John Wilson
I want to thank RAFO for organizing this and all the speakers before me who made a lot of great points that I want to emphasize again.  One of the means that you should definitely look at, the NEA’s Journal of Thought in Action in last year’s issue about national security and academic freedom, especially because I wrote an essay in that.

[Audience laughter]

Bev:  And a very good one!
But also because these kinds of issues are absolutely crucial in looking at these things and I think one of the things that all of the speakers have identified is this growing trend towards political control, towards centralization, towards undermining the power of the administration over the universities that we are seeing in lots of places and they’re affecting not just liberal faculty but conservative faculty; not just faculty but students and staff and the public.  And that’s why I think it’s very important to look at these efforts at centralization, to criticize them whether it’s state efforts, the Spelling Commission or whether it’s the efforts of the courts to undermine the principle of academic freedom.  And these are not just, as Kathy pointed out, attacks on faculty rights, they’re attacks on student rights.  

I want to mention that particularly in the case of Hoste v Carter in the Seventh Circuit where the courts gave public school administrators essentially near total power to censor college newspapers.  And I mention that as Margaret Hoste, the lead plaintiff in that case, is in the audience tonight.  And I think that is an example of how faculty rights, faculty academic freedom and student rights, student academic freedom, are deeply intertwined and interconnected.  And when I talk about the Douglas Giles case, you’ll see how in many ways that’s a student academic freedom case, that Douglas was punished because he defended the rights of students to speak in his class.
And that’s why I think it’s very essential to talk about these things because David Horowitz and the Academic Bill of Rights is really an attempt to use the idea, the concept of student academic freedom to undermine the rights of faculty.  What David Horowitz and this Academic Bill of Rights tries to do is to say that when a professor talks about politics in the class or says something controversial that that’s a violation of student rights, that they have some type of right not to hear controversial or offensive ideas.  And of course that’s not a right that they have.  And one of the reasons why students don’t have, or a student doesn’t have the right to prevent faculty from talking about politics or saying controversial things is because the other students in the class have a right to hear these things.  
And that’s one of the founding principles of the ADP when it was created in 1915.  It sent out a statement of principles, one of the things it said, it was defending the rights of research and teaching and the right to speak in public.  It said that the rights of teaching and speaking in public are basically the same thing.  That in essence the reason why we provide these rights is the public has a right to hear what professors think, to get their judgments on current issues.  And students have a right to hear what professors think.  And that’s precisely why these court decisions giving the administrative control over the curriculum are so dangerous because it’s taking away the rights of students.  Ironically it’s starting to do so with the academic rights in this name of student academic freedom.

I also wanted to talk a little bit about Tom said about political and economical attacks being intertwined and sometimes I think we, the defenders of academic freedom try and figure out oh, what’s the greatest attack on academic freedom.  Is it the attempt to silence political discussion or is the attempt to keep away tenure and ban professors from getting tenured track positions and I think those are deeply intertwined.  One of the reasons why you have this corporate model, this effort to hire non-tenured track faculty and get rid of the tenure is precisely so there can be greater control over what faculty says.  You can prevent these embarrassing faculty who criticize President Bush or make offensive comments.  It’s precisely that kind of attack that goes on.  

And moreover, I did a quick study of what’s happened in the last five years in state higher education budgets per student, which has gone down dramatically in most states, when I found though is the states that have introduced Horowitz’s Academic Bill of Rights as legislation are dramatically more likely to cut the funding the most compared to other states.  So there’s this direct connection to the attempts to limit academic freedom and the attempts to economically harm higher education.
What I want to talk about though primarily in the short time I have here is about what’s happening in academic freedom particularly since September 11, and what I see as the first real decline in the state of academic freedom in the past half century, not really McCarthyism have we seen the state of freedom on campus taking a step back like it has.  And I think that’s particularly disturbing because throughout most of the history of academic freedom in the past century we’ve had a steady increase in rights and the fact that we’re taking this step back and that the attacks on academic freedom seem to be increasing in very recent years is particularly disturbing.

And I want to give some context to the Douglas Giles case, which involves the question of allowing discussions of the Israeli Palestinian issue in class, precisely because that’s been the hottest topic.  The most frequent cases where you find censorship involving academic freedom has been involving critics of the Israeli government.  And perhaps the most dramatic example of this is Tariq Ramadan who was a couple of years ago hired by Notre Dame to teach in the Kroc program on peace and he’s a moderate Muslim scholar, Swiss citizen, who hired to teach about peace and he was not allowed in the country.  And he is still banned from the country.  And after a long period in which the government wouldn’t tell you why they banned him from the country, they finally came up with an explanation, which was he was being banned because a few years ago he had given a small amount of money to a French charity that helps Palestinians.  This charity has been linked to Hamas.
Now this charity is still to this day legal in France and at the time he gave this money he was legal in the United States but the Homeland Security, the Bush Administration decreed that they were going to recollectively ban him from the country because this professor who was going to be teaching peace had given this donation.

And that is sort of the extent of how extreme the attack on academic freedom is for foreign scholars in particular because this revocation of a Visa that he had already been given is something that could not only happen to someone overseas, it could happen to any foreign scholar, any foreign student in this country if the government makes a similar attack on academic freedom.

And that’s not the only case involving Palestinian/Israeli issues.  There have been attempts to ban the Palestinian Solidarity Movement conferences at several colleges in the US including attempts to filing lawsuits to have courts ban these conferences from occurring on campuses.  Numerous speakers have been disinvited as well as faculty who have faced attacks for their views.

One of the most, to me, dramatic cases was at Columbia University in New York in the past year or two where there was a real dramatic witch hunt, an organized effort to try and get professors fired, to impose new restrictions on Columbia University and it was an attack that really succeeded very effectively and what happened with this organized effort where you had editorials calling for the firing of faculty, the demands for action to be taken against faculty who were deemed to have been excessively critical of the Israeli government in their classes or in their public speeches, even to the point where Rashid Khalidi, who previously taught at the University of Chicago, is a very well regarded scholar, has been banned from training teachers in geography in the New York public school system, even though he had none of his trainings of these teachers about Middle East geography.  He never said anything that anyone found offensive in the slightest way but he had made public statements critical of Israel, so the head of the New York school system said that’s it.  He’s banned from doing this.
And even further than that Columbia University created a new set of procedures that make it, what is in my mind one of the worst speech codes affecting faculty rights.  The chair of the new committee is going to review complaints of students about faculty declaring that it would “give them an appropriate opportunity to register complaints when their classes are being taught in a politically charged way they think is inappropriate.”  And these new rules also prohibit faculty who abuse their authorities supposedly by endorsing a political or social cause in their classes.  And the kind of broad language here is so restrictive.  The idea that some professor in the minds of a student will have some kind of committee investigating if they merely advocate endorsements to political or social cause is really quite extraordinary.  And it’s extremely dangerous to academic freedom.

One of the reasons, as Jack mentioned is that faculty have to have the freedom to err, the freedom to make mistakes.  If you take away that kind of faculty, if you require faculty to be perfect in the minds of whatever administrator is overseeing this and in the minds of one student who might complain about it, if you require perfection in teaching about anything that’s controversial, then the almost inevitable result is that faculty are going to stop talking about controversial matters.  And again, that’s not only going to be a harm to the faculty members rights, it’s going to be a harm to the students rights to hear about controversial items, to engage in these kinds of debates, and to have faculty who are willing to do that.
And one of the most dangerous things to me about David Horowitz and the Academic Bill or Rights is the attempt to impose rules that abandon indoctrination.  No one knows what indoctrination means but according to David Horowitz a professor who puts political cartoons on his office door is guilty of indoctrination.  A professor who engages in one-sided teaching, who for example teaches a class that uses, Howard Zinn’s class, the People’s History of United States, is engaged in indoctrination.  Horowitz has also said entire departments, peace studies, women’s studies, African-American studies, these are all engaged in indoctrination and this is precisely why it’s so dangerous either in higher education or authorization act or individual attempts to introduce this, to try and put in these kinds of limitations on what faculty have to do.  

Even if you might think of course, ‘gee it would be nice if faculty didn’t indoctrinate their students.’  Of course that’s true.  It’d be nice if the media did not report things that were incorrect or bias but what you don’t want to do is give the government or give someone the authority, the power to decide who is allegedly violating these kinds of rules.  And that’s precisely the centralization that I’m going to talk about.
Now that’s exactly what happened I think in the Douglas Giles’ case here at Roosevelt.  And I should note that in talking since there are apparently delicate negotiations going on and I am not a delicate person, I am no way employed by Roosevelt or RAFO or NEA or; I’m unemployed actually so I can speak completely freely. 

[Audience laughter]

No one can fire me!  I can speak as an advocate for academic freedom.  I think that’s what we need to do.  Even if there’s a settlement in Douglas Giles’ case, there still needs to be criticism of what went on and what happened to make sure that what happened gets fixed and that it doesn’t happen again.
What happened in Douglas Giles’ case is he was teaching a class on world religions last spring when a student asked something on the lines of ‘I hear some people say Zionism is racism.  How do I respond to that?’  Now what’s interesting is that no one objects to, as far as I know, objects to Giles’ response where he said that Zionism is not in itself racism.  What there was an objection to by one student that he had allowed other students in the class to discuss this issue and after this student made a complaint to the chair of the department, Susan Weininger.  Weininger told Giles that this discussion was very inappropriate and you should not be covering this Israeli-Palestinian conflict in his world religions class at all.  

And what Giles reports that Weininger told him is that any criticism in class of Judaism or Zionism would be …
(Audio lost at 13:46)
