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* Avoiding programs that attempt to impose “politically cor-
rect” thinking

* Adding or retaining ethnic or gender studies courses only
when they have genuine scholarly content and are not vehicles for
political harangue or recruitment

* Enforcing campus rules, even with respect to those who feel
they are violating them in a good cause.

The National Association of Scholars believes that the surest
way to achieve educational opportunity for all and maintain a
genuine sense of academic community is to evaluate each individu-
al on the basis of personal achievement and promise. It is only as
individuals united in the pursuit of knowledge that we can realize
the ideal of a common intellectual life.

The Visigoths in Tweed
"N
DINESH D’SOUZA

“J AM A MALE WASP who attended and succeeded at Choate

I (preparatory) School, Yale College, Yale Law School, and
Princeton Graduate School. Slowly but surely, however, my life-
long habit of looking, listening, feeling, and thinking as honestly
as possible has led me to see that white, male-dominated, western
European culture is the most destructive phenomenon in the
known history of the planet.

“[This Western culture] is deeply hateful of life and committed
to death; therefore, it is moving rapidly toward the destruction of
itself and most other life forms on earth. And truly it deserves to
die.. .. We have to face our own individual and collective re-

- sponsibility for what is happening—our greed, brutality, indiffer-

ence, militarism, racism, sexism, blindness. . .. Meanwhile,
ieverything we have put into motion continues to endanger us more
every day.”

This bizarre outpouring, so reminiscent of the “confessions”
from victims of Stalin’s show trials, appeared in a letter to Mother
Jones magazine and was written by a graduate of some of our finest
schools. But the truth is that the speaker’s anguish came not from -
any balanced assessment but as a consequence of exposure to the
Propaganda of the new barbarians who have captured the humani-
ties, law, and social science departments of so many of our uni-
versities. It should come as no surprise that many sensitive young
Americans reject the system that has nurtured them. At Duke
University, according to the Wall Strees Journal, professor Frank
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Lentricchia in his English course shows the movie The Godfather
to teach his students that organized crime is “a metaphor for
American business as usual.”

Yes, a student can still get an excellent education —among the
best in the world — in computer technology and the hard sciences
at American universities. But liberal arts students, including
those attending Ivy League schools, are very likely to be exposed
to an attempted brainwashing that deprecates Western learning
and exalts a neo-Marxist ideology promoted in the name of multi-
culturalism. Even students who choose hard sciences must often
take required courses in the humanities, where they are almost
certain to be inundated with an anti-Western, anticapitalist view
of the world.

Each year American society invests $160 billion in higher ed-
ucation, more per student than any nation in the world except
Denmark. A full 45 percent of this money comes from the federal,
state, and local governments. No one can say we are starving
higher education. But what are we getting for our money, at least
so far as the liberal arts are concerned?

A fair question? It might seem so, but in university circles it is
considered impolite because it presumes that higher education
must be accountable to the society that supports it. Many aca-
demics think of universities as intellectual enclaves, insulated
from the vulgar capitalism of the larger culture.

Yet, since the academics constantly ask for more moneys, it
seems hardly unreasonable to ask what they are doing with it.
Honest answers are rarely forthcoming. The general public some-
times gets a whiff of what is going on—as when Stanford alters its
core curriculum in the classics of Western civilization—but it
knows very little of the systematic and comprehensive change
sweeping higher education.

An academic and cultural revolution has overtaken most of our
3,535 colleges and universities. It’s a revolution to which most
Americans have paid little attention. It is a revolution imposed
upon the students by a university elite, not one voted upon or even
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discussed by the society at large. It amounts, according to Uni-
versity of Wisconsin—Madison Chancellor Donna Shalala, to “a
basic transformation of American higher education in the name of
multiculturalism and diversity.”

The central thrust of this “basic transformation” involves re-
placing traditional core curricula— consisting of the great works
of Western culture—with curricula flavored by minority, female,
and Third World authors.

Here’s a sample of the viewpoint represented by the new cur-
riculum. Becky Thompson, a sociology and women’s studies
professor, in a teaching manual distributed by the American So-
ciological Association, writes: “I begin my course with the basic
feminist principle that in a racist, classist, and sexist sociely we

have all swallowed oppressive ways of being, whether intention-

-ally or not. Specifically, this means that it is not open to debate

whether a white student is racist or a male student is sexist.
He/she simply is.”

Professors at several colleges who have resisted these regnant
dogmas about race and gender have found themselves the object
of denunciation and even university sanctions. Donald Kagan,
dean of Yale College, says: “I was a student during the days of
Joseph McCarthy, and there is less freedom now than there was
then.”

As in the McCarthy period, a particular group of activists has
cowed the authorities and bent them to its will. After activists for-
cibly occupied his office, President Lattie Coor of the University
of Vermont explained how he came to sign a sixteen-point agree-
ment establishing, among other things, minority faculty hiring
quotas. “When it became clear that the minority students with
whom I had been discussing these issues wished to pursue negoti-
ations in the context of occupied offices . . . I agreed to enter nego-
tiations.” As frequently happens in such cases, Coor’s “negotia-
tions” ended in a rapid capitulation by the university authorities.

At Harvard, historian Stephan Thernstrom was harangued by
student activists and accused of insensitivity and bigotry. What
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was his crime? His course included a reading from the journals of
slave owners, and his textbook gave a reasonable definition of af-
ﬁI‘Il.lathf) action as “preferential treatment” for minorities. At the
University of Michigan, renowned demographer Reynolds F. arley
was assailed in the college press for criticizing the excesses of
Marcus Garvey and Malcolm X; yet the administration did not
publicly come 10 his defense,

University leaders argue that the revolution suggested by these

exar.nples 1s necessary because young Americans must be taught
to In.re in and govern a multiracial and multicultural society
I‘mmlgration from Asia and Latin America, combined with rela:
tively high minority birth rates, is changing the complexion of
Ame.rica. Consequently, in the words of University of Michigan
President James Duderstadt, universities must “create a model of
how a more diverse and pluralistic community can work for our
society.” \ ’
‘ No controversy, of course, about benign goals such as plural-
ism or diversity, but there is plenty of controversy about how
these goals are being pursued. Although there is no longer a
Western core curriculum at Mount Holyoke or Dartmouth stu-
dents at those schools must take a course in non-Western or "I'hird
World culture. Berkeley and the University of Wisconsin now in-
sist that every undergraduate enroll in ethnic studies, making this
virtually the only compulsory course at those schoois.

If American students were truly exposed to the richest ele-
mer‘lts of other cultures, this could be 4 broadening and useful ex-
penel.mce. A study of Chinese philosophers such as Confucius or
Mencius would enrich students’ understanding of how different
peo'ples order their lives, thus giving a greater sense of purpose to
their own. Most likely, a taste of Indian poetry such as
Rabindranath Tagore’s Gitanjali would increase the interest of
'materially minded young people in the domain of the spirit. An
introduction to Middle Eastern history would prepare the lea'ders
of tomorrow to deal with the mounting challenge of Islamic cul-

ture. It would profit students to study the rise of capitalism in the
Far East.
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But the claims of the academic multiculturalists are largely
phony. They pay little attention to the Asian or Latin American
classics. Rather, the non-Western or multicultural curriculum
reflects a different agenda. At Stanford, for example, Homer,
Plato, Dante, Machiavelli, and Locke are increasingly scarce.
But often their replacements are not non-Western classics. In-
stead the students are offered exotic topics such as popular reli-
gion and healing in Peru, Rastafarian poetry, and Andean music.

What do students learn about the world from the books they are
required to read under the new multicultural rubric? At Stanford
one of the non-Western works assigned is I, Rigoberta Menchi,
subtitled “An Indian Woman in Guatemala.”

Thé book is hardly a non-Western classic. Published in 1983,

I, Rigoberta Menchu is the story of a young woman who is said to
be a representative voice of the indigenous peasantry. Represen-
tative of Guatemalan Indian culture? In fact, Rigoberta met the
Venezuelan feminist to whom she narrates this story at a socialist
conference in Paris, where, presumably, very few of the Third
World’s poor travel. Moreover, Rigoberta’s political conscious-
ness includes the adoption of such politically correct causes as
feminism, homosexual rights, socialism, and Marxism. By the
middle of the book she is discoursing on “bourgeois youths” and
“Molotov cocktails,” not the usual terminology of Indian peas-
ants. One chapter is titled “Rigoberta Renounces Marriage and
Motherhood,” a norm that her tribe could not have adopted and
survived.

If Rigoberta does not represent the convictions and aspirations
of Guatemalan peasants, what is the source of her importance and
appeal? The answer is that Rigoberta seems to provide indepen-
dent Third World corroboration for Western left-wing passions
and prejudices. She is a mouthpiece for a sophisticated neo-
Marxist critique of Western society, all the more powerful be-
cause it seems to issue not from some embittered American aca-
demic but from a Third World native. For professors nourished on
the political activism of the late 1960s and early 1970s, texts
such as I, Rigoberta Menchi offer a welcome opportunity to attack
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capitalism and Western society in general in the name of teaching
students about the developing world.

We learn in the introduction of I, Rigoberta Menchii that
Rigoberta is a quadruple victim. As a person of color, she has suf-
fered racism. As a woman, she has endured sexism. She lives in
South America, which is—of course—a victim of North Ameri-
can colonialism. She is also an Indian, victimized by Latino cul-
ture within Latin America.

One of the most widely used textbooks in so-called multi-
cultural courses is Multi-Cultural Literacy, published by
Graywolf Press in St. Paul, Minnesota. The book ignores the The
Tale of Genji, the Upanishads and Vedas, the Koran and Islamic
commentaries. It also ignores such brilliant contemporary au-
thors as Jorge Luis Borges, V.S. Naipaul, Octavio Paz, Naguib
Mahfouz, and Wole Soyinka. Instead it offers thirteen essays of
protest, including Michele Wallace’s autobiographical “Invisi-
bility Blues” and Paula Gunn Allen’s “Who Is Your Mother? The
Red Roots of White Feminism.”

One student I spoke with at Duke University said he would not
study Paradise Lost because John Milton was a Eurocentric white
male sexist. At the University of Michigan, a young black woman
who had converted to Islam refused to believe that the prophet
Muhammad owned slaves and practiced polygamy. She said she
had taken courses on cultural diversity and the courses hadn’t
taught her that.

One of the highlights of this debate on the American campus
was a passionate statement delivered a few years ago by Stanford
undergraduate William King, president of the Black Student
Union, who argued the benefits of the new multicultural curric-

ulum before the faculty senate of the university. Under the old
system, he said, “I was never taught. . . the fact that Socrates,
Herodotus, Pythagoras, and Solon studied in Egypt and acknowl-
edged that much of their knowledge of astronomy, geometry,
medicine, and building came from the African civilization in and
around Egypt. [I was never taught] that the Hippocratic oath ac-
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knowledges the Greeks’ ‘father of medicine,” Imhotep, a black
Egyptian pharaoh whom they called Aesculapius. . . . I was never
informed when it was found that the ‘very dark and wooly haired’
Moors in Spain preserved, expanded, and reintroduced the clas-
sical knowledge that the Greeks had collected, which led to the
‘renaissance.’. . . I read the Bible without knowing Saint Augus-
tine looked black like me, that the Ten Commandments were al-
most direct copies from the 147 Negative Confessions of Egyptian
initiates. . . . I didn’t learn Toussaint L’Ouverture’s defeat of Na-
poleon in Haiti directly influenced the French Revolution, or that
the Iroquois Indians in America had a representative democracy
which setrved as a model for the American system.”

This statement drew wild applause and was widely quoted. The
only trouble is that much of it is untrue. There is no evidence that
Socrates, Pythagoras, Herodotus, and Solon studied in Egypt, al-
though Herodotus may have traveled there. Saint Augustine was
born in North Africa, but his skin color is unknown, and in any
case he could not have been mentioned in the Bible; he was born
over 350 years after Christ. Viewing King’s speech at my request,
Bernard Lewis, an expert on Islamic and Middle Eastern culture
at Princeton, described it as “a few scraps of truth amidsp a great
deal of nonsense.”

Why does multicultural education, in practice, gravitate to-
ward such myths and half-truths? To find out why, it is necessary
to explore the complex web of connections that the academic rev-
olution generates among admissions policies, life on campus, and
the curriculum.

American universities typically begin with the premise that in
a democratic and increasingly diverse society the composition of
their classes should reflect the ethnic distribution of the general
population. Many schools officially seek “proportional represen-
tation,” in which the percentage of applicants admitted from vari-
ous racial groups roughly approximates the ratio of those groups
in society at large.

Thus universities routinely admit black, Hispanic, and Ameri-
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can Indian candidates over better-qualified white and Asian
American applicants. As a result of zealously pursued affirmative
action programs, many selective colleges admit minority students
who find it extremely difficult to meet demanding academic stan-
dards and to compete with the rest of the class. This fact is reflect-
ed in the dropout rates of blacks and Hispanics, which are more
than 50 percent higher than those of whites and Asians. At Berke-
ley a study of students admitted on a preferential basis between
1978 and 1982 concluded that nearly 70 percent failed to gradu-
ate within five years.

For affirmative action students who stay on campus, a common
strategy of dealing with the pressures of university life is to enroll
in a distinctive minority organization. Among such organizations
at Cornell University are Lesbian, Gay & Bisexual Coalition; La
Asociacion Latina; National Society of Black Engineers; Society
of Minority Hoteliers; Black Students United; and Simba Wash-
anga.

Although the university brochures at Cornell and elsewhere
continue to praise integration and close interaction among stu-
dents from different backgrounds, the policies practiced at these
schools actually encourage segregation. Stanford, for example,
has “ethnic theme houses” such as the African house called
Ujaama. And President Donald Kennedy has said that one of his
educational objectives is to “support and strengthen ethnic theme
houses.” Such houses make it easier for some minority students to
feel comfortable but help to create a kind of academic apartheid.

The University of Pennsylvania has funded a black yearbook,
even though only 6 percent of the student body is black and all
other groups appeared in the general yearbook. Vassar, Dart-
mouth, and the University of Illinois have allowed separate grad-
uation activities and ceremonies for minority students. California
State University at Sacramento has just established an official
“college within a college” for blacks.

Overt racism is relatively rare at most campuses, yel minorities
are told that bigotry operates in subtle forms such as baleful
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looks, uncorrected stereotypes, and “institutional racism”—
defined as the underrepresentation of blacks and Hispanics
among university trustees, administrators, and faculty.

Other groups such as feminists and homosexuals typically get
into the game, claiming their own varieties of victim status. As
Harvard political scientist Harvey Mansfield bluntly puts it,
“White students must admit their guilt so that minority students
do not have to admit their incapacity.”

Even though universities regularly accede to the political de-
mands of victim groups, their appeasement gestures do not help
black and Hispanic students get a genuine liberal arts education.
They do the opposite, giving the apologists of the new academic
orthodoxy a convenient excuse when students admitted on a pref-
erential basis fail to meet academic standards. At this point stu-
dent activists and administrators often blame the curriculum.
They argue that it reflects a “white male perspective” that system-
atically depreciates the views and achievements of other cul-
tures, minorities, women, and homosexuals.

With this argument, many minority students can now explain
why they had such a hard time with Milton in the English depart-
ment, Publius in political science, and Heisenberg in physics.
Those men reflected white male aesthetics, philosophy, and sci-
ence. Obviously, nonwhite students would fare much better if the
university created more black or Latino or Third World courses,
the argument goes. This epiphany leads to a spate of demands:
Abolish the Western classics, establish new departments such as
Afro-American Studies and Women’s Studies, hire minority fac-
ulty to offer distinctive black and Hispanic “perspectives.”

Multicultural or non-Western education on campus frequently
glamorizes Third World cultures and omits inconvenient facts
about them. In fact, several non-Western cultures are caste-
based or tribal, and often disregard norms of racial equality. In
many of them feminism is virtually nonexistent, as indicated by
such practices as dowries, widow-burning, and genital mutila-
tion; and homosexuality is sometimes regarded as a crime or men-
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tal disorder requiring punishment. These nasty aspects of the
non-Western cultures are rarely mentioned in the new courses.
Indeed, Bernard Lewis of Princeton argues that while slavery and
the subjugation of women have been practiced by all known civi-
lizations, the West at least has an active and effective movement
for the abolition of such evils.

Who is behind this academic revolution, this contrived multi-
culturalism? The new curriculum directly serves the purposes of
a newly ascendant generation of young professors, weaned in the
protest culture of the late 1960s and early 1970s. In a frank com-
ment, Jay Parini, who teaches English at Middlebury College,
writes, “After the Vietnam War, a lot of us didn’t just crawl back
into our library cubicles. We stepped into academic posi-
tions. . . . Now we have tenure, and the work of reshaping the uni-
versity has begun in earnest.”

The goal that Parini and others like him pursue is the trans-
formation of the college classroom from a place of learning to a
laboratory of indoctrination for social change. Not long ago most
colleges required that students learn the basics of the physical
sciences and mathematics, the rudiments of economics and fi-
nance, and the fundamental principles of American history and
government. Studies by the National Endowment for the Humani-
ties show that this coherence has disappeared from the cur-
riculum. As a result, most universities are now graduating
students who are scientifically and culturally impoverished, if not
illiterate.

At the University of Pennsylvania, Houston Baker, one of the
most prominent black academics in the country, denounces read-
ing and writing as oppressive technologies and celebrates such
examples of oral culture as the rap group N.W.A. (Niggers With
Attitude). One of the group’s songs is about the desirability of
killing policemen. Alison Jaggar, who teaches women'’s studies at
the University of Colorado, denounces the traditional nuclear
family as a “cornerstone of women’s oppression” and anticipates
scientific advances enabling men to carry fetuses in their bodies
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so that child-bearing responsibilities can be shared between the
sexes. Duke professor Eve Sedgwick’s scholarship is devoted to
unmasking what she terms the heterosexual bias in Western cul-
ture, a project that she pursues through papers such as “Jane
Austen and the Masturbating Girl” and “How To Bring Your Kids
Up Gay.”

Confronted by racial tension and Balkanization on campus,
university leaders usually announce that, because of a resur-
gence of bigotry, “more needs to be done.” They press for redou-
bled preferential recruitment of minority students and faculty,
funding for a new Third World or Afro-American center, manda-
tory sensitivity education for whites, and so on. The more the uni-
versity leaders give in to the demands of minority activists, the
more they encourage the very racism they are supposed to be
fighting. Surveys indicate that most young people today hold fair-
ly liberal attitudes toward race, evident in their strong support for
the civil rights agenda and for interracial dating. However, these
liberal attitudes are sorely tried by the demands of the new ortho-
doxy: many undergraduates are beginning to rebel against what
they perceive as a culture of preferential treatment and double
standards actively fostered by university policies.

Can there be a successful rolling back of this revolution, or at
least of its excesses? One piece of good news is that blatant forms
of racial preference are having an increasingly tough time in the
courts, and this has implications for university admissions poli-
cies. The Department of Education is more vigilant than it used to
be in investigating charges of discrimination against whites and
Asian Americans. With help from Washington director Morton
Halperin, the American Civil Liberties Union has taken a strong
stand against campus censorship. Popular magazines such as
Newsweek and New York have poked fun at “politically correct”
speech. At Tufts University, undergraduates embarrassed the ad-
ministration into backing down on censorship by putting up taped

boundaries designating areas of the university to be “free speech
zones,” “limited speech zones,” and “Twilight Zones.”
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Even some scholars on the political left are now speaking out
against such dogmatism and excess. Eugene Genovese, a Marxist
historian and one of the nation’s most respected scholars of slav-
ery, argues that “too often we find that education has given way to
indoctrination. Good scholars are intimidated into silence, and
the only diversity that obtains is a diversity of radical positions.”
More and more professors from across the political spectrum are
resisting the politicization and lowering of standards. At Duke,
for example, sixty professors, led by political scientist James Da-
vid Barber, a liberal Democrat, have repudiated the extremism of
the victims’ revolution. To that end they have joined the National
Association of Scholars, a Princeton, New Jersey—based group
devoted to fairness, excellence, and rational debate in univer-
sities.

But these scholars need help. Resistance on campus to the
academic revolution is outgunned and sorely needs outside
reinforcements. Parents, alumni, corporations, foundations, and
state legislators are generally not aware that they can be very ef-
fective in promoting reform. The best way to encourage reform is
to communicate in no uncertain terms to university leadership
and, if necessary, to use financial incentives to assure your voice
is heard. University leaders do their best to keep outsiders from
meddling or even finding out what exactly is going on behind the
tall gates, but there is little doubt that they would pay keen at-
tention to the views of the donors on whom they depend. By
threatening to suspend donations if universities continue harmful
policies, friends of liberal learning can do a lot. In the case of
state-funded schools, citizens and parents can pressure elected
representatives to ask questions and demand more accountability
from the taxpayer-supported academics.

The illiberal revolution can be reversed only if the people who
foot the bills stop being passive observers. Don’t just write a
check to your alma mater; that’s an abrogation of responsibility.
Keep abreast of what is going on and don’t be afraid to raise your
voice and even to close your wallet in protest. Our Western, free-
market culture need not provide the rope to hang itself.

Literary Politics
EEn
GEORGE F. WILL

HE MODERN Language Association’s opposition to the
Tnomination of Carol Iannone to the National Council on the
Humanities is not quite sufficient reason for supporting her. But
MLA hostility is nearly necessary for creating confidence in any-
one proposed for a position of cultural importance. The president
nominated lannone at the behest of the chairman of the National

.Endowment for the Humanities, Lynne Cheney, to whom the

council tenders advice. The MLA, composed mostly of professors
of literature and languages, is shocked —shocked!—that people
suspect it of political motives. Oh? The MLA is saturated with the
ideology that politics permeates everything. The unvarnished
truth is that the MLA’s sniffy complaint amounts to this: lannone
is not “one of us.” Her writings confirm that virtue.

She teaches at NYU and is vice president of the National Asso-
ciation of Scholars, a burgeoning organization resisting the politi-
cization of higher education. She is a trenchant critic of the
watery Marxism that has gone to earth in the MLA and elsewhere
on campuses. Academic Marxists deny the autonomy of culture,
explaining it asa “reflection” of other forces, thereby draining
culture of its dignity. The reduction of the study of literature to so-
ciology, and of sociology to mere ideological assertion, has a cen-
tral tenet: all literature is, whether writers are conscious of it or
not, political.

Writers, say the academics lannone refutes, are captives of the
conditioning of their class, sex, race. All literature on which ca-
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nonical status is conferred represents the disguised or unex-
amined assumptions and interests of the dominant class, sex,
race. Hence culture is oppressive and a literary canon is an in-
strument of domination. This ideology radically devalues authors
and elevates the ideologists—the critics— as indispensable de-
coders of literature, all of which is, by definition, irreducibly po-
litical. ‘

Shakespeare’s Tempest reflects the imperialist rape of the
Third World. Emily Dickinson’s poetic references to peas and
flower buds are encoded messages of feminist rage, exulting clito-
ral masturbation to protest the prison of patriarchal sex roles.
Jane Austen’s supposed serenity masks boiling fury about male
domination, expressed in the nastiness of minor characters who
are “really” not minor. In Wuthering Heights, Emily Bronté, a
subtle subversive, has Catherine bitten by a male bulldog. Mel-
ville’s white whale? Probably a penis. Grab a harpoon!

The supplanting of aesthetic by political responses to literature
makes literature primarily interesting as a mere index of who had
power and whom the powerful victimized. For example, feminist
literary criticism is presented as a political act, liberating women
writers from the oppression of “patriarchal literary standards.”
Thus does criticism dovetail with the political agenda of victimol-
ogy. The agenda is the proliferation of groups nursing grievances
and demanding entitlements. The multiplication of grievances is
(if radicals will pardon the expression) the core curriculum of
universities that are transformed into political instruments. That
curriculum aims at delegitimizing Western civilization by dis-
crediting the books and ideas that gave birth to it.

lannone tartly criticizes the “eruption of group politics in liter-
ature,” noting that many scholarly activities, from the shaping of
curricula to the bestowing of academic awards, have become in-
struments of racial, ethnic, and sexual reparations for Western
civilization’s sins. The Left’s agenda does liberate, in this per-
verse way: it emancipates literature from the burden of aesthetic
standards. All such standards are defined as merely sublimated
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assertions of power by society’s dominant group. So all critics and
authors from particular victim groups should be held only to the
political standards of their group. Administration of these, and of
the resulting racial and sexual spoils system in the academy, “re-
quires” group politics: under the spreading chestnut tree, | ten-
ure you and you tenure me.

As aesthetic judgments are politicized, political judgments are
aestheticized: the striking of poses and the enjoyment of catharsis
are central in the theater of victimization in academic life. All
this, although infantile, is not trivial. By “deconstructing,” or po-
litically decoding, or otherwise attacking the meaning of literary
works, critics strip literature of its authority. Criticism displaces
literature and critics displace authors as bestowers of meaning.

It might seem odd, even quixotic, that today’s tenured radicals
have congregated in literature departments, where the practical
consequences of theory are obscure. Obscure, but not negligible.
As James Atlas writes, the transmission of the culture that unites,
even defines America — transmission through knowledge of liter-
ature and history —is faltering. The result is collective amnesia
and deculturation. That prefigures social disintegration, which is
the political goal of the victim revolution that is sweeping cam-
puses.

The fight over Iannone’s nomination is particularly important
precisely because you have not hitherto heard of it or her. The
fight is paradigmatic of the many small skirmishes that rarely rise
to public attention but cumulatively condition the nation’s cultur-
al, and then political, life. In this low-visibility, high-intensity
war, Lynne Cheney is secretary of domestic defense. The foreign
adversaries her husband, Dick, must keep at bay are less danger-
ous, in the long run, than the domestic forces with which she must
deal. Those forces are fighting against the conservation of the
common culture that is the nation’s social cement. She, even
more than a Supreme Court justice, deals with constitutional
things. The real Constitution, which truly constitutes America, is
the national mind as shaped by the intellectual legacy that gave
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rise to the Constitution and all the habits, mores, customs, and
ideas that sustain it.

There has been a historic reversal: many of the most enlight-
ened defenders of our cultural patrimony are now out in the “prac-
tical” world, including government, and many philistines are in
the academies shaping tomorrow’s elites, and hence tomorrow’s
governance. That is why Lynne Cheney and Carol Iannone matter
more than do most of the things that get the public’s attention.

Freedom and the Universities
EE N
C. VANN WOODWARD

EFENDING FREE D OMunderattack inuniversities in-
Dvariably gets defenders into a variety of trouble. The attack-
ers almost always profess devotion to free speech themselves—
except when it is carried to extremes, or is used by fanatics to dis-
credit a cause they believe to be of greater or nobler or more
urgent importance, or when it gives offense or pain or distress to
people with enough troubles already. Resort to one or another, if
not several, of these exceptions will be made in almost any dis-
pute over the limits of free speech. After all, it is only in such
instances, at least as perceived by those who resort to these ex-
ceptions, that the issue of free speech is likely to arise.

Another embarrassment to champions of the free-speech prin-
ciple is that they often share sympathy for the cause, the idea, or
the oppressed minority presented as the exception to justify viola-
tions of the cherished principle. How can just causes be defended
without injury to inviolable principle? The awkwardness can be
increased when the advocate of free speech finds himself thrust
into alliance with those who do not share his sympathies for the
exceptional cause and urge freedom for quite different reasons.
Under these circumstances the politics of academic freedom can
become a bit complicated.

In a commencement address at the University of Michigan on

This edition of the essay is a revision by the author to correct such errors or mis-
understandings of the original version as were revealed in the exchange  following
its publication and to add relevant information that became available later.



“Speech Codes” and
Free Speech
EEan
NAT HENTOFF

DU RING THREE YEARS of reporting on anti-free-speech
tendencies in higher education, I've been at more than
twenty colleges and universities —from Washington and Lee and
Columbia to Mesa State in Colorado and Stanford.

On this voyage of initially reverse expectations —with liberals
fiercely advocating censorship of “offensive” speech and conser-
vatives merrily taking the moral high ground as champions of free
expression —the most dismaying moment of revelation took place
at Stanford.

In the course of a two-year debate on whether Stanford, like
many other universities, should have a speech code punishing
language that might wound minorities, women, and gays, a letter
appeared in the Stanford Daily. Signed by the African-American
Law Students Association, the Asian-American Law Students
Association, and the Jewish Law Students Association, the letter
called for a harsh code. It reflected the letter and the spirit of an
earlier declaration by Canetta Ivy, a black leader of student gov-
ernment at Stanford during the period of the grand debate. “We
don’t put as many restrictions on freedom of speech,” she said,

“as we should.”

Reading the letter by this rare ecumenical body of law students
(so pressing was the situation that even Jews were allowed in), 1
thought of twenty, thirty years from now. From so bright a cadre of
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graduates, from so prestigious a law school would come some of
the law professors, civic leaders, college presidents, and maybe
even a Supreme Court justice of the future. And many of them
would have learned —like so many other university students in
the land—that censorship is okay provided your motives are
okay.

The debate at Stanford ended when the president, Donald
Kennedy, following the prevailing winds, surrendered his previ-
ous position that once you start telling people what they can’t say,
you will end up telling them what they can’t think. Stanford now
has a speech code.

This is not to say that these gags on speech—every one of them
so overboard and vague that a student can violate a code without
knowing he or she has done so—are invariably imposed by stu-
dent demand. At most colleges, it is the administration that sets
up the code. Because there have been racist or sexist or homopho-
bic taunts, anonymous notes or graffiti, the administration feels it
must do something. The cheapest, quickest way to demonstrate
that it cares is to appear to suppress racist, sexist, homophobic
speech.

Usually, the leading opposition among the faculty consists of
conservatives—when there is opposition. An exception at Stan-
ford was law professor Gerald Gunther, arguably the nation’s
leading authority on constitutional law. But Gunther did not have
much support among other faculty members, conservative or lib-
eral.

At the University of Buffalo Law School, which has a code re-
stricting speech, I could find just one faculty member who was
against it. A liberal, he spoke only on condition that I not use his
name. He did not want to be categorized as a racist.

On another campus, a political science professor for whom I
had great respect after meeting and talking with him years ago has
been silent—students told me—on what Justice William Bren-
nan once called “the pall of orthodoxy” that has fallen on his
campus.




52/ BEYOND PC

When I talked to him, the professor said, “It doesn’t happen in
my class. There’s no ‘politically correct’ orthodoxy here. It may
happen in other places at this university, but I don’t know about
that.” He said no more.

One of the myths about the rise of PC is that, coming from the
Left, it is primarily intimidating conservatives on campus. Quite
the contrary. At almost every college I've been to, conservative
students have their own newspaper, usually quite lively and fired
by a muckraking glee at exposing “politically correct” follies on
campus.

By and large, those most intimidated—not so much by the
speech codes themselves but by the Madame Defarge-like spirit
behind them — are liberal students and those who can be called
politically moderate.

Pve talked to many of them, and they no longer get involved in
class discussions where their views would go against the grain of
PC righteousness. Many, for instance, have questions about cer-
tain kinds of affirmative action. They are not partisans of Jesse
Helms or David Duke, but they wonder whether progeny of
middle-class black families should get scholarship preference.
Others have a question about abortion. Most are not pro-life, but
they believe that fathers should have a say in whether the fetus
should be sent off into eternity.

Jeff Shesol, a recent graduate of Brown, and now a Rhodes
scholar at Oxford, became nationally known while at Brown be-
cause of his comic strip, Thatch, which, not too kindly, parodied
PC students. At a forum on free speech at Brown before he left,
Shesol said he wished he could tell the new students at Brown to
have no fear of speaking freely. But he couldn’t tell them that, he
said, advising the new students to stay clear of talking critically
about affirmative action or abortion, among other things, in
public.

At that forum, Shesol told me, he said that those members of
the Left who regard dissent from their views as racist and sexist
should realize that they are discrediting their goals. “They're
honorable goals,” said Shesol, “and I agree with them. I'm
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against racism and sexism. But these people’s tactics are obscur-
ing the goals. And they've resulted in Brown no longer being an
open-minded place.” There were hisses from the audience.

Students at New York University Law School have also told me
that they censor themselves in class. The kind of chilling atmo-
sphere they describe was exemplified last year as a case assigned
for a moot court competition became subject to denunciation
when a sizable number of law students said it was too “offensive”
and would hurt the feelings of gay and lesbian students. The case
concerned a divorced father’s attempt to gain custody of his chil-
dren on the grounds that their mother had become a lesbian. It
was against PC to represent the father.

Although some of the faculty responded by insisting that you
learn to be a lawyer by dealing with all kinds of cases, including
those you personally find offensive, other faculty members sup-
ported the rebellious students, praising them for their sensitivity.
There was little public opposition from the other students to the
attempt to suppress the case. A leading dissenter was a member
of the conservative Federalist Society.

What is PC to white students is not necessarily PC to black stu-
dents. Most of the latter did not get involved in the NYU protest,
but throughout the country many black students do support
speech codes. A vigorous exception was a black Harvard Law
School student who spoke during a debate on whether the law
school should start punishing speech. A white student got up and
said that the codes are necessary because, without them, black
students would be driven away from colleges and thereby de-
prived of the equal opportunity to get an education.

The black student rose and said that the white student had a
hell of a nerve to assume that he—in the face of racist
speech —would pack up his books and go home. He’d been famil-

iar with that kind of speech all his life, and he had never felt the
need to run away from it. He’d handled it before and he could
again.

The black student then looked at his white colleague and said
that it was condescending to say that blacks have to be “protect-
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ed” from racist speech. “It is more racist and insulting,” he em-
phasized, “to say that to me than to call me a nigger.”

But that would appear to be a minority view among black stu-
dents. Most are convinced they do need to be protected from
wounding language. On the other hand, a good many black stu-

dent organizations on campus do not feel that Jews have to be pro-
tected from wounding language.

Though it’s not much written about in reports of the language wars
on campuses, there is a strong strain of anti-Semitism among
some —not all, by any means —black students. They invite such
speakers as Louis Farrakhan, the former Stokely Carmichael
(now Kwame Touré), and such lesser but still burning bushes as
Steve Cokely, the Chicago commentator who has declared that
Jewish doctors inject the AIDS virus into black babies. That dis-
tinguished leader was invited to speak at the University of Mich-
igan.

The black student organization at Columbia University
brought to the campus Dr. Khallid Abdul Muhammad. He began
his address by saying: “My leader, my teacher, my guide is the
honorable Louis Farrakhan. I thought that should be said at
Columbia Jewniveristy.”

Many Jewish students have not censored themselves in react-
ing to this form of political correctness among some blacks. A Co-
lumbia student, Rachel Stoll, wrote a letter to the Columbia Spec-
tator: “I have an idea. As a white Jewish American,I'll just stand
in the middle of a circle comprising. . . Khallid Abdul Muham-
mad and assorted members of the Black Students Organization
and let them all hurl large stones at me. From recent events and
statements made on this campus, I gather this will be a good
cheap method of making these people feel good.”

At UCLA, a black student magazine printed an article indicat-
ing there is considerable truth to the Protocols of the Elders of
Zion. For months, the black faculty, when asked their reactions,
preferred not to comment. One of them did say that the black stu-
dents already considered the black faculty to be insufficiently
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militant, and the professors didn’t want to make the gap any wid-
er. Like white liberal faculty members on other campuses, they
want to be liked —or at least not too disliked.

Along with quiet white liberal faculty members, mosf black
professors have not opposed the speech codes. But‘ unlike the
white liberals, many honestly do believe that minority students
have to be insulated from barbed language. The? do not

‘believe—as I have found out in a number of conver?anons—that
an essential part of an education is to learn to demystify language,
to strip it of its ability to demonize and stigmatize y01'1. They do n(?t
believe that the way to deal with bigoted language is to answer it
with more and better language of your own. This seems very ele-
mentary to me, but not to the defenders, black and white, of the

es.
sp?ﬁ:s?:ifr University of California president Da'vid .Card.ner.
He has imposed a speech code on all the campuses in his univer-
sity system. Students are to be punished —and this is chaiacteltls—
tic of the other codes around the country—if they use ﬁgh-tmg
words” — derogatory references to “race, sex, sexual orientation,
or disability.”

The term fighting words comes from a 1942 Supreme (‘:‘ourt c.ie-
cision, Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire, which ruled that ﬁg.h.tmg
words” are not protected by the First Amendment. That decision,
however, has been in disuse at the High Court for many years. But
it is thriving on college campuses. o

In the California code, a word becomes “fighting” if it is dlrec?-
ly addressed to “any ordinary person” (presux.nably, extraordi-
nary people are above all this). These are the lfmds of words that
are “inherently likely to provoke a violent reaction, whether or not
they actually do.” (Emphasis added. ) .

Moreover, he or she who fires a fighting word at any orfimary
person can be reprimanded or dismissed from the university be-
cause the perpetrator should “reasonably know” that what he or
she has said will interfere with the “victim’s ability to purSl.le
effectively his or her education or otherwise participate fully in
university programs and activities.”
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Asked Gary Murikami, chairman of the Gay and Lesbian Asso-
ciation at the University of California, Berkeley: “What does it
mean?”

Among those—faculty, law professors, college administra-
tors —who insist such codes are essential to the university’s pur-
pose of making all students feel at home and thereby able to
concentrate on their work, there has been a celebratory resort to
the Fourteenth Amendment.

That amendment guarantees “equal protection of the laws” to
all, and that means to all students on campus. Accordingly, when
the First Amendment rights of those engaging in offensive speech
clash with the equality rights of their targets under the Fourteenth
Amendment, the First Amendment must give way.

This is the thesis, by the way, of John Powell, legal director of
the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), even though that
organization has now formally opposed all college speech codes —
after a considerable civil war among and within its affiliates.

The battle of the amendments continues, and when harsher
codes are called for at some campuses, you can expect the Four-
teen Amendment—which was not intended to censor speech —
will rise again.

A precedent has been set at, of all places, colleges and univer-
sities, that the principle of free speech is merely situational. As
college administrators change, so will the extent of free speech on
campus. And invariably, permissible speech will become more

and more narrowly defined. Once speech can be limited in such
subjective ways, more and more expression will be included in
what is forbidden.

One of the exceedingly few college presidents who speaks out

on the consequences of the anti-free-speech movement is Yale
University’s Benno Schmidt:

Freedom of thought must be Yale’s central commitment. It is not
easy to embrace. It is, indeed, the effort of a lifetime. . . . Much
expression that is free may deserve our contempt. We may well be
moved to exercise our own freedom to counter it or to ignore it. But
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universities cannot censor or suppress speech, no matter how ob-
noxious in content, without violating their justification for exis-
tence.. ..

On some other campuses in this country, values of civility and
community have been offered by some as paramount values of the
university, even to the extent of superseding freedom of expres-
sion.

Such a view is wrong in principle and, if extended, is disas-
-trous to freedom of thought. . . . The chilling effects on speech of
the vagueness and open-ended nature of many universities’
prohibitions. . . are compounded by the fact that these codes are
typically enforced by faculty and students who commonly assert
that vague notions of community are more important to the acade-
my than freedom of thought and expression. . . .

This is a flabby and uncertain time for freedom in the United

States.

On the Public Broadcasting System in June 1991, I was part of
a Fred Friendly panel at Stanford University in a debate on
speech codes versus freedom of expression. The three black pan-
elists, including a Stanford student, strongly supported the
codes. So did the one Asian American on the panel. But then so
did Stanford law professor Thomas Grey, who wrote the Stanford
code, and Stanford president Donald Kennedy, who first opposed
and then embraced the code. We have a new ecumenicism of
those who would control speech for the greater good. Itis hardly a
new idea, but the mix of advocates is rather new.

But there are other voices. In the national board debate at the
ACLU on college speech codes, the first speaker—and I think
she had a lot to do with making the final vote against codes un-
animous —was Gwen Thomas. A black community college ad-
ministrator from Colorado, she is a fiercely persistent exposer of
racial discrimination.

She started by saying, “I have always felt as a minority person
that we have to protect the rights of all because if we infringe on
the rights of any persons, we’ll be next.

“As for providing a nonintimidating educational environment,
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our young people have to learn to grow up on college campuses.
We have to teach them how to deal with adversarial situations.
They have to learn how to survive offensive speech they find
wounding and hurtful.”

Gwen Thomas is an educator—an endangered species in high-
er education.

Multiculturalism,
Transculturalism, and the
Great Books
EEE
MORTIMER J. ADLER

HE CONTROVERSY ABO UTmulticulturalism at the col-

lege level focuses on the books that should be a part of one’s
general education. It is a dispute about the traditionally recog-
nized canon of the monuments of Western literature in all fields
works of mathematics and science as well as works of poetry, dra-
ma, and fiction, and also works of biography, history, philoso-
phy, and theology. Here we are confronted with current attacks
upon the canonical list of great books and the responses that those
attacks have elicited.

I am involved in this controversy —as associate editor of the
first edition of the Great Books of the Western World, published in
1952, and as editor in chief of the second, much expanded edi-
tion, published in 1990.

The second edition differed from the first in many respects:
new translations, a revised Synopticon, and six volumes of
twentieth-century authors that did not appear in the first edition,
as well as fifteen authors added in the period from Homer to
Freud. As in the case of the first edition, so in the case of the sec-
ond: our editorial board and the large group of advisers we con-
sulted did not agree unanimously about the authors to be includ-
ed; but in both cases there was 90-percent agreement. That, in

Ny




