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   “Universities need to abandon the concept that they have a central role in Moral Education.”

   Lawrence Summers, Former President, Harvard University

   “A university has no capacity to eliminate ‘hate,’ nor should that be its mission.”


   Heather MacDonald

   “Our apparatniks will continue making the usual squalid mess called History: all we can pray for is that artists, chefs and saints may still appear to blithe it.”


   W. H. Auden

  

 
  
   
‌Introduction and Overview

   Lawrence M. Krauss

   Universities and science institutions in the West are unfortunately no longer guaranteed to be places where the free and open exchange of ideas is encouraged, nor where scientific progress can be carried out unhindered by ideology.

   Academics, even tenured academics, have lost their jobs or been otherwise censured for their speech or writing, and students are afraid to ask questions in class and are even often encouraged by their universities to report language they find offensive.

   Universities have created vast bureaucracies under the guise of what is generally called diversity, equality, and inclusion (DEI). They are accountable to no one and police both behavior and language. Questions ranging from the difference between sex and gender to the question of whether indigenous science warrants the name are often forbidden to even be raised in the classroom or in academic meetings.

   Merit, at the heart of academic progress, is also now being questioned in academia, and in scientific institutions more broadly. Identity-based quotas—both gender and racially based—are being imposed on academic hiring and promotion around the world, independent of both the questions of how this might impact academic excellence and to what extent such measures are actually required or even useful. From a fundamental perspective, is it essential that the composition of researchers and teachers in every discipline reflect the underlying demographics of society as a whole, independent of the available pool of emerging talent?

   As university and government DEI programs have restricted hiring and promotion to those whose ideological predilections conform to DEI manifestos, academics and administrators are becoming more prone to impose critical social justice (CSJ) ideology throughout their academic activities. The notion—criticised by former Harvard University President Lawrence Summers in the epigraph of this book—that universities have a role to play in moral education, has resurfaced with a vengeance.

   Dubious postmodern notions regarding objective, evidence-based inquiry and epistemology, and, more recently, CSJ, while once restricted to fringe departments, have now become endemic, making their way into the mainstream, even in hard science curricula. Those hired under the banner that racism and sexism are rampant in academia tend to echo that in their research and teaching. As a result, the debate about scientific issues often becomes stifled. For example, the question of whether gender-based differences between fields reflect underlying sexism or simply deeper psychological or sociologically based differences in interests between the sexes cannot safely even be raised in numerous universities, as various academics who have lost their jobs or affiliations can attest.

   One of the more pernicious facets of this new incursion of ideology into scholarship is the notion that language conflates with violence and that personal offense gives one special rights. The use of certain words is proscribed in academic environments, government, and the media as if they were sacred mantras. Scholars and journalists have been sacked for using the wrong word, independent of its context. And even more worrisome, various academic journals now advise their editors not to accept papers that might cause offense, regardless of their validity or potential importance.

   A vigorous dialectic is essential for academic progress, especially in the sciences. That means active questioning and open debate, and even the possibility of provocation or offense must not only be tolerated; it should be encouraged. Science is a social activity, unlike popular perception, and it cannot properly function unless ideas can be dissected and even attacked. Only in this way can weak or incorrect ideas be filtered out.

   Students are also suffering in this environment. Not only are they missing out on necessary experiences of critical reasoning, but there are also important subject areas that academics simply avoid at the risk of stirring up controversy. The notion that language is somehow a form of violence has created additional tensions in classroom education. The creation of “safe spaces,” where students will not have to confront ideas or words that make them uncomfortable, hasn’t helped. Students need to be protected from hearing them at all costs, and most importantly, if anyone is particularly sensitive to any word or idea, too often, all those around them must be protected too.

   In fact, numerous studies have suggested that this escalation has caused students to feel less safe, increased their anxiety levels, and encouraged them to hold back from open discussions in classrooms. At the same time, one is witnessing a generation of students, including those educated at supposedly elite institutions, who have not been trained to think critically. The current conflict in the Middle East is something that generates strong opinions and passions, but watching videos of some Columbia student protestors made it clear that they had little or no critical perception of what they were protesting for or against.

   In effect, universities have often become hostile work and learning environments, ironically in large part because university bureaucracies—in a misplaced effort to identify and root out hostile environments—have created hypervigilant policing that encourages a sense of victimhood and creates a climate of conflict and tension.

   Years ago, I wrote that one of the central purposes of education is to make you uncomfortable. Only when you move outside of your comfort zone are you likely to examine your own preexisting biases and discover truths about the world that you might never have otherwise allowed to enter your consciousness. Unfortunately, in the current climate, intellectual comfort has become a standby at universities rather than an anathema.

   The emerging threat to science and reason has percolated outside ivy-covered walls to scientific and government institutions and to industry. Formerly prestigious science journals are not only devoting increasing space to parroting critical social justice ideology; they are, in some cases, censoring scientific articles that editors feel may not be in accord with them, even if the results of these articles are not in dispute! As I reported recently in the Wall Street Journal, an analysis of grants demonstrated that US science funding agencies like the National Science Foundation and the National Institutes of Health spent hundreds of millions of dollars on social justice initiatives instead of fulfilling their mandates of supporting scientific research. And the heads of these organizations often almost proudly claimed, without evidence and purely on the basis of demographic data, that their own institutions are systemically racist. At the same time, a number of these organizations have required prospective grant recipients to conform to certain political and social justice ideals as a part of the granting process. This intrusion of ideology into the process of science funding is particularly egregious.

   Beyond the direct threat to science, there was the opportunity cost of drawing key funding away from the scientific enterprise and of forcing researchers to take time out of doing science to explicitly prepare proposals conforming to certain CSJ dictates. And parochially, for the West at least, the issue of scientific competition becomes relevant. For countries to compete economically in the twenty-first century, support for science and engineering is vital. China, India, Singapore, Korea, and numerous other countries are building up their research enterprises, sometimes beginning to outstrip the West, unencumbered by these ideological strictures.

   Recent events in the USA, following the election of Donald Trump, have changed the landscape of federal funding. Executive orders issued require funding agencies to remove numerous extraneous DEI-related programs as well as requirements for grant proposals. This is a very welcome change, and while some agencies have already complied, it remains to be seen how this will percolate down through the academic hierarchy.

   It is vitally important, for the progress of scholarship and the scientific health of the nation and the world, for these trends to be opposed. The first step in this process is to make the public more fully aware of just how worrisome the situation has become. While many faculty and administrators recognize the problems in higher education and in institutions supporting scientific and scholarly research, many are afraid of speaking out because of the possible consequences for their own careers.

   Nevertheless, the potential problems are so grave, and the stakes so serious, that a stellar group of twenty-two distinguished scholars from a wide variety of disciplines and a wide variety of experiences—including a full spectrum of political leanings—have agreed to contribute to this volume describing the existing and emerging threats. All of them have a common interest in combating the current trends hindering higher education, scholarship, science, and reason. Some of these scholars have been canceled as a result of their statements or actions, and others have watched from the sidelines. Some have successfully fought for change within their own institutions, and others have not been so successful. All share, however, the recognition that something needs to be done. They have agreed to brave the minefield to describe the current challenges and, in some cases, point out possible solutions to the current dilemma of ideology trumping science and reason in our society. I applaud them for their clarity and bravery in speaking out at the current time, and I thank them for the time and energy they devoted to writing about these important issues. I have given each of them carte blanche to write on subjects that most concern them based on areas of their own interest and expertise and have at most lightly edited the pieces. The views expressed therein are their own. As a result, this compilation is not monolithic. It reflects a diversity of opinion on certain issues, different concerns, and different perspectives. That is precisely what the authors of this volume are advocating should be reflected in the functioning of our universities and research support institutions.

   You, the reader, are encouraged to draw your own conclusions.

   *

   This volume is organized into sections corresponding to major issues, including: free speech, victimhood, and ideology; ideological corruption of academic disciplines; the impact of DEI policies; gender, ideology, science, and scholarship; and finally, what can be done? Together, they broadly encompass deep concerns about the current war on science,  scholarship, and reason. In the rest of this introduction, I want to provide a brief overview of these issues, with selected examples, to provide some perspective for what is to follow.

   I have found myself recently reflecting on the contrast between the situation today and that of when I began my career as a faculty member at Yale University in the mid-1980s. The science departments at Yale were located on what is called Science Hill; however, the separation between science and the rest of campus at the time wasn’t just geographic. Those of us in the science departments sometimes felt like poor cousins at a university dominated by very well-known English and history departments where the bulk of Yale undergraduate students studied.

   At that time, something called “deconstructionism” was in vogue in several of the humanities departments, notably the English department. An outgrowth of postmodern ideas associated with Michel Foucault, deconstructionism was based on the notion that there was no ultimate truth or meaning in any scholarly work or text that could be understood without first deconstructing the ideological biases (gender, racial, political, cultural, etc.) of the authors and the society in which they wrote. Equally important was the idea that human social and intellectual activity derived from forms of domination, where notions of power and oppression completely governed all relations and writing.

   We in the sciences scoffed at what we interpreted to be the lack of intellectual standards in a movement that argued against objective truth and claimed that all knowledge was tainted by ideological biases. After all, stars emit frequencies of light that are not only independent of human biases but were also emitted before humans even evolved!

   In 1996, the US mathematical physicist Alan Sokal published a famous spoof paper in the social science journal Social Text. The paper was entitled “Transgressing the Boundaries: Toward a Transformative Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity.” The paper made no sense scientifically, but his purpose at the time was to demonstrate how low the scholarly standards of postmodern scholarship in the humanities had become. Here is a typical quote from the paper:

   …most recently, feminist and poststructuralist critiques have demystified the substantive content of mainstream Western scientific practice, revealing the ideology of domination concealed behind the façade of “objectivity”…all “reality,” no less than social “reality” is at bottom a social and linguistic construct;…the scientific community…cannot assert a privileged epistemological status with respect to counter-hegemonic narratives emanating from dissident or marginalized communities.


   At the time, scientists laughed when reading this during coffee discussions when the spoof was announced, and they congratulated themselves with the statement: It can’t happen here!

   Fast-forward twenty-seven years. In 2023, the Journal of Chemical Education published an article entitled “A Special Topic Class in Chemistry on Feminism and Science as a Tool to Disrupt the Dysconcious Racism in STEM.” The abstract and body of the paper contain phrases that are eerily familiar and equally nonsensical.

   This article presents an argument on the importance of teaching science with a feminist framework and defines it by acknowledging that all knowledge is historically situated and is influenced by social power and politics…. [The course will] explore the development and interrelationship between quantum mechanics, Marxist materialism, Afro-futurism/pessimism, and postcolonial nationalism. To problematize time as a linear socialconstruct, the Copenhagen interpretation of the collapse of wave-particle duality was utilized.


   In the same year, the Physical Review, the preeminent journal of physics in the United States, published in its Physics Education section a paper entitled “Observing Whiteness in Introductory Physics: A Case Study.” Here is some of the text:

   Within whiteness, the organization of social life is in terms of a center and margins that are based on dominance, control, and a transcendent figure that is consistently and structurally ascribed value over and above other figures…. Entangled with the above is the use of whiteboards as a primary pedagogical tool…they also play a role in reconstituting whiteness as social organization…. They collaborate with white organizational culture, where ideas and experiences gain value (become more central) when written down.


   This incursion of postmodern gobbledygook was not limited to the physical sciences alone. Here is the title of a paper presented that same year at the Joint Mathematics Meeting, the largest math congress in the world: “Undergraduate Mathematics Education as a White Cisheteropatriarchal Space and Opportunities for Structural Disruptions to Advance Queer of Color Justice.”

   Lest it seem that these are merely fringe occurrences, laughed off by the bulk of the science community, it is worth noting that the prestigious National Academy of Sciences (NAS) awarded their highest prize in scientific communication to a physicist who wrote a paper entitled “Making Black Women Scientists Under White Empiricism: The Racialization of Epistemology in Physics.” Among the many gems in the paper is the phrase: “Black women must, according to Einstein’s principle of covariance, have an equal claim to objectivity regardless of their simultaneously experiencing intersecting axes of oppression.”

   The misuse of the physics principle of covariance here is virtually straight out of Sokal. Interestingly, later that year, Sokal himself published an in-depth analysis of this paper, tearing apart almost every word of it. Why, you might ask, would he waste his time on such nonsense? Because it turned out that that paper was number fifty-six in the Altmetric ranking of the top one hundred most discussed scholarly articles for 2020, cited thirty-seven times in the literature, including fourteen citations in the science education literature! Moreover, the only place where Sokal could publish his counter-critique was a new journal entitled the Journal of Controversial Ideas.

   Attacks on science, reason, and scholarship are occurring in at least four major areas: the sociology of science, the infrastructure of science, academic freedom and free speech, and finally, the scientific and scholarly enterprise itself.

   1 Sociology: Science Is Sexist and Racist

   In June 2020, after the murder by police in Minneapolis of George Floyd, in my own field of physics, the American Physical Society (APS)—the major US physics society comprising over fifty-five thousand members—endorsed a “strike for black lives,” organized in part by a group of minority physicists and social justice advocates with the rather quixotic name, “Particles for Justice.” This strike was meant to “shut down STEM” in academia. The APS closed down its office not to protest police violence or racism but to “commit to eradicating systemic racism and discrimination, especially in academia, and science,” stating that “physics is not an exception” to the suffocating effects of racism in American life.

   Leaving aside the question of whether shutting down STEM programs for a day is a good response to perceived social inequalities, the APS gave no direct empirical justification for their claims. The presumption of systemic racism was all that seemed necessary.

   Science works hard to distinguish between correlation and causation in the analysis of empirical data. It is, therefore, particularly disheartening when this distinction vanishes in public pronouncements about science and in subsequent policy recommendations. For example, demographic data correlating gender, race, and sexual orientation with the numerical fraction of physicists are generally assumed to arise from underlying systemic racism without an explicit causal connection being demonstrated.

   The APS decided to act on its perception of systemic discrimination in two different ways. The first, involving affirmative action programs, has become increasingly common among scientific societies and universities. Programs created uniquely for women and selected minorities have begun to proliferate. The APS also wants to change the public image of scientists. With rare exceptions, no longer are white men shown in public photographs representing the field.

   In December 2020, the APS sent out a letter to their entire membership arguing that a recent Presidential Executive Order 13950 on Combating Race and Sex Stereotyping was “in direct opposition to the core values of the American Physical Society” and that the order needed to be rescinded in order to “strengthen America’s scientific enterprise.” The executive order quoted Martin Luther King, stating that in government-supported scientific institutions, people should “not be judged by the color of their skin, but the content of their character.” The order further argued that materials from places like Argonne National Laboratory that equate “color blindness” and “meritocracy” with “actions of bias” or from Sandia National Laboratories that state that an emphasis on “rationality over emotionality” is a characteristic of “white male[s]” were inappropriate training materials for government-supported science institutions.

   The presumption of racism as endemic to the sociology of academia is not restricted to physics, of course. At Princeton, again in 2020, and again in response to the George Floyd murder, more than one hundred faculty members, including more than forty in the sciences and engineering, wrote an open letter to the president with proposals to “disrupt the institutional hierarchies perpetuating inequity and harm.” This included the creation of a policing committee that would “oversee the investigation and discipline of racist behaviors, incidents, research, and publication on the part of faculty,” with “racism” to be defined by another faculty committee, and requiring every department, including math, physics, astronomy, and other sciences, to establish a senior thesis prize for research that somehow “is actively anti-racist or expands our sense of how race is constructed in our society.”

   The presumption of inherent racism and sexism in science is sufficiently widespread that even a renowned scientific institution like the University of California San Francisco has created a course for all basic science first-year PhD students entitled “Racism in Science,” which explores “the relationship between notions of race and science and how scientific research has been informed by and perpetuates anti-Black racism.”

   The connection between demographics and presumed racism and sexism in science also led the NAS, purported to be the most distinguished honorific organization in the sciences in the United States, to change its own policies shortly after the first female president of the academy, Marcia McNutt, took office. They now assign “slots based on the diversity of the lists of nominees” that have been forwarded. Classes that have a more diverse list get more slots. The next year, the council reviews how these slots have been filled and adjusts the distribution based on performance. As the home secretary put it, “If [the selectors] used them to pick a bunch of white guys from Harvard, they get penalized.” Not surprisingly, one-half of the members of the incoming 2021 class were women. As a result, this academy, designed to be the pinnacle of scientific meritocracy, now filters its membership based on racial and gender identity.

   2 Administration, Staffing, and Students in Science and Scholarship

   After the George Floyd incident, all of the major US federal funding sources for science and technology, the National Institutes of Health (NIH), the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the Department of Energy (DOE), and the National Science Foundation (NSF), committed themselves to enacting policies of so-called anti-racism and gender equity in their respective funding decisions.

   While the leadership of each of these agencies produced language adhering to the accepted critical social justice narrative of systemic bias, perhaps the most extreme statement was made by Francis Collins, who was the director of by far the largest US science funding agency, the NIH. In a speech, Collins apologized for the existing “structural racism in biomedical research.”

   These agency policies diffused down to universities in two different ways. First, through the use of ideological requirements imposed on grantees for federal funding of research, and secondly, through the exponential rise of diversity, equity, and inclusion bureaucracies at most US institutions of higher learning.

   All of the major US funding agencies included boilerplate language about their commitment to both DEI and anti-racism. The DOE required that all research proposals include a section that “describes the activities and strategies that investigators and research personnel will incorporate to promote diversity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility in their research projects.” NASA required research proposals to elaborate how the project will “further NASA’s inclusion goals.” The NIH major BRAIN initiative required applicants to submit a “Plan for Enhancing Diverse Perspectives,” where “perspectives” is defined to mean people, not ideas, and other programs required DEI plans and reporting on strategies for affirmative action recruiting.

   As I have described, this landscape for federal funding of science, in the US at least, has been completely altered following the election of Donald Trump. The DOE has already ended its requirements for DEI sections in research proposals, for example. This is an evolving situation, but it is nevertheless remarkable how quickly this long-established set of DEI requirements for federal funding has now been removed.

   Nevertheless, as went government funding, so went university administrations. The fastest-growing area of academic administration at US universities has involved DEI officers and offices. For example, the University of California Berkeley’s Division of Equity and Inclusion has 152 staffers and a $36 million budget, and the University of Michigan paid more than $30 million last year for 241 DEI staff. These offices do not passively monitor diversity initiatives but actively insert themselves in the governance of everything from hiring to speech and even the academic curriculum, as a number of authors in this book describe.

   Starting in 2019 or so, one began to see additional criteria in advertisements for faculty openings. As a recent Cornell ad put it, “Also required is a statement of diversity, equity and inclusion describing the applicant’s efforts and aspirations to promote equity, inclusion and diversity through teaching, research, and service.”

   In 2021, I examined twenty-five advertisements for new faculty in my own field of physics, from research institutions like Caltech to liberal arts colleges like Bryn Mawr, and even in areas as esoteric as quantum engineering and theoretical astrophysics, and twenty-four of them required applicants to demonstrate an explicit, active commitment to the DEI agenda.

   Signaling a commitment to racial diversity and inclusion may seem like an innocuous requirement, and it would be if that were all that was required. However, merely stressing that one encourages and supports education and research independent of race, gender, sexual orientation, religion, and so on is deemed inconsistent with the required active anti-racism needed to pass the DEI tests. Instead, as several authors here describe in detail, prospective faculty in fields like, say, theoretical particle physics have to demonstrate how they and their research have actively promoted diversity goals throughout their careers, even if those careers have required them to spend most of their time thinking about eleven-dimensional universes.

   In many institutions, DEI offices and officers have filtered applications before they got to the faculty. In 2018–19, for example, the life-sciences department at Berkeley reported that 76 percent of applicants were rejected based on their diversity statements without looking at their research records. This is not lost on students and postdoctoral researchers. As one colleague of mine at a major research institution wrote, “I have a student on the market this year, agonizing more on the diversity statement than on their research proposal.”

   John Sailer at the National Association of Scholars got access under a Freedom of Information Act inquiry to DEI assessments at Ohio State University. Here are some examples:

   
	A committee searching for a professor of freshwater biology used a rubric that cited several “problematic approaches” for which a candidate can receive a zero score—for example, if he “solely acknowledges that racism, classism, etc. are issues in the academy.”

	For a search in astrophysics, “the DEI statement was given equal weight to the research and teaching statements.”

	In a search for a professor of chemistry, the report notes that one candidate’s “experiences as a queer, neurodivergent Latinx woman in STEM has provided her with an important motivation to expand DEI efforts beyond simply representation and instead toward social justice.”



   
   
   Once again, it is worth emphasizing that all of these requirements stem from the assumption of systemic racism and/or sexism in departments at universities and scientific and scholarly institutions. As Efimov et al. argue in their masterful review, published in Frontiers of Research Metrics and Analytics, Volume 9 (2024), “the demand to provide an inclusion plan without evidence that there is a need for one is compelled speech and an intrusion of ideology into the conduct of science.”

   Besides the imposition of ideology, DEI bureaucracies also tend to enforce identity constraints on hiring, a.k.a. affirmative action. This conflates equality of opportunity with equality of outcome. People vary, and those variations supersede concerns about race or gender. If the incoming applicant pool doesn’t reflect the background demographics of society, then discrimination based on race or gender is fundamentally unfair to both applicants who are excluded on these grounds and to successful applicants, whose subsequent careers will, in the eyes of their colleagues, always be marked with an asterisk.

   Canada has fiercely taken up the notion that appointments in the sciences must match background demographic indices to the nearest decimal point. The most prestigious government-supported research positions are called Canada Research Chairs (CRCs). They were originally created to help recruit back to the country expatriate Canadian scientists who, like me, had left the country because the opportunities to pursue their studies within Canada had earlier been limited.

   Recently, new quotas were announced so CRCs would match the background population demographics. By 2029, 50.9 percent of CRCs must be “women and gender minorities,” 22 percent must be racialized minorities, 7.5 percent must be people with disabilities, and 4.9 percent must be indigenous. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to realize that with such discriminatory hiring based on identity, merit will no longer be the chief determinant for successful candidates.

   In Canada, discrimination based on sex or race in academic hiring is legal as long as it can be argued to right past wrongs. And as a result, current university recruitment efforts—including in fields that have little to do with identity, such as quantum computing and computational biology—now flat-out exclude white males who don’t self-identify as disabled or LGBT+. Canada’s leading university, the University of Toronto, recently announced that all recruiting for Canada Research Chairs will be restricted to the “designated” groups in regard to engineering, dentistry, medicine, and various other disciplines. It is not unique. The University of Guelph advertised a CRC in experimental physics, searching for a world-class researcher, as long as they were either “a woman, person with disabilities, Indigenous person, or a racialized person.” Queen’s University advertised for a CRC in geotechnical studies open to applicants of any race, so long as candidates “self-identify as women.”

   Social justice adherence is being explicitly presented as a prerequisite for hiring at all levels. McGill University, for example, advertised a tenure track position with the following proviso: “a demonstrated relevance of the candidate’s work to addressing anti-Black racism or systemic inequities…will be regarded as an important asset.” The hiring faculty was a computer science department.

   Quotas and discrimination based on sex or gender are not unique to North America. In Australia, the National Medical and Health Research Council announced they would award half of their research grants for mid-career and senior-level faculty to women and non-binary applicants, in spite of the fact that only 20 percent of the grant proposals come from women, and the number from non-binary applicants is so small as to be unreported. In the Netherlands, Eindhoven University of Technology, which specializes in engineering, announced a radical new policy in 2019, in which for the first six months of the recruiting season for permanent positions, only female applicants would be considered.

   All of these efforts continue in spite of little evidence that any underlying root causes of demographic disparities in STEM are actually addressed by them. Affirmative action hiring at the university faculty level does little to alleviate what may be deep systemic disparities in education or economic opportunities in the public at large. Moreover, it is not even clear that they work.

   There is, in fact, a potentially more glaring demographic disparity at US universities. The undergraduate population at US universities is now overwhelmingly female, with a ratio of almost 60 percent female to 40 percent male. A significant demographic imbalance favoring females persists in graduate school at both the master’s level and PhD level. But this disparity receives very little attention, and as far as I know, there are no systemic efforts at a national level to address it.

   The religious fervour that accompanies what has become an almost sacred claim that science is systemically racist and sexist—a claim that cannot be questioned without the risk of being canceled as a heretic—is perhaps what is most disheartening about the current movement to impose identity-based restrictions on science. While in healthy times, science fosters debate and discussion, any such potential provocation today is taken as an attack that needs to be quashed. To give a sense of the depth of feeling here, I reproduce the content of an email thread from a colleague who questioned a recipient of a recent $10 million grant to get more women into computer science. His questions may have been intended to provoke. But it is the answers to the questions that reflect, to me, the real problem:

   
Dear XXX:

As a (sort of) social scientist, may I suggest a couple of questions…: 1. How do we know the correct percentage of women vs. men in CS (or any other subject)? …2. Does racial diversity imply idea diversity, as many believe? …Anyway, sorry to intrude….



   
   The Response:

   Given you’re neither a computer scientist, Black person, Black woman, or a woman at all…I’m going to be brief because your extremely offensive email didn’t warrant the time I took to respond…. I know that, as a white man in academia and America, you believe that what you think is all that matters…. However, I can assure you that you and your ideas will never be centered or a priority in anything I do, believe, or teach….


   In the worst case, “offensive” questions like these can lead to censure or dismissal. So much for informed debate and discussion, which is the hallmark of good science and good scholarship.

   In its most extreme form, quotas for senior positions can be sufficiently embarrassing as to backfire because they put a stigma on individuals who eventually are hired. Consider, for example, MIT, which, as an engineering school, has a faculty that has been typically male-dominated. However, the head of the corporation, the president, the provost, the director of research, the chancellor, the dean of science, and five of the eight chairs of engineering departments are all women. In 2015, a study published by the National Academy of Sciences (the same academy that now effectively introduces quotas in its membership) found a two-to-one preference for hiring women in STEM positions at that time. Yet, in spite of this, governments and institutions still feel it is necessary to impose quotas on hiring.

   3 Academic Freedom and Free Speech

   Perhaps no other area currently inhibits scholarship and education more than the recent spate of attacks on faculty, staff, and students, not because of proscribed behaviors, but rather proscribed ideas. This has produced an atmosphere of fear and recrimination, and it needs to stop.

   There are a host of egregious examples of late. To give a general sense of the variety, however, I will explicitly list two here:

   
	
Stephen Hsu: Hsu, a physicist and former colleague of mine at Harvard, became vice president for research at Michigan State University. During the strike for black lives initiated by Particles for Justice that I alluded to earlier, activists at MSU took advantage of that day to launch a protest campaign against Hsu. His crime? His research involved computational genomics to study how genetics might be related to cognitive ability— something which, to the protesters, smacked of eugenics. He was also accused of supporting psychology research at MSU (published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences) on the national statistics of police shootings that didn’t support the ongoing narrative regarding racial bias. Within a week, the university president requested Hsu’s resignation. (Note: Shortly after, the authors of the study that the NAS had published asked the journal to retract their article, not because of flaws in the analysis, but rather their concerns over media “misuse” of their results.)

	
John Kormendy: Eminent astronomer John Kormendy retracted an article intended for publication in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. His article focused on statistical results relating to the evaluation of the “future impact” of astronomers’ research as a means to “inform decisions on resource allocation such as job hires and tenure decisions.” The response was speedy and vicious. Online critics attacked Kormendy’s use of quantitative metrics, which they felt cast doubt on the application of diversity criteria in personnel decisions. The online protest was too much for Kormendy, who retracted his article and released an abject apology. Publication of a book he wrote on the same subject was then stopped, and all copies destroyed.



   
   4 The Scientific and Scholarly Enterprise

   Science is based on explorations that study reality and on developing models that predict the future accurately. Often, science unveils inconvenient truths that cause us to rethink previous assumptions. To me, that is one of the greatest benefits of science for humanity and something that makes it endlessly beautiful.

   While discovering one’s previous assumptions might be wrong is a remarkably liberating experience, that experience is now too often viewed in academic institutions and scientific journals as too liberating.

   Consider, for example, the Royal Society of Chemistry. Last year, a directive went out to editors of the journals of the Royal Society of Chemistry with a new set of guidelines. The letter read, in part:

   A set of guidelines has been produced by Royal Society of Chemistry staff to help us minimise the risk of publishing inappropriate or otherwise offensive content. Offence is a subjective matter and sensitivity to it spans a considerable range; however, we bear in mind that it is the perception of the recipient that we should consider, regardless of the author’s intention…. Please consider whether or not any content (words, depictions or imagery) might have the potential to cause offence, referring to the guidelines as needed.


   One might be willing to forgive this remarkable abuse of scientific editorial privilege if an offense was particularly harsh or inappropriate. However, the document later defined offensive content as: “Any content that could reasonably offend someone on the basis of their age, gender, race, sexual orientation, religious or political beliefs, marital or parental status, physical features, national origin, social status or disability.” It is hard to imagine anything left!

   Two of what have been the most prestigious scientific journals in print, Science and Nature, have recently jumped on the critical social justice bandwagon in their editorials and features, often taking it as self-evident that science is both racist and sexist. One of the Nature journals, Nature Human Behaviour, recently allowed their concerns about potential harm to minorities to impact their decision to publish scientific articles. In an editorial entitled, “Science Must Respect the Dignity and Rights of All Humans,” the editors established a new editorial policy: “The journal will reject articles that might potentially harm (even inadvertently) those individuals or groups most vulnerable to ‘racism, sexism, ableism, or homophobia.’” In short, if the results of scientific investigation, while true, might cause offense, they must not be published!

   An equally worrisome change involved the conviction of federal science agencies that supporting cutting-edge science is in some sense ancillary to their social justice mission—a conviction that is now being addressed by the new administration. Before the Presidential executive order requiring this mandate to be removed, grantees were required to “describe the activities and strategies of the applicant to promote equity and inclusion as an intrinsic element to advancing scientific excellence [italics mine].” The presumption here was that promoting equity and inclusion—a potentially laudable political objective—is intrinsic to good science. However much one might like that to be the case, there is no evidence that it is.

   A new program called New Frontiers in Research in Canada recently sponsored an academic initiative entitled “Decolonizing Light,” which studies “the reproduction of colonialism in and through physics” and “how colonial scientific knowledge authority was and is still reproduced in the context of light.” The program makes it clear that physics is fundamentally bad: “Physics is considered ‘hard’ and objective science, disconnected from social life and geopolitical history. This narrative both constitutes and reproduces inequality.”

   The Royal College of Physicians and Surgeons of Canada (RCPSC) developed a new project called CanMEDS 2025 for medical education. While most people who go to a doctor would probably prefer if the chief emphasis of that doctor’s education involved developing their medical expertise, not so says the RCPSC:

   CanMEDS 2025 affords us the opportunity to think critically and propose a vision for the practice of medicine which is rooted in social justice, anti-racism, anti-oppression, and cultural safety, promoting a broader cultural shift which is necessary for the profession. A new model of CanMEDS would seek to centre values such as anti-oppression, anti-racism and social justice, rather than medical expertise.


   Fields as unrelated to the vicissitudes of modern political life as mathematics are not safe from this kind of recalibration. A state-proposed new “Pathway to Equitable Math Instruction Dismantling Racism in Mathematics Education” in California, funded in part by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Lawrence Hall of Science, and UC Berkeley, includes the following remarkable claims:

   
	The concept of mathematics being purely objective is unequivocally false.

	White supremacy culture shows up when:

	There is a greater focus on getting the “right” answer….

	Students are required to “show their work” in standardized ways.



   
   
   
   An emerging field in astronomy is called astrobiology, promoted initially by NASA director Dan Goldin in the 1990s. The goal is to try and understand whether conditions exist elsewhere in the universe for the development of life and what kinds of life might exist in the universe. It has become particularly susceptible to the incursion of postmodern ideas. A recent Scientific American (another once-great journal now fixated on CSJ ideas) article appeared last year entitled “Cultural Bias Distorts the Search for Alien Life,” arguing that “decolonizing” the search for extraterrestrial intelligence (SETI) could boost its chances of success. An astrobiology meeting at Penn State decided to forbid using the word “intelligence” in SETI as it is a “white” construct.

   The effort to put “indigenous science” on the same par as Western science in schools achieved its most significant advance in New Zealand in 2021. In that year, the Ministry of Education implemented a policy that Māori “ways of knowing” would have equal standing with Western science in science classes. Two members of a group of scientists who publicly questioned the scientific rationale for this policy were investigated for removal by the Royal Society of New Zealand, and two members were removed from teaching evolution classes at the University of Auckland. There is no doubt that indigenous peoples practiced science at some level. Determining by experimentation which fruits are edible, what plants might prove beneficial for treating wounds, and so on, were of vital importance for their health and well-being. In this sense, there is nothing that separates such indigenous science from any other kind of science. As the comic songwriter Tim Minchin said, “You know what they call alternative medicine that works? Medicine.”

   Indigenous myths are also treated as if they are to be respected as factual in places such as the American Museum of Natural History. In its Northwest Coast Hall, which reopened in 2022, there is a case with the warning label: “This display case contains items used in the practices of traditional Tlingit doctors. Some people may wish to avoid this area, as Tlingit tradition holds that such belongings contain powerful spirits.”

   Finally, one more emotionally charged change in the scientific enterprise has to do with who has a right to publish scientific papers. While it is conventional that all authors who make significant contributions to a work intended for publication should be listed as authors, the American Astronomical Society has recently stated that “sanctioned” behavior (unrelated to the research in question) can be grounds for removing authorship even though such a change violated the AAS’s own code of ethics, as a former president of the society pointed out in a published note. The imposition of political or ideological “moral” constraints on the scientific enterprise has a long and checkered history. Historical examples include Trofim Lysenko and the Stalinist campaign against genetics (described in various contexts later in this volume) and the Nazi condemnation of “Jewish science.” As Niall Ferguson points out here, these provide fair warning.

   Science is a process that has resulted in remarkable progress for the human species for one reason and one reason alone: it works. More generally, reason and scholarship enhance the human experience. Science and reason work because they are based on the freedom to question, the freedom to debate, the primacy of empirical evidence, and the requirement of a willingness to change one’s mind in the face of such evidence. Imposing any other set of moral rules that curtail any of these features diminishes science, scholarship, and the human experience.

   Many of the current threats to science and reason that I have discussed here, and that will be discussed in the rest of this book, may stem from an earnest desire to do good. But good intentions are just that, and the results can be devastating. With this in mind, it is sometimes useful to retain one’s historical perspective. I find comfort in an ancient example that I learned of from one of the contributors to this book, Anna Krylov:

   The Dutch scientist Antonie van Leeuwenhoek’s pioneering development of microscopy led to his 1677 discovery of spermatozoa in semen. He was concerned that communicating his new results might cause offense. As he put it when communicating his results to the president of the Royal Society for publication in its Philosophical Transactions, “If your Lordship should consider these observations may disgust or scandalize the learned, I earnestly beg your Lordship to regard them as private and to publish them or destroy them as your Lordship sees fit.” Fortunately for the progress of biology, his lordship wasn’t concerned about causing offense, and van Leeuwenhoek’s results were published. For the good of science, scholarship, and society, as the numerous scholars who have contributed to this volume reiterate through their essays, this is the example we need to emulate today.

   It is not lost on this author, nor I expect on many of my colleagues,who wrote their contributions as did I before the election of the current US administration, that another very different war on science, and more generally, on other enlightenment institutions, appears to be emerging. Initially motivated, at least in part, to counter some of the trends we discuss in this book, this external attack has appeared to morph into the conviction that institutions that are not directly tied to political goals are either dispensable, or a direct threat to those goals and must be brought under control if possible. This means that much of the current US infrastructure supporting advanced scientific research may be under siege. Paradoxically it also means that authoritarian countermeasures are sometimes being introduced on the basis of constraining various incursions of ideology into science, that nevertheless appear to threaten free speech. While it is vitally important to expose and resist any such efforts in order for science and reason to progress, these new perceived threats, unlike the ones described in this book, are largely external. They need to be fought at the ballot box and in legislatures and the courts. The War on Science being addressed here needs to be fought on another front. It involves largely internal threats and is thus largely a war for the hearts and minds of the academic community itself. To resist such an attack, we need to expose its nature and encourage the scholarly community to stand up for science and reason, and for the public to support and encourage such efforts. That is the purpose of this anthology.

  

 
  
   
‌Part 1

   Free Speech, Victimhood, and Ideology

   The imposition of ideological constraints in academia, in general, and science, in particular, has a long and ignoble history. In this section, we hear from a diverse group of authors describing historical precedents to our current situation and disturbing current examples of both the dangers of such ideological corruption and its various forms.

   The section begins with a wide-ranging essay by Richard Dawkins describing the nature of science and some classic examples of ideology negatively impacting science and society in the former Soviet Union under the combined tyranny of the biologist Trofim Lysenko and Joseph Stalin, and then more recent examples involving modern biology and gender. His arguments presage some of the specific examples discussed by others later in this book.

   Next, Alan Sokal, whose famous spoof paper in the journal Social Text in 1996 raised concerns about incursions of postmodernist thought into social science, writes about more modern incursions of ideology into science, recalling the wisdom of John Stuart Mill.

   The historian Niall Ferguson gives us a chilling historical reminder of how easily academia can be perverted by ideology.

   This is followed by Gad Saad, who argues, from the point of view of an evolutionary psychologist, that universities are not merely suffering from the effects of ideology being imposed on scholarship but that they are the source of that ideology.

   Chemist Anna Krylov and her writing partner Jay Tanzman have explored in a number of written pieces various aspects of how ideological fixations harm academia. In the essay here, they discuss the growing incursion of censorship in the scientific enterprise.

  

 
  
   
‌Scientific Truth Stands Above Human Feelings and Politics 

   Richard Dawkins

   There once was a man who said “God 
Must think it exceedingly odd
If he finds that this tree 
Continues to be
When there’s no one about in the Quad.”


   Ronald Knox, satirizing Bishop Berkeley

   If intelligent extraterrestrial beings1 ever visit us, what common ground shall we find for conversation?2 Science, of course. Overwhelmingly science, very probably nothing but science and mathematics. Our other preoccupations will be too alien to them, or too parochial, to arouse their interest. And vice versa. The aliens will revere their equivalents of Newton and Einstein, of Planck and Heisenberg. They’ll have the Pythagorean theorem. They’ll have computed (in their own notation, of course) π and the other great constants of mathematics and physics. They’ll have the atomic theory. They’ll recognize the same list of elements as we do and will group them into their equivalent of our periodic table. It’s less obvious, but I stick my neck out and maintain that they’ll also revere their Darwin, for I have argued3 that some version of evolution by natural selection is the only way intelligence can come into being anywhere in the universe.
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