays using the following criteria: 
 
• How well the essay discusses the stated goals of SAFS. 
• How well structured the essay is. 
• How engaging or inspiring the essay is. 
 
 
Announcement and prize 
 
We may publish on our website or in our newsletter anonymized data relating to submissions to the 
competition. We will announce the winner’s name and essay title on our website and through other 
communication channels. We may publish the winning essay in our newsletter. By submitting an essay, 
you agree to these conditions. 
 
The prize for the winning essay is $CAN 300.  
 
The judges will invite the winner to be presented with a certificate and their prize fund at the annual general 
meeting of the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship. 
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