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Abstract

Canadian campuses have proved particularly hospitable to political correctness (PC), so that although the label "velvet totalitarianism" may be tactless and even offensive, it is applicable to these Canadian "islands of repression in a sea of freedom". Areas particularly, but not uniquely, vulnerable to the totalitarian, anti-
epistemic principle that the soundness of a view has to be evaluated in terms of subjective comfort rather than of evidence and logic; "harder" areas like physiological psychology and neuroscience are also vulnerable. This paper discusses recent Canadian examples of gross abuses of academic freedom in the teaching of and research in psychology, as well as considering some more subtle but nevertheless influential abuses. A final point of discussion is the relation between these developments and recent problems of fragmentation in Canadian psychology as a discipline and as a profession.

In this paper, I hope to convince at least some readers that even if my contentions appear extreme at first, they are nevertheless justified in the light of the evidence. The four sections to follow deal, respectively, with the four sentences of the abstract that I have provided.



Velvet Totalitarianism on Canadian Campuses

As one who has experienced both Nazi and Soviet totalitarianism systems, I am keenly aware of the fundamental difference between those systems and those of Western democracies. That difference is primarily the severity of punishment for transgressing the dominant (in political regimes, the state) ideology. Even in the darkest days of McCarthyite fifties in the U.S., there was an enormous difference between the penalties meted out for being perceived as a communist in the U.S., and for being perceived as an enemy of the state in the Nazi or Soviet regimes. That is why I have used the qualifier "velvet" to describe what has happened on Canadian campuses during the last 10 to 15 years. To justify my application of this admittedly extreme and startling label of totalitarianism, I will discuss five features that velvet and real totalitarian systems share, in each case giving at least one example from both.

The first common feature is the presence of ambiguous laws and rules which are essentially uninterpretable in objective terms. So in the Soviet system there were no clear grounds for knowing when one has broken the law against being a crypto capitalist. Even in a free society, of course, laws are difficult to interpret, which is why we have so many lawyers. Still, even if there are situations where it is difficult to decide between, say, murder or justifiable homicide, under a rule of law we rely on objective criteria in trying to decide. During the McCarthy era, "Un-American" activities could be specified relatively objectively (e.g., present or past membership in the communist party), even if, in the view of most, such characterization was unjustified.

On the other hand, the speech codes that have been instituted on most Canadian campuses [whether they are termed as such is irrelevant, as long as they proscribe not only harassing acts, but also harassing speech (for the distinction between acts and opinion, see Furedy, 1994)] are as uninterpretable as those of the Soviet regimes, because it is not possible to clearly indicate what speech will be "offensive" or "harassing" to some individual. Similarly, when campus rules against sexual harassment are defined solely in terms of the (subjective) comfort of the person deemed to be harassed, and not in terms of the actions of the harasser, those rules are uninterpretable and become similar to those governing crimes against the state in the totalitarian sense.

The second feature that the two forms of totalitarianism share is the presence of so-called "experts" who have an influence over decisions that is grossly out of proportion to their actual expertise. The Soviet-style commissars are paradigms of this feature of totalitarian systems. Military commissars were bureaucrats placed at regimental levels and above, who had powers to over-rule decisions of commanding military officers even though they were totally unqualified in military matters. The Soviet system also placed commissars in positions of authority in industrial organizations; even though they had no industrial qualifications or expertise, they were nevertheless able to over-rule decisions of the industrial managers.

The commissar-like "experts" in so-called "equity issues" that have been appointed with increasing frequency during the last decade on Canadian campuses are, of course, the "equity" officers. Most of these equity officers do not even possess the doctoral degree that has come to be a prerequisite for most Canadian faculty positions. More importantly, they almost never possess academic qualifications in the particular discipline concerning which they make rulings, be these about curricular matters (e.g., whether a certain curriculum is "racist" or "sexist"), academic supervision (e.g., whether certain questions asked during a PH.D. oral in the discipline of political science were inappropriate), the hiring of faculty in particular positions, or the applicability of speech codes to what is discussed in the classroom in a specific discipline.[[1]]

The third feature of totalitarian systems is pervasive fear in the community. There is great reluctance to discuss, especially in public, any political issues, and especially those issues that are of central importance to society. Even if the regime appears to allow, or even encourage, discussion of a topic, people understand that it is dangerous (to the point of being life-threatening) to engage in frank discussion. Such fear stifles societal communication and change. This feature is, perhaps, the most important distinguishing mark of a totalitarian, as distinct from a free, society.

Currently, there is an analogous stifling fear on Canadian campuses. An illustration comes from the incident in January, 1994, when a professor of sociology at the University of Ottawa was reprimanded by the university administration and threatened with suspension for views that he had expressed in the classroom. Although he complied with the administration's demands, he caught media attention by declaring, according to a local newspaper report, that "the university seemed more concerned about order in the classroom than academic freedom of speech" (Bohuslavsky, 1994). About a week later, an Ottawa radio reporter called on me, as president of the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (SAFS), for comments about the case. I asked him what the local faculty members (at the University of Ottawa and at Carleton University) had said. The reporter stated that he had asked about 15 such faculty members for comments, but to a (wo)man they all declined to publicly discuss, let alone defend, academic freedom, although they were more than happy to be interviewed on other topics. When one considers that it is academic freedom that basically distinguishes institutions of higher education from other organizations, it is surely a mark of pervasive fear that so many faculty members are afraid to even discuss, much less defend, academic freedom publicly.[[2]]

The fourth feature of totalitarian regimes is an ethical system that evaluates acts in terms of the identities of the actors. So murder and torture will not be considered evil as long as the perpetrator is, say, working for the police and the victim is a member of a non-designated group like Jews in a Nazi system or Kulaks in the Soviet one. The Canadian velvet-totalitarian parallel of this sort of actor-based ethics is the use of unjustified pejoratives to describe individuals who belong to such non-designated groups as anglo-saxon, white, middle-aged, heterosexual, homophobic professors.[[3]]

The final totalitarian feature is the stereotyping of public enemies and demonization of dissidents. This sort of ad hominem castigation occurs also, of course, in a free society, and is always a convenient rhetorical device for avoiding having to deal with the content of the arguments being offered by the dissidents. However, under totalitarianism, the ad hominem form of argument is taken to such extremes that the term demonization is appropriate. For example, under the Nazi regime, the smears (in both written and cartoon form) against Jews were of this harsh character.

Although the consequence of velvet totalitarian smears are not as severe, I suggest that when academic critics of PC are characterized as racists in the absence of real evidence for this ugly charge, then demonization is not too strong a term to use. It is important to recognize that the charge of racism applied to academics is particularly odious, because, in the academy, there is probably no worse a crime than allowing one's prejudices to bias one's evaluation of the academic performance of others. When this is done, a sacred academic trust is breached, and the offender is, indeed, the embodiment of academic evil. Unless there is evidence, however, that such a foul act of discrimination in academic evaluation has, indeed, occurred, the charge of racism is mere demonization.[[4]] 

The term "velvet totalitarianism", then, appears to be an accurate, if uncomplimentary, description of some disturbing aspects of current Canadian campuses. Still, one might argue that the influence of PC has increased throughout society, so that campuses are merely adjusting to the changing values in the rest of society. There are grounds for suggesting, however that, at least in Canada, the influence of PC is actually greater in academic settings than in the rest of society, so that campuses are appropriately described as "islands of repression in a sea of [relative] freedom". This suggestion sounds extreme, not to say ironic, but consider the evidence. The speech codes that have been instituted on all Canadian campuses during the last decade vary in severity (besides being, as indicated above, ambiguous). Nevertheless, they all go beyond the Canadian "anti-hate" laws (which are themselves questionable from a strict freedom-of-speech perspective such as that espoused by John Stuart Mill in his famous essay "On Liberty"). Many academics have reported that they feel more comfortable nowadays discussing controversial issues in society at large rather than in academia.[[5]]

Culture of Comfort versus the Pursuit of Truth

This section's title refers to an opposition between two fundamentally conflicting approaches to evaluating the soundness of any view. In a totalitarian system, the crucial criteria are consistency with the prevailing ideology or the comfort of the ruling ideologues. In a free society, and especially in the academy, the criterion should be epistemic, whereby positions are evaluated in terms of their internal consistency (i.e., logic) and of their consistency with observations (i.e., empirical status). Of necessity, epistemic evaluation will have no final solutions (human knowledge being always uncertain), and will also produce intense discomfort among some people as cherished beliefs are subjected to critical examination.

I have suggested briefly in this paper that during the last decade, Canadian campuses have adopted the culture of comfort over the epistemic pursuit of truth (for a more detailed exposition, see Furedy, 1996). In this section, I consider how the culture of comfort approach has deleterious effects on the teaching of and research in psychology, in both the "softer" and the "harder" areas.

Areas like social, developmental, and individual differences are obviously vulnerable to PC influences, because they deal frequently with the topics of sex and race. The culture-of-comfort approach requires not having anything in "lectures or texts which might be offensive to a member of a minority or disadvantaged group".[[6]] In the current atmosphere of extreme environmentalism, this means that sex and race, if discussed at all, must be treated as only environmental variables and not at all influenced by non-environmental factors or (as is most likely to be the case) by an interaction of environmental and non-environmental factors.

This sort of betrayal of the epistemic principle extends beyond classroom teaching to the teaching of research. Research teaching, through which one generation of researchers passes the torch of inquiry onto the next, is largely done implicitly by modelling, rather than by explicit exposition of methods. If a junior colleague of a researcher constantly sees the latter tailor the evaluation and conduct of research to the requirements of political correctness, and this strategy is not subject to critical examination, will not disinterested pursuit of truth disappear from research in these areas? Is it not likely that this disappearance may not even be questioned?

Even the "harder" areas of psychology are not immune to PC influence. I have elsewhere indicated that scientific North American organizations like the Association for the Advancement of the Sciences, the Society for Neuroscience, and the Behavioral Genetics Association have been affected inasmuch as they treat certain "uncomfortable" controversies in an ideological rather than scientific manner (Furedy, 1997). Here let me describe an incident that is less likely to reach public attention which, nevertheless, illustrates a significant threat to the academic freedom of both students and faculty and an undermining of the central mission of higher education -- the pursuit of knowledge.

The incident occurred in 1994 in an introductory physiological psychology class in my department. The instructor was a tenured, well-respected full professor with an excellent reputation as both a teacher and a researcher. As in some previous years of teaching this class, s/he used the at-that-time widely accepted observation that there is, on the average, a sex-related difference in number of fibres in the corpus callosum to illustrate the critical difference between well-known facts and widely divergent interpretations of those facts. S/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 was approached by several women students who stated that they represented certain groups and who informed the professor that they were made "uncomfortable" by the example. Since then this senior and secure academic has ceased to refer to this example in class, despite the usefulness of the example in illustrating the difference between facts and interpretations. One can only wonder how many similar incidents have occurred, where members of the academic community have quietly thought it prudent to avoid discomfort.

Recent Canadian Examples of Gross Abuses of Academic Freedom in the Discipline of Psychology

There is little doubt that the discipline of political science has been most vulnerable to Canadian abuses of academic freedom. A number of entire departments of political science in Manitoba and British Columbia have been seriously disturbed by charges of "sexism and racism", and, as indicated in footnote #3, the University of British Columbia's political science department was subjected by the university's own administration to a witch-hunt that is unique in the annals of recent North American attacks on academic freedom. Compared to political science, psychology as a discipline has been more fortunate, but still, I suggest that there are at least three recent cases which do constitute significant and unjustified infringements of academic freedom on teaching and research in the discipline of psychology.[[7]]

The first case, that of J. Philippe Rushton, a professor of psychology at the University of Western Ontario, has been given extensive media exposure. It may even seem that academic freedom was protected in this case, because in the early nineties the university's president refused Ontario's premier's demand that the university fire this tenured full professor. However, soon after this principled refusal, the university's administration required Rushton (against his express wishes) to teach his second-year Introduction to Personality class (which was not required in the programme) via video tape only. To anyone familiar with academic principles, this was a serious assault on the academic freedom not only of Rushton, but also of his students. It implied that Rushton was not fit to physically teach a class, and that his students were not sufficiently mature to "withstand" physical communication with this professor. The administration's action also constituted a smear against the discipline of psychology, as there was the clear implication that it was pressure from groups made "uncomfortable" by Rushton's opinions, rather than the demands of the discipline, that was responsible for this video-taping policy. That the policy was abandoned a year later does not gainsay the fact that its implementation, no matter how temporary, was an abuse of academic freedom. It is also the case, moreover, that except for SAFS, no other academic organization spoke out clearly against this Canadian administrative kow-towing to the culture of comfort.

The second case concerns McGill University, and, from an academic perspective, should really be focussed on that university's administration. In November, 1993 the department of psychiatry arranged a public lecture on the psychologically relevant and controversial topic of the validity of "recovered" memories of past parental sex abuse. The speaker was an American researcher whose opinion was that many such memories were invalid, and hence he represented a position that was offensive and "uncomfortable" for people with an opposing point of view. These opponents, headed by a professor of psychology, succeeded in shutting down the lecture, despite the fact that the chair of the meeting offered to allow the professor to join the discussion. This, in my view, represents a black mark for psychology as a serious academic discipline, where rational if sharp criticism, rather than the shouting down of opponents, should be the norm. However, the main abuse of academic freedom (of both faculty and students of the university) was perpetrated by the administration, which did absolutely nothing to have the lecture rescheduled. As in the Rushton case, no one was fired, but academic freedom was abused. And as in that case, so the McGill case failed to draw any academic organizational reprimand except for that of SAFS.

In some respects the third case, that of a psychology professor at the University College of the Caribou, is the most flagrant abuse of academic freedom. In August, 1994, this professor was suspended by sexually harassing his female students. What did this "sexual harassment" consist of? It consisted of discussing, in a psychology class, group gender differences in cognitive abilities, a discussion which was deemed "uncomfortable" for some female students. The penalty was not only a 5-month suspension without pay, but also an administrative edict that, on the professor's return to class, he would be monitored. Following an October 19, 1994 protest by the board of SAFS against monitoring, the administration agreed to withdraw that plan (in a press release on November 1, 1994), but continued the suspension and its "investigation" of the charge of sexual harassment. Given that the group sex differences are matters of well-known fact within the discipline of psychology (although, of course, their interpretation continues to be a matter of controversy), Doreen Kimura (as a specialist in these issues) wrote a separate letter to the administration, and asked rhetorically whether, in view of their persistence with the suspension, "the University College of the Caribou [is] prepared to state that within its walls the truth cannot be told?" (Kimura 1994) No similar views (or any views at all) came from organizations like the CPA. And in May, 1995, the Acting Chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee of the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT), eerily echoing the above mentioned reluctance of Ottawa faculty to discuss academic freedom in 1994, stated that the committee "cannot offer an opinion" as to whether the academic freedom of this professor (and, one might add, his students) was "abridged or not" (O'Neill, 1995).

It perhaps bears emphasis that, in commenting on these cases of abuse of academic freedom, I have taken no position at all on the validity of the opinions that have been considered to be so offensive and "uncomfortable". It may even be the case that the ways in which those opinions were put forward do not conform to everyone's idea of how, and in what *fora*[[8]], positions should be argued. Aside from these matters of style (which are questions of personal preference), I contend that the administrative reactions in these cases constituted gross abuses of academic freedom, not only of the faculty concerned, but also of their students. Implications for Psychology as a Discipline and as a Profession

It has been recognized for some time that psychology as a discipline has been subject to strong centrifugal forces (e.g., Furedy, 1989), so that it even appears to be the majority view that the term "psychology" used to describe current university departments is a label of administrative convenience only (see Furedy, 1991). I have also argued elsewhere (Furedy, 1993) that the disappearance of psychology as an independent academic discipline has grave implications for the discipline's applied forms, the profession of psychology. The applied problem, in a nutshell, is that any profession that lacks an independent, scientifically-grounded discipline as a base loses, in the long run, its credibility. It then has to compete with pseudo-scientific professions like astrology, and since the terms of the competition are those of hucksterism, professional psychologists are likely to lose when pitted against, say, professional astrologers. These detrimental influences are exacerbated by the velvet totalitarian, PC approach, because it involves proposing comfort or so-called practical criteria for evaluating positions rather than epistemic criteria which are based on internal (logical) consistency and consistency with the evidence. This conflict between epistemic and comfort criteria for truth is an old one. It can be traced back at least to the time of Socrates, who, in opposition to the Protagorean, Sophist doctrine that "man is the measure of all things", argued that logic and evidence, rather than comfort, should be relevant in enquiry. In one of his most "elitist" and no doubt uncomfortable assertions, Socrates in the Crito noted that "the many can kill us", but, in the later words of a philosopher who also did not "fear giving offence to the multitude", this "is no reason for setting their opinions above the knowledge of the wise, for believing, though they have a certain power over life and death, that they have any power over truth" (Anderson, 1962, p. 199). Tactless, uncomfortable, and elitist though these ideas may be, I suggest that they are locally relevant to the discipline and profession of Canadian psychology -- both of the present and of the future.



Footnotes

[[1]]. Most members of the academic community (faculty and students) have acquiesced in yielding areas of academic decision making to these Canadian campus commissars. A few years ago at an Academic Board meeting where my university's speech code (not called as such, but, nevertheless a code against harassing acts and speech, and hence a speech code by another name) was being introduced, I provided what I thought was a telling reductio ad absurdum counter- example to the code. The counter-example was a hypothetical professor of sociology discussing, with her or his students, the hypothetical statistical fact that, on the average, hetero-sexual couples were more successful parents than homo-sexual couples. My question to the speech code advocates was to ask whether they thought that this discussion, even though it was relevant both to the course and to the discipline being considered by the professor and students, was nevertheless a transgression of the proposed code. Their answer was that the equity officers are "well positioned to provide advice to the faculty" on such matters. I was initially delighted with this answer, as I naively thought that it provided a clear reductio ad absurdum of the code. However, I was soon chagrined to find out that, during the discussion that followed, I seemed to be the only one on the board that thought the answer to be ridiculous. The speech code is in place at my university, and, presumably, if I or my students (who, along with me, are members of the academic community) have any problems about whether our discussions in psychology transgress the code, it is to the "well-positioned" equity officers that we are supposed to turn for advice.

[[2.]] Another sign of the prevailing fear on Canadian campuses is the reluctance of even senior and tenured faculty to speak out when the academic freedom of other members of the academic community has been infringed, even when the cost of speaking out for those not directly attacked is relatively small. As president of SAFS, I have had many occasions to discuss such abuses with academics who themselves have not been directly affected. Almost all admit that the abuse in question was, in principle, undesirable, but many then say they do not want to "get involved" in any public way, as they do not want to "get crucified", or words to that effect. Of course, in a real totalitarian regime, such "crucifictions" are not merely metaphorical, but the fact that Canadian senior academics are prepared to use such over-blown metaphors (when, in fact, they have "nothing to fear but fear itself" in Roosevelt's famous phrase) is an indication of the presence of actually freezing fear.

[[3.]] The administration of the University of British Columbia (UBC) employed an extreme version of this sort of actor-based ethics against individual faculty members in the department of political science in June, 1995. The president, vice-president academic, and graduate dean of UBC accused and punished the entire department for "pervasive sexism and racism", a charge which was at least interpretable as implying that these faculty members had committed the most grievous of academic crimes: evaluating students' performance not in terms of academic criteria, but those of ugly sexual and racial prejudice. Yet, just as in the Salem witch trials (Furedy, 1995) there was no reliable evidence provided of actual acts of witchcraft, so at UBC there was not a skerrick of evidence of actual sexual or racial prejudice in the evaluation of student performance. In both cases it was solely membership in a non-designated group (old, female, and unmarried in Salem, and middle- aged, male, and white at UBC) that was employed in those actor-based ethical decisions.

[[4.]] This sort of demonization can be quite effective even among well-educated academics. This Magazine, which is supported by both Ontario and Canadian federal funds, published a feature article (Rau and Thompson, 1995) on SAFS. Instead of arguing against the society's two stated basic principles (maintaining freedom in teaching, research and scholarship; maintaining standards of excellence in academic decisions about students and faculty), this article asserted that SAFS (which actually is open to anyone that espouses its two principles, and therefore has both students and non-academics among its some four hundred members) was "a gang of Canadian professors [who] say they are battling the forces of 'political correctness'. As researchers, they're on another mission -- to prove that women or blacks are inferior". This article was circulated to most university departments in Ontario by the respective equity officers on each campus, and not without effects. The department of philosophy at Brock University, for example, actually passed a remarkable motion (later rescinded by the university's administration following protests) to reprimand two of its five members for belonging to such a "racist" organization as SAFS, citing the This Magazine investigation as evidence. That, of course, was an extreme (and silly) reaction. What cannot be known is how many chairs of other departments were also negatively influenced towards SAFS and its members, even if these chairs were not silly enough to actually try to pass such formal motions of disapproval.

[[5.]] Not surprisingly, most of these reports are made privately, but the chair of my department, Martin Wall (who is also an award- winning teacher, and instructor of our large introductory psychology course), had the courage to state this publicly in a 1996 CBC Cross Country Checkup Radio show on the topic of PC on Canadian campuses. If someone of his seniority and teaching eminence feels more inhibited on campus than off it, there surely are grounds for believing that the "islands of repression" descriptor is apt.

[[6.]] This was the mandate of a 1991, 36-person Presidential Advisory Committee on Race Relations (PACRR) at my university, a committee which, a year later, expanded both its size to 41 and its name to PACCRRARI, by adding the terms "Anti-racism Initiatives". As an aging professor, I have a lot of trouble with long acronyms, so I have referred to this committee both because of its size and mission as the Purity Platoon (Furedy, 1994). Both the platoon's mandate and that of my university's speech code follow a culture-of-comfort rather than an epistemic approach. The latter approach involves "defending the principle (first defended by Socrates against the Athenian democracy's charge that he was 'corrupting the youth') that especially in education, all opinions should be open to critical examination" (Furedy, 1992).

[[7.]] There is at least one more case where the discipline of (developmental) psychology was involved, that of Prof. Heinz Klatt. However, as he is one of the participants in this symposium, I shall refrain from further comment, except to indicate that, in my view, this case constitutes one of the most flagrant abuses of academic freedom, as well as illustrating the folly of allowing commissar-like equity officers a free reign over academic matters concerning which they are ignorant and unqualified to comment.

[[8.]] So, for example, in Doreen Kimura's opinion, Prof. Rushton was ill-advised to defend his position on TV talk shows such as that of Geraldo Rivera, whereas in my view this was a useful exercise. However, these are matters of style on which opinions can differ. They do not involve cases of academically improper modes of conduct. As I have detailed elsewhere (Furedy, 1994), especially in asymmetrical (e.g., classroom) academic power relationships, there are specific restrictions on academic freedom. These restrictions, in brief summary require that acceptance or rejection of a professor's opinion should be independent of the evaluation of the student's academic performance. In the three cases under consideration, there is no evidence at all that such biased evaluation was occurring, but merely that some were made "uncomfortable" by the opinions expressed, and others did not like the where anyhow those opinions were expressed.
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FROM AD HOMINEM TOWARDS AD RES COMMENTARY: ON SOME CONFUSIONS
REGARDING POLITICAL CORRECTNESS ON CANADIAN CAMPUSES

John J. Furedy, University of Toronto

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS: I and the other participants in this symposium are indebted to Janel Gauthier and Victor Catano for supporting the commentary format that has added significantly to the discussion. As my title suggests, my aim is to increase clarity by sharpening the sources of intellectual disagreement, trusting that, as members of an academic community, we will not confuse the productive conflict of ideas with the unproductive conflict of persons.



Whenever there is discussion of an issue that is both factually complex and emotionally significant, it is important that the arguments be AD RES (related to the issue itself) rather than AD HOMINEM. Fruitful discussion also requires the minimization of confusion, and this entails identifying instances in which central terms are used in different and/or contradictory senses.

Although I have some minor disagreements with Kimura's and Klatt's papers, my major disagreements, perhaps not surprisingly, are with the remaining three papers. Accordingly, given the space limitations of this commentary, I will comment only on those three papers.

FAVREAU'S PAPER.--The paper rests on a distinction between "conservative" and "left-liberal" policies. In my view, this distinction, when applied to PC in academia, is irrelevant, unjustified, and misleading. It is irrelevant because it is AD HOMINEM. The central issue is whether PC exists and what effects it has, rather than the supposed characteristics and motivations of those who draw attention to PC. The distinction is unjustified because Favreau does not produce any evidence that my or Kimura's writings exhibit our possible political views. Nor does Favreau produce evidence that Kimura or I have advocated that "things were fine in an earlier golden age--hiring was not biassed, the curriculum needed no change, sexual harassment didn't exist, etc." (p. 6). This statement simply sets up a straw man.

Favreau's use of the term "conservative" is, most importantly, misleading when she asserts that those who oppose PC (labelled conservatives) "have proposed redesigning universities to make them market-responsive" (p. 7). This lumps academic traditionalists who view higher education's prime function as the acquisition of knowledge for its own sake, with those who view the university as an instrument of modern society. The latter view can be held by those who support corporatist goals of market-responsivity or by those who support social-engineering goals of so-called "equity", i.e., by those who are either socially conservative or socially leftist (see also Furedy, 1989).

Favreau states that she uses "these labels more for convenience than accuracy" (p. 7). It is indeed difficult to find handy labels for the views that academics hold of the university. In this case, the attempt to label creates confusion. My advice is that she drop the labels and concentrate instead on AD RES--what Kimura, Klatt, and I have actually written about PC on Canadian campuses.

STARK'S PAPER.--Stark appears to be an even more enthusiastic supporter of PC than Favreau, but the support provided for PC is not compelling, because the paper uses terminology that is cognitively empty, though laden with emotion, and makes statements that are false to the point of absurdity. An example of empty terminology is the use of the term "academic violence", for which the paper's Fig. 1 purports to provide a "recipe" (p. 8). Elsewhere Stark asserts (with reference to her 1995 paper) that women on Canadian campuses work in an environment that "is not only chilly, it is violent-- physically violent at times, but rather consistently psychologically violent, psychologically toxic" (p. 7). When a term like "violence" is used in such a broad way, it loses any cognitive significance. More than this, this broad useage detracts from reasoned debate.

An example of an absurd assertion is the claim that "no one" is harmed by PC (p. 9). Could one say this sincerely to the faculty and students whose careers and learning have been damaged such as those in the cases cited by me and Klatt in this symposium, and those cited in other publications such as Fekete (1994)? I should stress that these cases constitute attacks on the academic freedom not only of faculty, but also of the students of the accused faculty. Moreover, to these spectacular cases of frivolous or unjustified charges should be added the more numerous but harder-to- document instances where faculty have censored themselves (see my discussion of the case of the physiological psychology professor, and also Horn (1992)) as a direct result of the atmosphere created on campuses by PC influences.

DOBSON'S PAPER.--The intention of this paper is to provide a reconciliation, and to "strike a balance between academic privilege and responsibility," but this sort of reconciliation has as its price a certain amount of confusion. By making academic freedom coterminous with academic privilege, Dobson assumes that academic freedom belongs only to faculty, rather than belonging equally to all members of the academic community. Then, when referring to the academic freedom of faculty, Dobson appears to restrict this to "research and investigatory aspects" (p. 2), whereas it applies also to teaching.

Turning to Dobson's interpretation of Einstein's remarks: no place, including a university, can be considered as the repository of truth, because everyone can be mistaken. The unique and primary mission of the university, however, is the SEARCH for truth. It is this search that Einstein was defending. As to what the truth was, he continued to argue with his fellow physicists. He thought that "God does not play dice", and remained vehemently opposed to Bohr's indeterminist view of quantum physics. But what both would have insisted on (and so should all other members of the academic community--faculty and students) is that the search for truth on that and all other issues should not be distorted by contemporary socio-political sensitivities.

Finally, disinterestedness is not a matter of "geographical boundaries" (p. 10). That the CAUT is outside a particular university does not ensure either disinterestedness or even the readiness to confront academic freedom issues. In my paper (p. 10) I provided an example of the acting chair of the CAUT's Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee manifesting a reluctance to even consider whether, in the outrageous McKinnon case, "academic freedom was abridged or not". Symposia like this one will help ensure that this sort of head-in-the-sand behavior becomes unacceptable, especially among Canadian committees that are set up as watch dogs of academic freedom.
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