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President, United Faculty of Florida 
My name is Tom Auxter.  I’m a philosophy professor at the University of Florida and I’m also president of the United Faculty of Florida, which is the statewide organization that represents all faculty in the universities; 11 universities, 8 community colleges and graduate assistance that have contracts at 3 universities, and so we represent all of higher education and we’re moving to organize adjuncts and so this is the next phase of our development.

(Audience applause)

You’ll find on the back table two articles that where I summarize some of what I’m going to talk about today.  One has just appeared in the NEA’s publication, The NEA Higher Education Advocate, called “Florida’s Anti-Intellectualism” and that’s on the back table.  And there’s also on the back table the United Faculty of Florida Update that beginning on page three has an article and a series of articles that begins with “Florida Outlaws Faculty Teaching and Research in the Five Countries,” and is I think a sign of things that are going to come and that’s one of the things I’ll talk about today.

Let me say at the beginning that I’ve always been concerned about academic freedom and living in Florida we can often be seen as on the front lines of the battle over academic freedom and we’re on the first to surface in any kind of thing that might be a challenge to academic freedom.  And I first became aware of this more along the lines of the economic threats to academic freedom than the specifically political threats.  We’re all aware of famous cases with people that are outspoken and they say things that offend somebody and there’s some heat that comes from higher up to shut them down and we’re aware of those cases.  But I think there’s actually an economic basis for attacks on academic freedom and I want to talk about that today and the examples I have from Florida as well as specifically political and legal attacks on academic freedom.
And this became clear to me; first of all, Florida’s kind of a laboratory.  It’s a bellwether of what might be coming in other states and that’s because we have people from all over the country that settle in Florida they have some varied representatives saying what the nation’s like but it’s also a kind of laboratory and we have no real solid academic or cultural traditions in Florida.  People are moving in at the rate of 1,000 per day and there are no traditions that people all share.  It’s whatever people create and the really powerful political actor on the scene is the Associated Industries and the Chamber of Commerce and of course they have a lot of control over what happens in Tallahassee and the legislature so we often have as an experiment on higher education and on academic freedom in Florida an experiment that was thought up by Associated Industries that represents the 100 egregious corporations in Florida of the Chamber of Commerce.  And so it’s often economic attacks that surface first and political attacks are in conjunction with that.
And I got a glimmer of what was coming in the future the first time that the faculty ever asked us to go to Tallahassee and contact legislators and try to increase the support from higher education.  We’re always 49th and 50th in the nation in terms of per capita support for higher education, so I said I would do that.  I went to Tallahassee and I noticed immediately that there were all these people circulating on the legislature that were wearing these buttons and the buttons said, “Run Education like a Business.”  And so I approached somebody and I said, “Where’d you get that button?”  And he said, “Well, you can get one over at Associated Industries.”  It’s only a half block from the council so I walked in these incredibly luxurious offices.  They have these buttons to hand out and I said, “Thank you very much,” and I began to get a picture of what they were doing.
What they wanted to do was to reduce the amount of pay that would go to teachers and then to higher education to have nothing to merit a pay; this was the agenda at the time, to have nothing to merit a pay and run the whole operation just as a business operation where people were evaluated by their productivity and by how little money that had to be spent on them.  

And so this was the initial glimmer that I got about what it was like to deal with an environment where productivity and the testing of success in productivity is a sole criteria that is shared anywhere in this because in Florida economics drives the situation.  We don’t have long traditions.  We don’t have a series of long-standing cultures that cultivate in education.  It’s whoever gets there first and whoever convinces politicians that they’ll be supporters and it has been historically businesses, although we’re starting to change that now.  

You get kind of a glimmer of this also if you go to a place like the University of North Florida where they recently ran an advertisement nationally that they would name a building at the University of North Florida campus to anybody in the country if they would just come up with $5 million, which maybe it didn’t work but maybe they couldn’t get entertainers but they were willing to try and so they did.  You know in Florida everything’s for sale.  It’s about money and it’s for sale.

What’s also for sale for example the one department at the University of North Florida, they actually advertise that if a corporation would give them $50 via sponsor of a course, what they would then do is allow the corporation to decide on what the text would be, what all the materials would be that would be handed out on the course and then the corporation would be allowed to have guest lecturers throughout the term of the course so that they could then have students [a lot of people talking at once near the microphone]… if they wanted to hire students later on.
So higher education is for sale. I think it’s for sale in Florida and if you go there all you have to do is wait for a couple of years and load around and you’ll see that everything is being bargained and purchased by different actors and people are moving in all the time to do this.  So this is I think something that is symbolic of what’s happening nationally because increasingly … commission we find this – productivity, testing as a way of looking at productivity; don’t involve higher education, actors, faculty, in the discussion and don’t take seriously the students’ demand for access, which is about Pell grants, it’s not for some idea they cooked up, and ignore the real issues and focus mostly on what the report shows us is that they see a potential in testing.
Well we had that issue come up in Florida too and it was all about productivity and it was all about testing as a measure for productivity and Steve Eufelder, who is on our board of regions said at the time what he wanted to do was have a free test/post test and it could be something like the SAT that you would measure what student knew when they came in and what they know when they go out and we’d like to do this also for every individual course and then we would evaluate each professor based on the kind of results they were getting and we would base whether they would they would be retained or not based on this;  we would have their raises and promotions based on this and everything as a matter of just having exclusively a business model, not on the independent discussion of what values there might be to higher education and what that might do for both students and for society.
So these economic readings of how we structure this site have consequences for academic freedom because it means that if you have to teach the test and you are restricted to a certain curriculum and you have to get measured by the progress your students make day by day, what it is that they’re studying in accordance with the test that they’re going to be taking, what option do you have for scoring ideas?  What option do you have scoring the ideas that turned out to be the most and pertain to the students in the class?  What option do you have for bringing in any other topic that’s not being; doesn’t matter to the teaching of the test?  And I know in Florida because K through 12 teachers already have to teach to the test.  It is a disaster.  And faculty hated it, students hate and already this is a model of testing as a way to structure your higher education.  And it is failing.

Well, we also have political attacks on higher education and I believe as I said.  I just wrote the introduction for last fall’s thought in action on higher education and the national security state and I proposed this topic and I wrote the introduction for it and one of the things I said in there is I think that the economic attacks on academic freedom and the political attacks on academic freedom are related.  That in fact if you look at the way in which the funding for higher education all around the country is decreasing as a proportion of the education budget and the education budget is decreasing as a proportion of the overall state budgets, and you take a look and it’s interesting to see how much it’s shifted from education to criminal justice state by state and you’ll see where the real priorities lie, if you take a look at that what you see is there has been an economic squeeze play on higher education and the result has been that we have to scramble for all the resources we get and it subjects us to their game of productivity and testing as a measure of productivity because we have so little resources to go for.  

And as we make the case, and sometimes we make it more effective that we need to have economic support for our classes, for higher education, then what we find it is that that effectiveness is threatening to the very forces that want to keep taxes down keep spending on education down and so it’s very convenient for them to have something like Academic Bill of Rights and accuse professors of all these things and of indoctrination and of prejudice of a uniform ideology and accuse faculty of these things and then put us on the defensive of testifying before state legislatures and having to organize state by state, put us on the defensive in order to make us prove that we’re really not guilty of these things.
In meantime, meanwhile, what are we not saying to legislators during the legislative session?  What we’re not saying is look at how you’re ruining the experience for students.  Look at how this consistent under funding is taking down on what an educational experience means.  Look at how much debt students are taking on and what are you going to do about that?  Take away all the issues that we have that are really about the substance of what education should be and instead put us on the defensive to defend ourselves against David Horowitz and others who are attacking us.
And guess what?  After all these attacks are over, how many of these accusations turned out to be true?  I mean, you take a look at the publications put out by free exchange on campus, I mean, the NEA is in that coalition, American Federation of Teachers is in that coalition, a lot of student groups are in that coalition and they put out something called Facts Now and guess what, they analyze all the different accusations, all the different case and there are no cases.  There are no cases involving all these accusations on indoctrination and David Horowitz often cooks up facts and I had a first hand chance to watch his method when he appeared in Florida and Florida’s already been cooked up with a very right wing legislator in Florida to introduce this bill and have him invited by the Republican legislator leadership of the House and the Senate to testify as an expert witness to lead off the testimony.  He’s the expert witness on academic freedom that’s testifying and he’s going to tell them what’s wrong with academic freedom and how this legislation will fix it up.  And the legislation says stop any controversy from being discussed in the classroom unless it’s something that immediately pertains to the subject matter.  If a controversial issue is introduced you have to have equal treatment for all the different topics.  No matter how bizarre or crazy those positions are that people take on this, they have to be given allowable time and even frequent in the presentation.  And then also professors may not take a point of view in the class and have that be how a course is developed.  They need to be seen as kind of a neutral moderator in all of the discussions that go on in the class.

Well, let me say parenthetically this has a lot to do with the way, with this attack on the media, which was already successful before it even launched, this Academic Bill of Rights, which is an attack on faculty, and it shut down a lot of what happened, what occurs in the media, especially on public television.  If you take a look at what happens on PBS before accuracy in the media was ever launched as a campaign, what you’ll see is that PBS used to have independent critical thinking, somebody like Bill Moyers or somebody else follow through a whole train of developments, develop an idea, give a comprehensive interpretation of how it all fits together and cover the controversy, yes, but in terms of pulling all the pieces together so that then you would have a full picture of what is going on to at least bounce your own ideas off it.  That has been wiped out.  There is no such reporting any longer on PBS News, only as magazine pieces but never on the news itself and on the news itself what you find is you get equal time for conservative versus liberal positions on those issues and notice what that does.  
That stereotypes the intellectual activities.  Stereotypes what academic investigation is all about and makes it look like everything is just a debate between right and left, between conservative and liberal, between an Atheist and religious and that this whole thing has to be constantly represented to us in that terms.

And the Academic Bill of Rights takes that model, which Horowitz and others successfully push onto PBS so we don’t even have the independent investigating on PBS that we used to have on the news and it’s trying now to push that model onto academic life.  

So the result has been that they’re trying to stereotype the controversies we’re allowed to cover, stereotype how it is that we cover them when they do cover them and reduce everything to a format in which there are certain main players in the national debate that are allowed to be recognized and independent … is not part of the picture.

So what we have to do is cover every base, has to reduce what you can talk about in the class.  Notice that this is a balanced requirement.  It actually reduces the amount of time that you can take in a class and changes the very nature of investigation and is taking control away from faculty, it’s taking debates in a classroom away from faculty and students and giving it a kind of formula devised by David Horowitz.  It’s already been pushed onto PBS and is now being pushed onto the academy.

So I see this as all a piece and let me tell you about something; and by the way when David Horowitz testified, it was just one example after another, some horror story from Colorado or wherever it is he pulls all these stories, and I watched legislators and they were just totally shocked that that Democrats were not prepared for this at all.  And when they finally responded they said, ‘well we know this is a problem …’ but they had no real thinking about it and it took faculty to go up; I had signed up luckily and for some reason, I don’t know, they allowed me to speak, and I had to actually go and I had to explain why it is that there should be academic freedom and what it meant and how this was actually an, David Horowitz’s Academic Bill of Rights was actually an attack on academic freedom in the name of academic freedom and then I went through all the arguments, some of which I’ve just rehearsed here, and then all of a sudden the Democrats had some backbone and they said, ‘well, this and this and we shouldn’t allow this …’ but if faculty won’t stand up to it, if we don’t organize ourselves, we’re not going to see cooperation coming from high levels of the Democratic party and we’ll allow the Republicans to just jump out there to be on our side.  

And I was very prepared for these hearings and once I gave that testimony, by luck the New York Times reporter that covers for four different newspapers was there to cover the story in a great deal of detail and others, and so all of a sudden what I had said was out in all of the four newspapers in one version or another and then the miracle was that once that happened, citizens who cared about intellectual freedom in society and saw this was just a way to have government control over what’s allowed to be expressed in the classroom and how it’s allowed to be covered, all of sudden citizens that cared about the First Amendment, about academic freedom, about intellectual freedom in society, starting writing letters to the editor, starting contacting their legislators who opposed this and even better students, just hoards of students, came out against this bill that supposedly it was protecting the student rights, and if all the students were against it how good could it be?  And although the bill had passed two different committees by a majority of Republican/Democrat vote, by the majority Republican vote, two different committees of the legislature and was headed for the floor with a majority vote, and it’s a Republican legislature, they can do what they want to do, although it was headed for the floor, at the last minute the leadership in the legislature polled that for consideration and legislature never ended up voting on it.  

And the faculty and the students and the citizens who heard about this all had rallied to the fence about giving them freedom and we defeated the Academic Bill of Rights in Florida.
Now they realized what we did last spring and so, a year and a half ago in the spring, and this past spring they didn’t announce the latest that’s happened in academic freedom in advance because that would give us time to run a campaign and to contact legislators and so without any Democrat even knowing about it, and with every single Republican in the legislature signing on to it, they announced with minimum notice on the legislator website a new bill to ban all faculty teaching and researching in five different countries, and this was done in a way that just was there, just before the legislature was adjourning, and the Republican leadership agreed to do it this way.  It was brought to committee in the same, and it was passed by a majority vote in committees and backed by unanimous vote. Democrats were not at all ready for it and they were afraid to have anything that was about national security, which is supposedly the justification for this, afraid to say anything against it.  

And so it passes unanimously in the Florida legislature, the House and the Senate both, both in committees and on the floor and we have this new travel ban that prevents any faculty member from teaching in five countries.  The countries, as you may have heard, are Cuba, North Korea, Syria, Iran and Sudan.  And it’s based on what they call the State Department lists a state sponsors of terrorism and so the Democrats were scared to death to oppose this because it sounded like they wanted to tear down national security and this was a way to keep faculty out of these dangerous countries and keep faculty from being used as spies I suppose in these dangerous countries and it was introduced by Florida Republicans who are from Miami who were from a Cuban community and the introduced it primarily as something that is aimed at Cuba, which as we all know has had several attempts to blow up major buildings in the United States and I mean it’s a very political list.  Libya used to be on it and all of a sudden Libya is off it. Iraq used to be on it and now all of a sudden Iraq is off.  So what is the political goal at the time of these so-called state sponsors of terrorism.  
What we found then is that all of a sudden in Florida it’s against the law to do teaching and research in any one of these five countries and immediately there’s a calamity and all research that was being done in Florida on these countries is brought to a halt on July 1, 30 days after it was announced.  So there are extensive marine biology projects; this is in the article from … listed, marine biology projects where they are examining coral reefs between Cuba and Florida, and tried to find out why the coral reefs are dying.  Well, we’re not going to know now because they had to take down the whole thing and get out of Cuba within 30 days.  They deal with climate change in the region, they deal with the spread of disease, they deal with oil spills and the effects of oil spills in different parts of the region, they deal with agricultural productivity and real issues that are under investigation in Cuba versus … agriculture … why is it that Cuba is doing so much better than Florida in certain things like grapefruit and if there ever is a change in government and we all of sudden find all this Cuban produce coming or all the grapefruit coming in and going around the world, it’s going to wipe out the grapefruit industry in Florida.

I mean all these different things are being investigated for all different kinds of reasons and there’s benefit to them for those questions and there are also longitudinal studies that have been going on for decades and by that I mean there’s interviews with people across generations for three and four generations, interviews with people, why did they go to Cuba?  Why did they leave Cuba?  We have to go to Cuba to interview people in order to find this out.  You have to compare that with interviews across generations.  You have to take a look at what are the causes of migration, what are the effects of migration; very complicated longitudinal studies going on.  All of a sudden it’s totally shut down on July 1.  There is no such thing as cross-generations interviewing people any longer.
And in fact the University of Florida has the largest library in the world on Cuban history and Cuban documents and they had to shut down all the operations that have to run to do that on July 1.  FIU, Ford International, has 40 scholars that are in the Cuban-American Institute doing research all the time, traveling to and from.  

And what this legislation, what it does, is it makes it illegal for you to use state resources in any way to process anything so you can’t even have a grant from the Ford Foundation or from … and go and teach in any one of these countries now.  You can’t accept any of these because then you would have to process your grant through the universities and the result is that you cannot do your work.  And if you wanted to do research on Cuba and we have a lot of faculties in Florida that have done this and are very far along in their research, you cannot even list it on your annual activities report as having accomplished something, that you did this research, because it was illegal research to be doing on Florida time and so you need to add this to your clandestine research interests and you have to redefine your career and if you were doing research in Iran, there are very involved research projects involving Iran, there are very involved research projects involved in Syria, if you’re doing any of these, your research is shut down on July 1.
Now Damascus has one of the largest libraries in the world on documents in the Middle East and the history of Islam and so forth and original manuscripts that scholars need to go there and see.  They can’t do that anymore.  It stops them.  And since this list is such a transitory list, people get added, people get subtracted, countries get added, countries get subtracted, since it’s such a transitory list, your research plans, you build up to a project for years and all of a sudden, now you’re ready to do it, and that country suddenly appears on the list, well, too bad.  Just find something else to do.  Don’t declare it on your annual activities or you will be a criminal in Florida.

So these are the effects of the bill and I introduced a resolution in the National Education Association Delegate Representative Assembly this past July and the resolution was to ask NEA to be in opposition of this and so I’m going to say a little bit the kind of support that we’re getting on this because I think it’s very important to see the support we’re getting and I want to tell you this story about what it was like to go into that convention with a resolution that says we’re against this and we’re against the federal equivalent, by the way, which is George W. Bush has instituted in the Department of Treasury that if you do any kind of collaboration with somebody in one of those five countries, and you even copy a manuscript that was submitted to a journal from anybody from those five countries, and somebody from Iran actually did this, a Treasury agent will appear in your life and will explain to you that if you continue working on this manuscript to get it ready for publication, you will have charges filled against you for trading with the enemy.  The Department of the Treasury will enforce those and so you will be not allowed to have any contact with research that is being done in any of those countries.

So it’s shutting all the doors to learning about countries, shutting all the doors to have, at both the national level and the state level, and I think there’s some collusion between two brothers in this whole thing; shutting all the doors at the state level and not allowing any independent thinking, any independent thought, any independent research data to surface that will all challenge what politicians want you to believe about those five different countries.
And so I knew this and I was ready to take these kinds of arguments to the NEA convention and I thought it was going to hard to get through and I thought it would be very controversial; it’s a national security issue, so there’s topics that get a lot of people real worked up and in fact I went to the Higher Education Caucus, NCHE, and I talked with all the people who have been defending academic freedom and various issues and I asked them initially if they would read the resolution and if they would be one of the people who would speak on it when it came to the floor and people will a little bit nervous about it.  They said, ‘Well, I’ll support it and I’ll speak for in my state but I don’t know if I want to do that before I know if my state’s organization will support it when I go to the microphone and maybe they’ll vote against supporting this and I will be speaking against my state and I don’t know if I want to do that.’  So they wanted to try it out in one of the morning sessions with their state delegation before they made a commitment.  
So finally it turns out that the arguments prevailed state after state and all these states were agreeing to do it so all of a sudden there were a lot of people willing to go to the microphone from higher education and argue for it but they weren’t confident initially that they were going to get the support of teachers for this position. 

And so what we did then was to bring it to the floor and it was just amazing to me what happened.  There were speakers at virtually every mike.  They were all going to speak in favor of the resolution.  I had three minutes to explain the resolution and the meaning of the resolution.  They were all prepared to join in a debate with other people who might be opposed to the resolution and instead of finding people opposed to the resolution, educators from K through graduate school all realized immediately that this an attack on all of us.  It’s an attack on the value of education in a way that it is received in society and as a way to shut down information; it’s a way to shut down access and they understood those arguments immediately.  

And so state after state was passing this with a unanimous vote in the morning meetings of state delegations and when it comes on to the floor, there’s no slips in from anybody to speak in opposition to this motion.  This motion seemed very controversial to everybody in higher education initially and they were nervous about having to actually stand up and have to deal with this with their colleagues in K through 12.

And I think this is an important lesson for us that the support for academic freedom and the support for what we care about most in defending professional rights for faculty has support that we never would have guessed was there for K through 12 teachers, and they know what intellectual freedom means and they know what academic freedom means and they don’t like it when a society is being structured and we’re being pushed into a society where the only people who are going to report back to the country and give any independent information, the only people, faculty traveling to teach and do research in different countries, are giving this an independent analysis and all the independent information is being shut down and it makes then subservient to whatever a nation’s statement leaders are saying is the truth and we have no other source of information.
And the strongest argument we had was to point to that out, that it shuts down the information system, it shuts down a critical opinion, it shuts down the research base and as we all know from the whole debate over weapons of mass destruction, you may not want to trust the political leaders in the highest places for what is their analysis of what’s really going on in a country.  And you may want to have some independent analysis and as Bob Graham said in his critique of the whole 9-11 fiasco, one of the factors that played into this is a huge reduction of human intelligence in the CIA in comparison with electronic surveillance and technology trickery to try to get information that way and sending spies in.

And what’s interesting is human intelligence in the CIA relies on faculty traveling to all these countries that are supposedly challenging us and giving the CIA among other sources the kind of independent assessment of what’s going on in the ground that will then factor into the national security estimates that are being given to the President.  So it’s shutting down what the President can get as a national security estimate.  It’s counterproductive for the very goal of defending national security and at the same time it’s an attack on academic freedom and an attack on the intellectual freedom of society.  

And if that’s not bad enough, think about what’s happening to the media.  And if you think about what’s happening in the public television medium and think also about what’s happening in the private media, that they are now owned mostly by about six corporations, most of them are owned by six corporations, and if you don’t think that’s going to control the intellectual freedom of America, and if you think it’s not going to control it that we’re shutting down public television as a way that they can learn independent critical thinking about what’s going on then think about what’s going to happen if we have the media, both public and private, increasing the few stereotyped points of view that are debates and that is not a way in which citizens learn anything.
And finally, David Horowitz and friends, what if they are able to shut down free and independent thinking and exploration on university and college campuses across the country, what will happen to our ability as citizens to evaluate and have information, independent evaluations, independent information, that will allow us to challenge what the government says is the truth.  

So it’s all about government control of speech, that’s what this is about, government control of speech and can control the speech by private parties with main backers and donors of the politicians who …  And if you want that to be the result of what America’s all about, then I think there’s some people who are going to stand up and challenge.
Those people are educators.  Those people are members of NEA.  Those people are organizing to challenge it.  We’ve already heard from the Garcetti case that the legal, our hope to defend on the law is protecting academic freedom, is increasingly a slender thread and we barely have a grasp on that any longer.  And the only thing that we can do to defend it is to organize, get contracted, get strong contracts and defend ourselves through unions, through contracts that are enforceable and we’ll defend our academic freedom …
(End of audio)

