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Academic Freedom Versus the Velvet Totalitarian Culture of Comfort
on Current Canadian Campuses: Some Fundamental Terms and Distinctions
JOHN J. FUREDY University of Toronto
Abstract: The paper begins with an elaboration of the terms in the title, for which I claim accuracy though no comfort. Academic freedom is defined for all members of the academic community (students and faculty) as the right to be evaluated only in terms of performance (merit), and not at all in terms of opinions (comfort). The current contrasting culture of comfort on Canadian campuses is a velvet totalitarian one, where, except for the severity of punishments, all other salient features of totalitarian regimes are present. Distinctions that are clear in principle (though difficult to make in practice, under some circumstances) are asserted to hold between: acts and opinions; opinions and performance; academic freedom and power; symmetrical and asymmetrical power relationships; issue- and person-directed opinions. The paper concludes with brief comments on the papers of Professors Bond (19%), Kubara (1996), and Wilson (1996), which were included in the Symposium on Climate Issues, Speech Codes, and Academic Freedom published in Interchange, Volume 27, #2, 1996.
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I know that my title does not conform to Polonius's prescription concerning the soul of wit, and for that I apologize. I also know that the title's tone may well be uncomfortable, but for that feature I am unrepentant because, as I hope to show, my title is accurate, no matter how tactless and polarizing it may be.
In the first of two major sections of this paper, I would like to elaborate and justify the terms employed in my title. Next I shall discuss and defend some of the distinctions I have proposed as fundamental to the issue of academic freedom in higher education. Finally, in the light of what I have argued, I shall comment briefly on the papers by Bond (1996), Kubara (1996), and Wilson (1996), manuscript versions of which were supplied to me when the present paper was written.
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  JOHN J. FUREDY
Elaboration and Justification of Title's Content and Tone

Academic freedom is, in my view, most appropriately defined as a state where all members of the academic community (faculty as well as students) are evaluated in terms of their performance rather than of their opinions. For students, this means the freedom to argue for any opinion, and not be downgraded on the basis that an opinion is uncomfortable for one or more members of the academic community, be these fellow students or members of the faculty.
For faculty, academic freedom means the same, so that their opinions, no matter how uncomfortable these may be, should not negatively affect job prospects, promotion, merit pay, and, most importantly, the chances of being charged as a racist or sexist. The racism and sexism charges are particularly important for at least two reasons. First, they bear on an individual faculty member's most treasured and fragile possession: her or his academic reputation. Second, although in the current climate the behavior condemned is often merely offensive speech with no evidence for race- or gender-based bias in evaluating a student, the actual charge connotes probably the most serious of academic crimes - that the accused not only harbours an ugly and primitive prejudice, but that she or he has also betrayed the sacred academic trust in allowing that prejudice to bias the evaluation of a student.
It is important to recognize that this definition of academic freedom does not assume that the state, as I have defined it, exists or has ever existed in pure form.1 Nor does it imply that judgments made in terms of merit alone are infallible, or even that individuals do not exhibit prejudices in their judgments of performance. It must also be recognized that there are cases where it is difficult to decide whether the bounds of academic freedom have been transgressed, so that ugly prejudice is indeed operating. But this is the case with all conceptually clear distinctions, which should not be abandoned just because there are cases where they are difficult to apply correctly. Would we would abandon the distinction between murder and justifiable homicide, just because there are instances where it is difficult to decide which has occurred?
In contrast to this ideal of academic freedom is the culture-of-comfort principle that has been espoused during the last decade on Canadian campuses. The clearest manifestation of this approach is the introduction of speech codes. These codes vary in wording, scope, and severity. However, all embody the principle that, in addition to certain harassing acts, there are also harassing opinions which constitute unacceptable behavior. These speech codes, moreover, all go beyond the hate laws of Canadian society which themselves have a totalitarian aspect, inasmuch as they criminalize not just acts, but opinions. In my own university as I have detailed elsewhere (Furedy, 1994, pp. 21-22), an
ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND THE CULTURE OF COMFORT
   333
assertion by a hypothetical professor of sociology that, on average, homosexual couples are not as effective parents as heterosexual couples may, depending on the Equity Officers (who "are well positioned to provide advice"), be judged to be contrary to the code. So speech codes seek to govern not just individual utterances, but also the curriculum itself. To use a local example again, a 41-person committee established in my University in 1991 was given the mission to "determine whether there is anything in the curriculum which might be offensive to a member of a minority or disadvantaged group"18 (Furedy, 1994, p. 20). In this culture-of-comfort environment, where avoidance of a "chilly climate" is the paramount consideration, there is no real academic freedom. It is subjectively assessed comfort that determines what can be said not only by faculty, but also by student members of the academic community.
It is sometimes thought that the comfort criterion interferes and conflicts with academic freedom only in relatively spectacular cases. The best known current case comes from the University of British Columbia (UBC). Because some graduate students in the political science department were made uncomfortable by some statements of some faculty, the President, in June, 1995, suspended further admissions to the graduate program of the whole department, and thereby smeared the academic reputations of at least every member of that department, if not of every member of UBC's academic community.
Earlier, in November, 1993, on two separate Canadian campuses, the comfort-criterion axe was wielded in a similarly crude way by the administrations of the University of New Brunswick (UNB) and McGill. In the UNB case, a professor of mathematics had written a piece on "date rape" in the local student paper, which essentially espoused a conservative Muslim perspective. On the grounds that this piece was offensive or uncomfortable to some students, the Administration (President and Vice-President of Academic Affairs) immediately suspended the professor, and only afterwards began their investigation (which, by the way, indicated that the professor had not legally contravened Canada's civil hate laws, nor even UNB's more rigorous speech code). Meanwhile on the same "Black Thursday," a public lecture by an American researcher to the department of psychiatry on the False Memory Syndrome was broken up by a feminist group (led by a faculty member whose discipline was psychology), who considered the speaker's position on this controversial but discipline-relevant subject to be too offensive for the speaker to be allowed to finish his lecture. That was bad enough, but what was worse was that the administration of McGill did not reschedule the lecture. Thus the impression was left that on one of Canada's premier universities, an interest group in an audience was in a better position to decide what could
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and could not be discussed on campus, than the members of the department considered to be expert in the relevant field.
In these and other cases, the culture-of-comfort criterion was imposed in a sufficiently crude way as to attract significant and widespread media attention. However, there are many subtle, but significant, ways in which the comfort criterion can significantly pervert academic freedom, and undermine higher education. One example was reported recently in a Toronto newspaper (Gerrard, 1995) at the beginning of an op-ed piece. A tenured and well respected faculty member in my department, a specialist in physiological psychology, told how he had often in the past referred to the fact that, on the average, there is a sex-related difference in number of fibres in the corpus callosum (which connects the brain's two hemispheres). In an effort to indicate the critical difference between well-known facts and widely divergent interpretations of those facts, he noted that a greater number of fibres may be a sign of greater or lesser intelligence, the latter interpretation holding if one assumes that brains are more intelligent if they can do the same work with less number of fibres. The professor has abandoned this example in classroom instruction, after he was approached by several female students who informed him that they were made uncomfortable by his remarks.2
Many faculty in Canada now admit, in private conversation and even in media interviews, that they censor their language in anticipation of what some students may take objection to. Even Professor Marjorie Ratcliffe of the University of Western Ontario, who acted in a principled and courageous way throughout a long battle against a spurious charge of racism, recently admitted on a CBC Radio "Ideas" program on the universities (broadcast October 10, 1995) that, had the student who charged her indicated his sensitivity to her beforehand, she would not have used the example that offended him. This admission at least suggests a surrender to the culture of comfort, inasmuch as there is an implication that if a student asks a faculty member, in private, not to say something that makes that student uncomfortable,3 that faculty member should comply.
Of course it is understandable why, as individuals, both Professor Ratcliffe and the physiological-psychologist colleague mentioned above, would prefer to make a relatively minor adjustment to what they say in class for the sake of avoiding a long-drawn-out case which could only harm their academic reputations, as well as putting a considerable strain on their emotional, intellectual, and financial resources. But consider the principle that, provided the approach is informal, an individual student can, on the basis of her or his comfort, effectively curtail what some other member of the academic community (be they student or faculty) can say. It is in this sense that, even without any
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spectacular cases which come to the attention of the media, Canadian campuses have quietly been transformed from institutions of higher education devoted to the examination of a diversity of contradictory and controversial ideas into adult day-care centres where comfort is the dominant criterion of what topics are raised, and how the discussion of these topics proceeds.
Only institutions like kindergartens and nursing homes can operate according to the comfort criterion and even there the comfort criterion is appropriate only for the children and elderly, respectively, and not for those who are running those institutions, and who need to deal with problems and issues no matter how uncomfortable dealing with these issues may be. In other institutions like public and private organizations, and especially in universities, individuals must be evaluated according to their performance or merit, although one has to recognize that merit is often hard to assess precisely, and that bias of both the conscious and unconscious sort can operate. We must all be constantly vigilant against bias, but the bias has to be demonstrated to occur in the individual case through a fair process of investigation that is sensitive not only to the problems of the accuser, but also to the problems of the falsely accused. If the bias is demonstrated, then the offending individual must be punished proportionally to the seriousness of the academic crime (for that is what it is).
An important corollary of this position is the denial of the proposition that bias demonstrated against a particular group simply because that group is under-represented in the institution or department. This is a primitive collectivist and anti-intellectual assumption which, nevertheless, enjoys a current vogue as when, for example, evidence for systemic racism is supposed to be provided by the mere fact that a particular group is under-represented. A simple reductio ad absurdum of this view is provided by recognizing that it entails that, for example, the feet that white basketball players are under-represented in the NBA constitutes evidence of systemic anti-white racism in that organization.
I am aware that my use of a term like totalitarian in the Canadian campus context is offensive to some, and may seem to others to be inappropriate. Without the qualifier velvet, the term totalitarian is obviously not applicable to democratic societies like that in Canada. Nevertheless, I suggest that, aside from the severity of punishment (which is, of course, an absolutely crucial difference - hence my reference to velvet totalitarianism), other features of totalitarianism do apply to the current Canadian campus scene. Most striking, perhaps, is that in totalitarian societies the comfort criterion takes precedence over considerations of truth in general and fairness to individuals in particular. Comfort is essentially conformity to institutional ideology. It is, in fact, the comfort of a particular ideology that is protected, rather than that of all individuals. So under Communist regimes like
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Stalin's, Mao's, and Castro's, Nazi regimes like Hitler's Germany and (during the early 1940s) European countries under the Nazi yoke, and Calvin's regime in Geneva, it was the comfort of, or adherence to, the prevailing ideology that took precedence over truth and justice. In these regimes anything that went against the prevailing ideology, or was deemed to be uncomfortable for people who espoused that ideology, was severely punished without any attention paid either to whether the dissident opinion was true, or to due process in condemning and punishing the offending individuals. Except for the severity of the punishment (a crucial difference, as I have stated above), I suggest that same situation holds on most Canadian campuses, where the ideology which is protected is that of the politics of identity or biopolitics. Individuals who are accused of making others uncomfortable by being, say, "insensitive to equity issues" are meted out the same treatment (except for the severity of the punishment) as has been the lot of those who are labelled as "enemies of the people" in totalitarian regimes, where, of course, "people" really connotes the prevailing ideology and not the people at all.
Moreover, in Canada it appears that the comfort criterion operates more strongly on campus than off it. There are many faculty who report that they feel more free to discuss controversial issues like average race differences in intelligence with their off-campus acquaintances than with fellow members of their academic community. It is in this sense that the expression "islands of repression in a sea of freedom" (an expression used by political scientist, Abigail Thernstrom, cited in D'Sousa, 1989, p. 227) is a cap that, unfortunately, fits the current Canadian campus.
More generally, I would defend the applicability of the term velvet totalitarianism to Canadian campuses (no matter how uncomfortable and polarizing my comparisons may be), because there are at least five features that are all marks of totalitarianism. The first is the presence of uninterpretable laws. A totalitarian example of this is that in countries behind the former Iron Curtain there was no specification of what it meant to, for instance, be a crypto-capitalist and therefore punishable as an enemy of the people. A Canadian campus velvet totalitarian parallel is the presence of speech codes that are interpretable only by equity officers, whose judgments are made in terms of subjective comfort rather than objective specification of what is contrary to the code. These speech codes vary in severity and also in terms of whether they pay no attention to academic freedom (by not mentioning it), or pay it token attention (by mentioning it, but not recognizing or attempting to resolve the conflict between academic freedom and speech codes). What they have in common is that offense or harassment is defined not in terms of what the forbidden expressions are, but in terms of whether (usually designated-group) individuals are likely to be offended. On many
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campuses, it is not even necessary that the offended individuals themselves complain, as charges can be laid on behalf of an individual who, the equity experts (like the equity officers to whom, as indicated above, were the authorities I was told to turn to, decide whether my hypothetical example would be contrary to my university's speech code) feel, may have, or should have, been offended.
The second feature is the presence and power of unqualified pseudo experts. The clearest totalitarian instance of this sort of figure is the Soviet commissar. In an organization like the military, commissars formed a parallel structure to the officer corps, and had veto powers over that corps, even though the commissars themselves were totally uneducated in, and hence ignorant of, military matters. Canadian campus equity officers, who give advice on academic disciplinary issues like the nature of the curriculum, or what faculty should be hired, are commissar-like figures. On North American campuses even colleagues in the same department and the same area within a discipline were considered to be out of line if they gave advice to faculty members concerning how and what to teach in their classes. Now faculty are expected to accept advice from these "equity commissars," who are not only unqualified in the particular discipline, but often do not even have the requisite general academic background (i.e., a higher degree and experience in the nature of higher education).4
A third feature is freezing fear of engaging in public discussion of controversial but fundamental issues. In totalitarian societies the taboo is against the discussion of any real political issues. In Canadian academia there seems, of late, to be a parallel situation. For example, in 1993 a professor of sociology at Carleton University in Ottawa asserted in class that, in his view, bi-sexuals who knew they had ATDs and yet continued their sexual activities without telling their partners were psychopaths. This assertion was deemed to be offensive by some students, and by that afternoon an administrative letter of reprimand had reached the professor. About a week later I was contacted in Toronto for a radio interview on this case. At the beginning of our conversation I asked the interviewer what the opinion of the local academics was. The interviewer replied that he had contacted about a dozen Ottawa academics, and to a woman/man they all declined to publicly discuss, let alone defend, academic freedom, although they were happy to discuss any other topic like global warming, privatization, and so on. This is just one small indication of a more general reluctance to discuss such issues in any public way.
A fourth feature is status-defined ethics. In a totalitarian society, acts of torture and murder are permissible provided the agent is a member of the secret police, and the victim is a "crypto capitalist" (in a communist dictatorship) or a "Zionist conspirator" (in a Nazi dictatorship). The current velvet totalitarian
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parallel is the apparent belief that it is alright to stereotype, say, anglo-saxon white males, but not non-anglo-saxon, nonwhite, nonmales. Of course there is a huge difference between being killed and being stereotyped, which is why I use the qualifier velvet in describing the current Canadian campus scene.
The fifth feature is demonization of dissidents. Dissidents to the Nazi ideology were subjected to anti-Semitic smears, which were modified in terms of whether the dissidents were themselves Jewish or not (in the latter case, they were condemned as "Jew lovers"). Dissidents against communist totalitarian regimes are demonized as greedy capitalistic pigs. In all such instances of demonization, the powers of the dissident are exaggerated: Nazi propaganda asserted that Jews had almost total control over the world's financial resources, while Communist propaganda ascribes a similar level of financial control to capitalists. The current velvet totalitarian parallel is to ascribe "racist" motives to organizations like the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (S AFS) which oppose so-called equity policies, and also characterizes SAFS as a bunch of white-male professors (sometimes terms like "homophobic" and "aging" are also thrown in for good measure) concerned only to maintain their almost complete powers and privileges. In all these instances, of course, demonization is a much more convenient way of dealing with a dissident voice than the alternative of dealing with the arguments that the dissidents raise. And demonization works too. Few are those who were not nervous about being characterized as Jew-lovers under the Nazis, capitalist swine under the Communists, or racists on Canadian campuses.
Some Fundamental Distinctions
In society at large there are distinctions that are fundamentally clear in principle, even though they are often hard to determine in practice - in a specific case. That is the case with murder and justifiable homicide, and it is no accident that totalitarian regimes fail to make these distinctions even in principle. I suggest that in institutions of higher education we must keep in mind at least the following distinctions if we are to think clearly about the nature of academic freedom, and of the central purposes of higher education. Opinions Versus Acts
It is only opinions (whether expressed privately or publicly) and not acts that are protected by academic freedom, or by any other form of freedom-of-speech principle (for details, see Furedy, 1994). The basis of this distinction was first5 drawn epigrammatically by Voltaire, and then more systematically by John Stuart Mill in his classic essay "On Liberty." Adoption of the comfort criterion not only eliminates the act/opinion distinction, but can even result in an opposite
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evaluation. For example, a professor who acts inappropriately by making a crudely and personally insulting sexist remark to a female student may produce less discomfort than one who presents an evidentially well argued case that females are inferior, on the average, to males with respect to a certain ability (e.g., science), that is, a more uncomfortable opinion. Consistent with the implicit use of the comfort criterion, there have been a number of recent Canadian cases (e.g., at University College of the Caribou, 1993) where a professor charged with "sexual harassment" has been offering discipline-relevant opinions in class which were not at all person-directed, but were simply uncomfortable for some students. Of course those who say that they favour freedom of speech only if the speech is not uncomfortable, or does not create a "chilly climate," do not favour freedom of speech at all. Evaluating Opinions Versus Evaluating Performance
Opinions arc assertions about the world, while performance refers to activities of individual people. All evaluations are subject to error, so it is not error-free evaluation that is required, but only a fair evaluation.
Fair evaluation of opinions consists of bringing logic and evidence to bear on that opinion. This, of course, is the central task of all the academic community, both students and faculty. It should be accomplished while recognizing that, on the average (i.e., sometimes the inexperienced turn out to be right, and the experienced wrong), degrees of expertise in that evaluation will differ. Fair evaluation of performance of individuals should be independent of how popular the opinions of those individuals are. This point derives from the definition of academic freedom that I provided at the outset, and it applies both to students and faculty.
The distinction is abandoned any time that a professor downgrades the work of a student not because of inferior performance, but because the student's opinion does not concur with that of the professor. I have provided an extreme example of this sort of practice (Furedy, 1994) but there are, of course many other more subtle examples of this sort of politicization of the classroom. At the faculty level, an example occurred in the late 1980s at the University of Western Ontario to a controversial professor of psychology, who, according to some individuals had promulgated racist views. Annual merit evaluations in his department (like most others in Canada) involve a judgment of research performance based on publications which are not read by the committee, but in his case, in 1989, the committee decided to read his papers. As a result, instead of the above-average merit increase that he had received in all previous years, the committee came to a zero-increase decision (which, in three years, would have been sufficient to institute dismissal proceedings against a tenured professor at that University). The
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decision was overturned the next year in the face of protests from the international academic community (these protests included letters from about 100 distinguished researchers, many of whom expressed strong disagreement with the professor's views, but supported his right and responsibility to express those views). The reaction would seem to indicate that the committee were evaluating opinion rather than performance.
A contrast is provided by the recent treatment of a professor of English (a Celtic studies specialist), by the University of Toronto. Many individuals thought that this professor held Nazi-like opinions, as evidenced by the content of and chapter authors in some books that he had edited. Although at the beginning of this enquiry there was some possibility that it might be his opinions rather than his performance that would be "on trial" (a possibility about which SAFS alerted the administration) the final enquiry was clearly directed at his performance (both current scholarly performance and modes of behavior that were interpretable as threatening to individuals) and not his opinions. Academic Freedom Versus Academic Power
Except as constrained by the context of asymmetrical power relationships (see the asymmetrical/symmetrical distinction below), all members of the academic community should have the same freedom to hold and argue for opinions, and in this sense the community is democratic. However, there should be a hierarchy of academic power regarding such academic decisions as the nature of the curriculum, areas of concentration in the discipline, definition of the discipline, and the evaluation of both student and faculty academic performance. Academic power of this sort should be proportional to expertise in the discipline. It follows from this principle that students, especially junior undergraduates, should have total academic freedom, but very little6 academic power.
It is the confusion between academic freedom and power that caused, in my view, the American free-speech movement of the 1960s to go wrong, and to emerge as the American PC and the Canadian VT of the 1990s. So on Canadian campuses we now have the absurd situation that equity officers have considerable power over curricula, even though they are totally unqualified not only in the discipline in question, but often also lack adequate academic qualifications in any discipline, a higher degree that is a pre-requisite for any member of the professoriate. Contrast this with an earlier era where interference with one's teaching was considered improper even if that interference came from the faculty member's own Chair (hence in the same discipline) and even if the interferer far outranked the faculty member.7
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Symmetrical and Asymmetrical Power Relations, and Issue- versus Person-Directed Opinions
Asymmetrical power relations are most often considered to hold only between faculty and students, but of course they may also hold between students and between faculty, whenever one party is in an evaluative position over the other, and where that evaluation has important consequences. As I have argued elsewhere (Furedy, 1995), the presence of an asymmetrical context places additional constraints on the academic freedom of the superior party. In essence, the constraint is that the superior party must ensure that her or his opinions are stated in an issue- rather than in a person-directed way. In addition, when the opinion is stated in a classroom context, it must be relevant to the discipline that is the subject of the course.
Brief Comments on the Other Three Papers

From what I have written it is obvious that I have more bones to pick with Fred Wilson (1996) than with Richard Bond (19%) or Michael Kubara (1996). Indeed, in the interests of space, let me simply state that my only main quarrel with the analyses of the latter two papers is that they suggest, at least implicitly, that academic freedom is an issue8 mainly (or even only) for faculty, and not for students.
So, for example, Kubara employs the term academics in such a way that seems to at least implicitly exclude students. When he later defines academic freedom as "the absence of restraint or compulsion on professors" [italics added] and later writes of academic freedom only in relation to the "professoriate," he not only adopts too narrow a definition of academic freedom, but also plays into the political hands of those who seek to caricature the conflict between academic freedom and the culture of comfort as one between the (white-male, power-crazed, homophobic, and aged) professoriate and the student body. In all other substantive respects, I agree with his analysis, the most central thesis of which I take to be that ideology (be it current or in the past) has no legitimate part to play in higher education.
Similarly, I agree with Bond's general characterization of the recent Ontario Zero Tolerance Framework (ZTF) as an enemy of academic freedom, and note that SAFS (along with the McMaster University Faculty Association) were the only two academic organizations to oppose not only the wording of, but the principles9 underlying the ZTF. However, as in Kubara's paper, the argument is cast in terms of the freedom only of professors and their professional responsibility. Again because the ZTF has been promoted mainly as a way to protect students from harassment by professors, any analysis that does not clearly
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indicate that academic freedom is at least as important for students as it is for professors, plays into the hands of those who seek to conquer the academic community by dividing it, and thereby transform it into the velvet-totalitarian, comfort-driven institutions of doctrinaire ideologies.
Given the space constraints, I will merely point to some of the bones that I have to pick with Fred Wilson (1996), without attempting to gnaw any of them thoroughly. Perhaps the most important difference between us is that there are distinctions that are clear in principle, or, as he puts it "black and white," even though concrete cases are "grey" in the sense that the particular distinction may be difficult to apply. Related to this difference is our contrasting views of philosophy, and, indeed, all intellectual enquiry. In my view, which derives from the Socratic tradition, the function of discussion is to sharpen intellectual conflicts, so as to bring out more clearly just exactly how positions differ. His view, it seems to me, is more akin to a currently influential approach to philosophy which has sometimes been called the therapeutic approach. I think this is evident at the outset of his paper when he not only denies that the radical opposition between academic freedom and equity is real, but also wishes to show, as a philosopher, "how others come to think" that the opposition is real. The roots of this "philosophy-as-therapy" tradition can also be traced back to Socratic times, specifically to Socrates's noted intellectual opponent, the Sophist philosopher Protagoras. Although there is much common ground between the Socratic and Sophistic approaches to knowledge (see, Furedy & Furedy, 1982; Furedy, 1992), I think that this is another fundamental, "black-white" distinction that cannot be therapized away with some sort of philosophical, post-Tractatatus Wittgensteinian cure.
In a Socratic view, there is a fundamental difference between being made to feel uncomfortable or marginalized and "not listened to," and being actually penalized for one's opinions through having one's academic reputation smeared by charges of racism or sexism. So while I sympathize with Wilson at being the butt of an ad hominem and not very humorous joke (i.e., being called a "philosophical fascist") and at failing to get an article accepted in a journal on grounds that do not sound fully fair ones, these are examples only of a so-called chilly climate, and are quite different in kind from the "frigid climate" that I think velvet totalitarianism has created on Canadian campuses (for the chilly/frigid distinction, see Furedy, 1994, pp. 18-19) where, as in the UBC political science department case, a whole department's academic reputation has been smeared.
One point on which Wilson and I do agree is that arguments should not be dismissed on the ad hominem grounds that certain nonapproved people have put
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these arguments forward. Instead, of course, arguments should be examined on their merits. So I stand with him in rejecting such "grounds that, since the views are being defended by known feminists, they must therefore be wrong." But I expect him to stand with me in also rejecting the same form of ad hominem argument when they are applied to, say, white male conservative professors. Of course by inviting me to write this paper, he has already shown that on this issue we do stand together.
Another point of agreement between us is what the university is about. I agree that Professor Vickers appears to have forgotten this when she seemed to be reluctant to argue for a position she believed to be a proven scientific fact, but which was offensive or uncomfortable to some students. However, the university of which both Wilson and I are members is the one that instituted both the speech code and the 41-person anti-racism committee, and both these institutional steps, as I noted above, are more consistent with Professor Vickers1 than with our position. It is unfortunate that neither UTFA nor most University of Toronto faculty members joined me and other SAFS members in our criticism of these steps that represent, in principle, a severe abuse of academic freedom, and a denial of what the university is about.
More generally, I think it is better to challenge an anti-academic principle as soon as it is formulated, rather than waiting until its ill effects are demonstrated to occur in practice, or even until the individual whose academic freedom has been abused actually asks for help. In my view, Professor Vickers1 academic freedom was threatened, and this is the case whether she sees this or not. Again, to take a more dramatic example of gross abuse, when Professor Jean Cannizzo was driven out of both the University of Toronto, and Canada, by verbal and physical threats from a so-called anti-racist group of people, her academic freedom (and that of the students she was teaching) had been attacked. It is true, as Wilson indicates (footnote #6), that Cannizzo did not formally ask for help from UTFA, but no such pleas for help should have been necessary for UTFA and the university administration to actively defend the principle of academic freedom, the former by speaking out loudly and clearly, and the latter by making a definite attempt to assure Cannizzo's academic freedom by prosecuting the so-called anti-racist individuals for acts that were certainly criminal by academic standards, and even perhaps by civil ones (see also Furedy, 1995, p. 2). The point here is that the primary responsibility is to defend principles rather than individuals, so that the question of whether an individual asks for help is a secondary issue.
A more recent case that illustrates the point that one should not wait on the abused's call for help before intervening to protect academic freedom is that of the
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Political Science department at UBC, which was punished by suspension by its president, following a report which did not even name specific individuals in claiming pervasive racism and sexism, let alone establish the veracity of these disgusting charges. The open letter from SAFS to the president is reproduced in Appendix A. The date, July 1, was about a week after the president's announcement of the department's suspension. Even as I am writing (October, 1995), neither the individuals nor the department have made formal requests for help, perhaps because they are under other legal and quasi-legal (e.g., an ongoing Human Rights investigation) pressures against speaking out, or even perhaps because some of them may feel that somehow, they are deficient in sensitivity to a designated group. In the Salem-like atmosphere of the UBC case, where belonging to a group (in this case, middle-aged white males) alone is sufficient to have one condemned, one cannot expect those charged to speak out. It is, rather, the responsibility of those who are not currently the targets of this sort of smear10 campaign to speak up promptly against such gross abuses of academic freedom, both as individuals, and through their various academic organizations, so as to remind us all of what the university is about.
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NOTES
1. Even so, I have suggested, as detailed elsewhere (Furedy, 1991, 1994), that I did live through a "Golden Age" of academic freedom as an undergraduate student in the late 1950s and early 1960s at the University of Sydney. As a then evangelical Christian in a Psychology department composed predominantly of professing atheists and agnostics, it was clear that I was evaluated on the basis of my academic performance rather than my religious opinions, even though I often felt uncomfortable with certain opinions of the faculty, and was even ridiculed on some occasions by both faculty and students for my "vowserish behavior" associated with evangelical opinions. On the other hand, I had no academic power at all over the content or mode of presentation of the curriculum. Similarly, faculty and more senior students who had evaluative power over me were completely unconstrained in their academic freedom to produce any level of intellectual discomfort in me (and such discomfort, as we know, leads to emotional discomfort), as long their opinions were stated within academic bounds in such a way as to make it clear that my evaluation would not be negatively affected if I did not agree with their opinions.
la. Moreover, when one of the founders of this committee, Professor (of Sociology) Jack Wayne, was asked to provide an example of such offensive material, he at first demurred, and then provided the following example: a text used in a Sociological course in Research Methods that contains a comparison between black and white households. What was even more striking was that I seemed to be the only member of my university 100-person Academic Board to consider this example to constitute a humorous reductio ad absurdum of the committee's mandate. 

2. Phil Sullivan, who is an engineering professor at my university with broad interests in scientific and societal issues, reacted to this anecdote about the operation of the comfort criterion on my physiological psychologist colleague as follows:
To illustrate the destructiveness to the educational environment posed by such pressures, consider the teaching of biological subjects. Many religious groups are opposed to the use of the theory of evolution in such courses. In the U.S., as a result, in order not to offend certain vociferous minorities, secondary school text books have been voluntarily rewritten by the publishers to edit out all reference to evaluation. They simply did it because they were afraid they might lose sales to certain school-boards. But the evidence for evolution, although complex, is such that the theory is as well founded as the heliocentric theory of the solar system. Nothing in biology makes much sense without it; can one imagine teaching chemistry without reference to the molecular nature of matter? Now one of the most fascinating developments in the sciences such as neurology that explain human behavior is the steady accumulation of a mass of evidence on the sexual dimorphism of the human brain. To put it bluntly, in statistical terms at least, the most highly sexed organ in humans appears to be none other than the brain. Yet at a university that considers itself "world-class," a professor is afraid to discuss one of the major recent developments in the behavioural sciences.
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The physical sciences, in other words, broke with the comfort criterion after Galileo's apocryphal eppur si muove carried the day, despite the fact that at the end of his own life, because of frailty, he chose to surrender to the criterion and deny the heliocentric theory. How long will it take the biological, let alone the social, sciences to make the same break with the comfort criterion?
3.
There would, of course, be nothing wrong with being willing to discuss the issue with the student either in private or in public, which may be what Prof. Ratcliffe meant to say. What is odious for academic freedom is the notion that the comfort criterion, even if used only privately, should be allowed to determine what a member of an academic community (faculty or student) should be allowed to talk or write about.
4.
So, the anti-racism equity officer who, in my university, advises the President directly on issues like whether the curriculum has racist components is not, in my view, formally qualified to offer such advice. For example, how can he offer advice on whether an assertion about average group differences in IQ tests made in an undergraduate psychology class on individual differences is or is not racist, when he has no formal background in university-level psychology, let alone expertise in such relevant academic sub-areas as differential psychology, psychological testing, statistics, test theory, and evolutionary psychology? Finally, such advice from an ignorant source not only interferes with my academic freedom, but also, and more importantly, interferes with the academic freedom of students in my class, who are entitled an education in the discipline that I teach, rather than to indoctrination in an ideology that is determined by the commissar-like equity officer who is ignorant of that discipline. It is in this sense that I suggest that the culture of comfort is at least as detrimental to the academic freedom of students as it is to that of faculty.
An exception to this principle of expertise is the judgment of professorial teaching performance. This is an area to which students have a legitimate contribution to make through quantifiable ratings and more qualitative letters of reference, although even here that contribution should not be used a sole guide to teaching performance. There are some instances where teachers who are rated unfavourably do, in the long run, turn out to have been more effective teachers than their more popular peers. Still, this is only to say that judgment of merit in performance is difficult, but in the case of teaching performance, the student input is legitimate.
On the other hand, judgments by people who are not members of the academic community are particularly suspect Aside from issues of formal education, there is also an experiential issue to be considered here. I would argue that unless one has been through the process of graduate education, both as a student and as a supervising professor, one cannot be relied on to decide whether certain statements are, or are not, improper. As a lawyer without such experience either as a student or as a professor, Ms. McEwen falls into this category. She cannot, for example, determine whether, in a PhD oral, it is improper to ask a student to define the difference between intercourse and interaction (one of the examples of "pervasive sexism" that Ms. McEwen offered in her report). To assume that such a question is, per se improper, is to show one's ignorance of the purpose of PhD oral examinations: to determine how the examinee deals with "off the wall" questions. I still remember that one of my colleagues asked
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a PhD candidate in a psychology PhD oral to define a potato. Again, it is to show one's ignorance of the nature of the supervisor-student research relationship to think that just because certain ideas are criticized severely and embarrassingly mostly by the professor, but also sometimes by the student (because, in discussing complex problems, all members of the academic community occasionally come up with stupid ideas), sexism or racism has occurred. This is not to say, of course, that abuses, that is real discrimination on the basis of sex, race, or culture, do not occur, but only to suggest that a background of formal education in the discipline as well as experience in higher education is necessary for a valid judgment. That is why graduate departments are evaluated by committees whose members are experts in the discipline and experienced in graduate education and supervision.
5. As a point of scholarship (to which, as SAFS president, I owe a certain degree of obligation), historian Tim Le Goff noted that the evidence suggests that Voltaire never actually uttered the epigram as it is normally stated. The closest Voltairian actual comment to the epigram is a letter to Helvetius, cited in Tallentyre (1906/1968), which urges people to "think for yourselves and let others enjoy the privilege too" (p. 418).  Still, even if the actual wording of the Voltairian epigram, like Galileo's eppur si muove, is, strictly speaking, apocryphal, 111 compromise my scholarship in this case by asserting that even if he, Voltaire, didn't say it, he should have.
6. A little does not mean none. Nor is it suggested that feedback from the relatively powerless should be ignored, or that those higher in the hierarchy always make better decisions. It should also be recognized that the hierarchy of academic power should relate only to specific expertise in a discipline, rather than any sort of more general social status. So, for example, because I have only had a junior high-school level of education in chemistry, my academic power concerning a decision concerning some specific aspect of the chemistry curriculum should be less than that of a undergraduate who is majoring in chemistry. On the other hand, if the issue in question concerns a more general academic one (e.g., whether a particular question asked by an examiner in a PhD oral thesis defence is appropriate), my expertise on the basis of having been involved in graduate education (including chairing PhD orals, as well as having acted as an examiner) should be considered to exceed that of an undergraduate student, even if subject matter of the PhD oral is chemistry rather than psychology.

7. The reason why I think that it is the American free-speech movement led to this is that, unlike Australian (see footnote #1 also) and British students, American students had neither academic freedom nor power in the 1960s. It is interesting to note that most of the talk in the late 1960s and from then on was student power rather than freedom, and part of that power was the right to influence the curriculum (then usually in the  direction of so-called relevance). It is a relatively easy step from the position that relatively unqualified students should have power over curriculum to the position that unqualified nonstudents (i.e., people who are not members of the academic community) should also have that power. After all, in a culture of comfort, everyone has equal expertise, or, rather, expertise is determined by one's ideological status rather than one's actual expertise in the discipline.
8. Wilson's (1996) paper also appears to confine the discussion regarding academic freedom only to faculty. For example, the CAUT statement on academic freedom that
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he cites clearly refers only to faculty, rather than to the whole academic community, and I have not found any reference to attacks on student academic freedom in his paper.
9.
For correspondence between SAFS and the then Ontario Minister of Education and Training, see original letter (SAFS Newsletter, April, 1994, pp. 5-6), Mr. Cooke's response (SAFS Newsletter, June 1994, pp. 11-12), and my comment on that response entitled "Academic Freedom, Canadian Faculty Associations, and SAFS," that "David Cooke was quite correct in stating that most other academic organizations appeared to be happy with the basic principles that lie behind the Ontario Government's Zero Tolerance Framework" (SAFS Newsletter, October 1994, p. 2).
10.
Speed is particularly important when the abuse is patently obvious even to those who are not intimately familiar with every detail, which is of marginal relevance. So although the CAUT Executive's Response to the McEwen Report (1995) was extensive and generally took the right academic line, its publication (September) was well after the Board of SAFS's almost immediate reaction (See Appendix A). In addition, I think it would have been more academically appropriate for the CAUT Executive to respond not to the McEwen report itself (which, even it had been a legally sound document, constituted a source that was academically naive with respect to higher, and especially graduate, education; see also first sentence of second paragraph of SAFS board's July 1 letter in Appendix A), but (as the SAFS  Board did) to President's Strangway's actions themselves. More recently, the UBC administration has lifted the suspension, but only conditionally on the department continuing its progress towards so-called equity    principles. The board of SAFS has reacted to this move by the UBC administration with another critical open letter, a version of which has appeared in University Affairs (1995). I hope that CAUT will follow suit, but at least it has been more prompt to defend faculty than the Royal Society of Canada has been to defend the discipline of political science. The latter organization, although it has an Academic Freedom Committee, is still engaged in studying the situation, and, at the time of writing (December, 1995) has yet to issue a public statement.
It is encouraging that in an editorial note following SAFS's letter in University Affairs, there was an invitation of welcome for "your views on the topic of academic freedom and political correctness in future opinion columns or letters." By the time that the present paper is published, I hope that more individuals and academic organizations in Canada will join the public debate concerning these issues.
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APPENDX A FAXED OPEN LETTER
Dr. David W. Strangway, President
University of British Columbia
Vancouver, B.C. V6T 1Z4
fax: (604) 822 3134
July 1 1995
Dear President Strangway:
The Board of Directors of the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (SAFS) views with the utmost concern your recent decision to suspend admissions to the graduate program of your department of political science on the basis of the "McEwen Report" which examined allegations of discriminatory behaviour.
Although written by a lawyer, this is an inquisitorial report which contains vaguely stated and unproven allegations of racism and sexism, names no specific individuals, and permits no defence by the accused collectivity. Whether Ms. McEwen has acted in a professional manner is a question for the legal profession to consider. SAFS's concern is with the academic propriety of your decision to suspend admissions to <ie political science graduate program. By this action of collective discipline imposed without due process, you have smeared the reputation of an entire department, as well as of your University, whose academic status you are bound to uphold.
We view your action as a gross and unwarranted assault on the academic freedom of your faculty, and, furthermore, of students - both those in your university and those who are considering entering it. It suggests to all observers that under your leadership, the University of British Columbia is prepared to sacrifice due process and basic principles of fairness at the altar of political correctness.
Messages such as these have a deleterious effect on the academic culture in Canada of which the University of British Columbia is a part. Bearing in mind the implications for teaching and scholarship in Canada of the failure to allow due process in allegations of discrimination and harassment, we hope you will speedily reconsider your decision on the political science department and affirm the basic principles of academic freedom.
Yours sincerely,
John J. Furedy, Ph.D.
President, Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship
Philip G. Davis, Ph.D.
J. L. G Tanatstein, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Ruth Gruhn, Ph.D.
Doreen Kimura, Past President, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Philip Sullivan, Ph.D.
Judy Wubnig, Ph.D.
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