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PRAISE FOR

THE PROFESSORS

“Beware the unhinged, leftist academic when David Horowitz hits campus. This book is a thoroughly enjoyable and useful guide to the worst of the worst in the hallowed halls of academia.”


—Laura Ingraham, host of The Laura Ingraham Show 
and author of the New York Times bestseller Shut Up & Sing


 



“There are those who would politicize the university classroom and transform it into an advocacy center for narrow and extreme views. If we allow that to continue, we will undermine America’s ability to lead in the century ahead. David Horowitz is sounding a clarion call . . . Americans should listen.”


—Representative Jerry Lewis 
Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee

 



“This is the story of almost any campus in America. Parents know college professors ‘tend to be liberal’ but they don’t realize how truly anti–middle class and anti-American they can be.”


—Congressman Jack Kingston 
Sponsor of the congressional resolution for an Academic Bill of Rights

 



“The Professors is a comprehensive and persuasive survey of the contemporary university. It demonstrates beyond reasonable doubt that political extremists like Professor Ward Churchill are a common and influential presence on college and university faculties in the United States. David Horowitz’s book should be read by every college administrator and every scholar who is concerned about the abuse of university classrooms and the debasement of academic standards by faculty activists.”


—Candace de Russy 
Trustee, State University of New York

 



“This book is a must-read for anyone who cares about free speech in higher education. Horowitz does a masterful job of proving how partisan activists are masquerading as professional educators, and documenting the damage they are doing to the American academy.”


—State representative Gibson C. Armstrong 
Author of Pennsylvania’s Academic Freedom Resolution

 



“Articulate and fearless, David Horowitz tracks the anti-American attitudes and professorial abuses of students that have metastasized throughout academia. The Professors is a must-read, not only for educators and governmental policy makers—but for every parent with high school or college-age children.”


—State senator Bill Morrow 
Sponsor of a California Academic Bill of Rights

 



“David Horowitz has single-handedly done more than anyone I know to throw light on the political abuse of our college and university classrooms by activist professors who have been enabled to do so because of the incestuous self-selection process for faculty recruitment and tenure. The Professors throws a harrowing light on the decline of professional standards in our schools and the efforts by faculty with political agendas to use their classrooms for indoctrination rather than education.”


—State representative Dennis K. Baxley 
Chair of the Education Council of the Florida legislature 
and chief sponsor of Florida’s Academic Bill of Rights

 



“Horowitz’s book The Professors is a must read for all parents planning on a quality education for their children.”


—State senator Larry A. Mumper 
Sponsor of academic freedom legislation in Ohio

 



“With documentation that will be hard to refute, David Horowitz describes the betrayal of our young people by professors who are defiantly unethical and contemptuous of academic standards. It is a form of educational malpractice. We learn that Ward Churchill, the shame of Colorado’s university system, has his counterparts on campuses across the nation.”


—John Andrews, former president of the Colorado Senate 
and sponsor of Colorado legislation to implement an Academic Bill of Rights

 



“Academics on the Left like to pat themselves on the back for daring to ‘speak truth to power.’ David Horowitz’s The Professors speaks some uncomfortable truths to them—to those who run American higher education today. They will hate this scathing critique, but will be hard-pressed to answer his charges.”


—Professors Stephan and Abigail Thernstrom 
Harvard University
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Preface to the Paperback Edition


When The Professors was first published in February 2006, it was greeted by cries of outrage from the academic Left. The author was denounced as a reincarnation of Joseph McCarthy and his book as a “blacklist,” although no evidence existed to support either claim and both were the opposite of the truth.1 Far from being a “blacklist,” the text explicitly—and in so many words—defended the right of professors to teach views that were unpopular without fear of political reprisal. The author also publicly defended the First Amendment rights of Ward Churchill, the most notable case of a professor under attack for his political views.

The very nature of the attacks, on the other hand, served in part to confirm its analysis. The Professors describes a segment of the university which has supplanted scholarly interests with political agendas, and corrupted intellectual discourse in the process. Its profiles are of professors who regard educational institutions as instruments of social change, and understand their task as inculcating sectarian doctrines to promote such change.

An ironic aspect of this ambition is that those who regard themselves as academic progressives are more accurately  understood as academic reactionaries, determined to turn back the university clock to a time when they were largely denominational and their mission was to instill religious creeds. This process has been under way for more than three decades, with disquieting results. Under the influence of tenured radicals, American liberal arts faculties have become more narrow-minded and intellectually repressive than at any time in the last hundred years.

Today, we would call such academic practices “indoctrination,” a project antithetical to the very idea of a democratic education. In a democracy, educators are expected to teach students how to think—not what to think. In teaching controversial issues, they are expected to refrain from telling students which side of the controversy is “politically correct.” Instead, they are tasked with developing students’ abilities to think for themselves.

Professional restraint is thus a condition of academic freedom as applied to the instruction of students. Fortunately, it is still observed by most members of the academic community, regardless of their political disposition. Stanley Fish, a distinguished liberal academic, has summarized this discipline with admirable clarity: “Academic freedom is the freedom of academics to study anything they like; the freedom, that is, to subject any body of material, however unpromising it might seem, to academic interrogation and analysis.... Any idea can be brought into the classroom if the point is to inquire into its structure, history, influence and so forth. But no idea belongs in the classroom if the point of introducing it is to recruit your students for the political agenda it may be thought to imply.”2


In keeping with a consensus on academic freedom that has lasted for nearly a century, most universities stipulate that the pursuit of knowledge should be “disinterested,” that faculty should observe the principle of neutrality on controversial matters, and that they should refrain from indoctrinating their students. These precepts are eloquently set forth in the classic statements on academic freedom of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), an organization historically associated with the academic freedom tradition that has recently strayed from that mission.

By contrast, the faculty radicals described in The Professors have taken the position that political activism should be an integral part of university curricula. As The Professors demonstrates, these radicals have exerted a disturbingly large influence over liberal arts studies. Entire academic programs—Women’s Studies and Peace Studies are prime examples—require students to subscribe to a left-wing ideology in order to qualify as good students and receive good grades.3 Faculty radicals also dominate many professional academic organizations, including the AAUP, and seek to use their offices for political ends. Professional groups such as the American Historical Association (AHA) regularly pass formal resolutions on such public controversies as the war in Iraq. In doing so, they promote the illusion that a controversial political argument can be resolved as a matter of scholarly expertise. This is itself a corruption of the academic idea and only serves to discredit the profession. In 2007, an AHA resolution condemning the Iraq war was passed by a minority who exploited the scholarly prestige gained in historical fields far removed from the Middle East to promulgate a fashionable left-wing political judgment on current events.

Such developments in the academy threaten the very idea of an academic standard and constitute a dangerous trend in higher education. The Professors was written to identify the academic sources of this problem and to describe the attitudes behind it. Its text consists of a series of profiles accompanied by a 17,000-word explanatory essay. The essay is divided into three analytic chapters, which outline the problem and explain the methodology.  The profiles depict more than a hundred academics who, in their classroom curricula, campus behavior, or published statements, support the view that political activism is integral to the academic mission.

This activist intrusion into scholarly disciplines is illustrated by a statement made by Princeton professor Joan Wallach Scott, an influential left-wing academic and ideological feminist, who was not included in the original text: “As feminist and historian,” Scott wrote in the preface to her principal academic work, “my interest is in the operations of power—how it is constructed, what its effects are, how it changes. It follows that activism in the academy is both informed by that work and informs it.”4


Scott is a member of “Historians Against the War,” and she is also a leading figure in the AAUP. From 1999 to 2005, Professor Scott was head of the AAUP’s Academic Freedom Committee, but she appears to have been concerned only with the freedom to express radical views. By her own account, her principal concerns were the fates of Professor Sami al-Arian, an indicted Palestinian terrorist (eventually deported) and Tariq Ramadan, an academic barred by the State Department because of his connection to terrorist organizations.5 Scott is on record stating that all but one of the academic freedom problems the AAUP tracked from 9/11 to 2005 were instigated by the “pro-Israel bloc.”6


Current president of the AAUP Cary Nelson is a well-known political activist and author of Manifesto of a Tenured Radical. During a debate at a conference in 2007, Professor Nelson said, “You cannot take politics out of my classroom anymore than you can take it out of life. It’s built into my subject matter and it’s been built into my subject matter for the whole 37 years in which I’ve taught.”7 Professor Nelson went on to criticize what he regarded as the timidity of colleagues who refrained from expressing their political views in the classroom.

Attitudes like these may explain the unscholarly responses that The Professors elicited. Professor Nelson’s review in the AAUP’s official journal, Academe, began with this injunction: “Please ignore this book. Don’t buy it. Don’t read it. Try not to mention it in idle conversation.”8 These were strange instructions for an educator, but not so strange for a political activist outraged by the fact that his agendas were being scrutinized.

To combat the author (no other verb will do) the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) organized a coalition of left-wing organizations it called “Free Exchange On Campus.”9 When The Professors appeared, the union issued a press release: “Free Exchange On Campus ... has condemned a new book that attacks individual professors for their personal political beliefs. The book is The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America, by David Horowitz, who is also the author of the so-called Academic Bill of Rights legislation making its way throughout the states. The book is essentially a blacklist of academics, says Free Exchange On Campus, and is based on inaccurate and misleading information.”10


Any fair-minded reader will see that The Professors does not “attack individual academics for their personal political beliefs,” nor does it suggest that any professors should be fired for their political beliefs. It cannot be described by any reasonable standard, therefore, as a “blacklist.” In the introduction, the author states that he did not design the text to attack professors’ political beliefs: “This book is not intended as a text about left-wing bias in the university and does not propose that a left-wing perspective on academic faculties is a problem in itself. Every individual, whether conservative or liberal, has a perspective and therefore a bias. Professors have every right to interpret the subjects they teach according to their individual points of view. That is the essence of academic freedom.”11 A defense of unpopular professorial views could hardly be more clearly expressed.

Yet, the cynical misrepresentation of The Professors as a McCarthy “witch-hunt” is the substance of virtually all the hostile responses to this book. Not a single academic who condemned The Professors bothered to address its argument, or demonstrate a familiarity with the 17,000 words of explanatory material. Instead critics read their own agendas into the profiles and responded to whatever they had made up.

The profiles describe professors’ political beliefs, and the author occasionally expresses an opinion about professorial statements that are overtly racist or anti-Semitic or simply incoherent. But the clear (and limited) purpose is to demonstrate that the individuals are political activists before they are scholars. 12 The introductory essay explains that there are four specific “disturbing patterns of university life” to which the author objects. None of these patterns involve the expression of unpopular views inside or outside the classroom. All are viewpoint neutral. The four problem areas are: “(1) promotion far beyond academic achievement; (2) teaching subjects outside one’s professional qualifications and expertise for the purpose of political propaganda; (3) making racist and ethnically disparaging remarks in public without eliciting reaction by university administrations, as long as those remarks are directed at unprotected groups, e.g., Armenians, whites, Christians and Jews; and (4) the overt introduction of political agendas into the classroom and the abandonment of any pretense of academic discipline or scholarly inquiry.”


The Professors does identify several academics (Bettina Aptheker, Angela Davis, Manning Marable, and Harry Targ) as “Communists.” But this is a reference to their actual membership in the Communist Party, certainly a relevant aspect of the resumes of professionals whose expertise is ideas. Two professors (Bill Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn) are described as terrorists, but this is also an accurate and literal description. Both were  leaders of the Weather Underground, whose relevance to their academic activities the body of the text makes clear. The Professors also describes tenured professors who are crude racists and anti-Semites (Amiri Baraka, Hamid Dabashi, and Leonard Jeffries, among others); convicted torturers (Ron Karenga); supporters of Islamic terrorism (Shahid Alam and others); and bearers of fraudulent academic credentials (Ward Churchill, Michael Vocino). Since professors are hired through an elaborate system of professional standards and review, these cases demonstrate that the system is broken. That is the purpose of collecting them as profiles.

Penn State professor and AAUP board member Michael Berube was one of many politically inspired assailants to misrepresent the book’s purpose. In at least three separate commentaries, Professor Berube has ridiculed The Professors and its author without addressing the book’s argument.13 When the author met Berube at a lunch arranged by The Chronicle of Higher Education, he conceded he had not actually read the introduction, which defines what the book is about.14 He merely sampled the profiles and guessed what purpose they might serve, imputing to the author agendas the book did not have, while refuting claims it did not make.15


In urging others not to read The Professors, Professor Cary Nelson similarly ignored what it actually said. After calling the book “a faculty blacklist,” Nelson complained “the entries . . . purport to be accounts of a hundred faculty careers. Yet most of them ignore the chief publications at the core of those careers.” But if Nelson had read the methodological essay provided in the introduction, he would know the profiles don’t purport to be anything of the kind. They were not written as accounts of academic careers, but were compiled to illustrate patterns among individuals who confused their activist agendas with an academic calling. The profiles assemble statements and activities of  academics that reflect a belief that scholarship and political activism are integral to each other. They also document violations of academic protocol in the four categories listed above. They do not do what Professor Nelson claims—attempt to provide accounts of intellectual careers (something that could hardly be accomplished in a format limited to four pages for each entry).

The abusive term “blacklist” is one of two main charges deployed by critics to discredit the author and prevent readers from evaluating his argument. The other is to claim that the book is factually challenged and “contains numerous errors, misrepresentations and distortions.”16 These baseless allegations make up the bulk of the union-sponsored fifty-page response called “Facts Count,” which critics such as Nelson merely repeat: “Horowitz’s entries are fundamentally acts of misrepresentation and erasure.”17


The union report is based on complaints from twenty of the professors profiled. To make sure that even the dimmest reader would get the point, Free Exchange included a permanent feature on its website called “Horowitz Fact-Checker.” The subsequent repetition of this canard by a small army of politically motivated critics has helped to create the impression that the author has a bigger problem with facts than critics who describe as a “blacklist” a book that defends the right of professors to hold unpopular views.

The Free Exchange report is rich in easily demonstrated factual errors: “Mr. Horowitz chiefly condemns professors for expressing their personal political views outside of the classroom.” 18 In fact, not one individual profiled in The Professors is condemned for expressing his or her personal views outside the classroom. To be sure, the political views of professors are described. But that is because the book is about political activists who regard the university as a platform for their  activism. It is not a book whose purpose is to condemn professors for expressing their political views. Insofar as individual professors are “condemned” in the text, they are faulted under the categories of abuse specified in the introduction and listed above. The infractions the book alleges are of academic standards, not deviations from political correctness. None of the book’s categories include the mere expression of personal political views as a culpable offense.

A typical complaint about author’s accuracy, on the other hand, can be found in the comments provided to Free Exchange by Professor Bettina Aptheker, a professor of feminist studies at the University of California–Santa Cruz. Aptheker criticized the author for “misrepresenting” an antiwar speech she made to UCSC students in which she compared the Bush Administration’s policies to those of Nazi Germany. According to the Free Exchange report, “Mr. Horowitz claims that Professor Aptheker ‘informed students’ that ‘our agenda should be to overthrow Bush.’ Both Aptheker and Free Exchange contend that this is a factual error and misrepresents what Aptheker said.”19


The Free Exchange report then refutes the alleged error with this sentence: “Professor Aptheker responds, ‘I am inaccurately quoted: I called for the overthrow of George W. Bush by all constitutional and democratic means up to and including impeachment.’” The reader is invited to parse the difference between the two quotes. Even if Professor Aptheker did make this qualification in her speech, the journalist who reported her remarks in the Santa Cruz student paper (which is the book’s source for her remarks) failed to note them. In other words, if the quote misrepresents what she said, the fault can hardly be attributed to the author of The Professors.

Professor Aptheker also claims the author misidentified the date of her departure from the Communist Party as taking place after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The author is willing to accept  her word on this matter and stands corrected. The Aptheker profile in the original text presumed she had been expelled with her longtime friend and political ally Angela Davis after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Aptheker objects that she actually left the Party ten years earlier over the rejection of a manuscript she had written for the Party’s official publishing house. What Aptheker does not mention is that she contributed to the author’s error by concealing the fact that she had left the Party when she did. She only revealed this deception twenty-five years later in her autobiography, which appeared after the publication of The Professors .20 According to her autobiography, Aptheker concealed her Party resignation so that her departure would not be taken as a sign of protest against the Soviet Union.21 In other words, while she left the Party she did not abandon her commitment to Communism, which is exactly what the passage in The Professors was written to reflect—that she remained committed to the Communist cause until after the fall of the Berlin Wall.

This minor error, caused by Aptheker’s own admitted deception, is one of only six identified in the Free Exchange report that can actually be regarded as factual errors, and not merely another name for differing interpretations. Like the others, it has been corrected in the paperback edition.

Aptheker’s autobiography provides powerful evidence, on the other hand, to support the substantive claims The Professors makes about her ideological agendas in the classroom. In her memoir, Aptheker reveals that she was responsible for designing key elements of the Women’s Studies curriculum at UCSC. By her own account she designed them as elements of a program whose purpose was not academic but was to train students to be political radicals: “I redesigned the curriculum [for the introductory course] and retitled it, ‘Introduction to Feminism,’ making it more overtly political, and taught the class in the context of  the women’s movement . . . Teaching became a form of political activism for me, replacing the years of dogged meetings and intrepid organizing with the immediacy of a liberatory practice, . . .”22 This is confirmation—by a critic—of the academic abuse that The Professors was written to document.

Professor Aptheker is not unique among the author’s critics in defaming him without evidence, as a seventy-page point-by-point response to the Free Exchange report written by Jacob Laksin makes clear.23 Reviewing each of the Free Exchange charges, Laksin concludes: “ ‘Facts Count’ is a tendentious document that misrepresents and distorts the arguments of The Professors in order to attack the book and its author, and is not above fabricating evidence to make its case. Time and again, the report insists that The Professors cites no evidence for a given claim when even a cursory reading of the text and its sources would confirm the opposite. Time and again, the report rebuts arguments that appear nowhere in The Professors, but are the inventions of the Free Exchange authors themselves. The overall impression created by these methods is that either these authors have not read the book or else they are unwilling honestly to engage with its arguments.”24 Free Exchange failed to respond to Laksin’s refutation.

The unsubstantiated claims that the author misrepresented his subjects and that his text is factually inaccurate were also categorically dismissed by one of the academics profiled. Dana Cloud, a professor of communication studies at the University of Texas, led a protest against the book’s author when he spoke at her campus, and has been candid about her own use of the classroom for political agendas. But she was firm in her conclusion that The Professors was an accurate account of what its subjects proposed: “There are the organizations and professors who have devoted themselves to refuting Horowitz’s ‘facts’ about  their publications and activism,” wrote Professor Cloud; “I believe this also is a wrong approach, because his ‘facts’ about faculty syllabi and political affiliations are not in question.”25


The new paperback edition of The Professors corrects the handful of trivial errors unearthed by its critics. Since it can be assumed that the book was reviewed by a hundred and one subjects with an axe to grind, virtually all of them with Ph.D.s, it can be said that few books have come under more copious scrutiny. This is what its detractors discovered: In addition to mistaking the date of Professor Aptheker’s secret resignation from the Communist Party, the text referred to Professor Emma Perez as “Elizabeth” Perez in one of three mentions of her name; it identified Dean Saitta as the director of the Museum of Anthropology at the University of Denver in 2005 when he left the post in 2003; it described Beverly Aminah McCloud as a member of the Nation of Islam when she is only an admirer of the Nation of Islam and its racist leader Lewis Farrakhan; and it misattributed a quote from a symposium on 9/11 to Eric Foner, whose sentiments, expressed in the same symposium (and on the same page of the London Review of Books) were identical (and are now included in the present text). That is an accounting of all the errors unearthed, which the author’s academic detractors have described as “numerous” and evidence of the untrustworthiness of his research.

The new text has one significant change. The profile of Dr. Sam Richards, a lecturer in sociology at Penn State University, has been dropped. Like many other subjects, Richards was originally profiled because of his stated commitment to incorporating ideological agendas in his lessons. Richards was also criticized for teaching a course in race relations, despite his lack of formal academic training in the subject. The author met Richards on a visit to Penn State in April 2006 and corresponded with him afterward. Richards has since prepared a new curriculum on race  relations which does not impose on students a leftist paradigm to the exclusion of others. His profile, accordingly, is no longer part of the text.

Since there were actually 102 profiles in the original text—including those of Ward Churchill and Cornel West, which were included in the explanatory chapters—the omission of Richards leaves a count of 101 in the paperback edition. Consequently, the title has been left unchanged. Of course, none of these numbers are meaningful in themselves, since the author estimates that there are actually tens of thousands of active professors who fit the book’s criteria. The basis for this estimate is spelled out in the chapter titled, “The Representative Nature of the Professors Profiled in This Volume.”

The issue of Dr. Richards’s academic qualification to teach a course in race relations is a more complex matter. It is certainly possible for faculty to acquire academic expertise in areas other than those in which they have received their academic credentials. However, in order to preserve professional standards it would seem necessary to create a procedure for establishing such qualifications in the newly adopted fields. This could be accomplished, for example, through publication in peer-reviewed journals in these fields.

In an early review of the The Professors, Harvard scholars Abigail and Stephan Thernstrom offered an observation that proved prescient: “Academics on the left like to pat themselves on the back for daring to ‘speak truth to power.’ David Horowitz’s The Professors speaks some uncomfortable truths to them—to those who run American higher education today. They will hate this scathing critique, but will be hard-pressed to answer his charges.”26


The exceptionally low standards displayed by the academic critics of The Professors underscore the problems it set out to address. In their attacks on the book and its author they have  subordinated intellectual principles to political ends. A crafty (and ruthless) politician once remarked: “In political conflicts the goal is not to refute your opponent’s argument, but to wipe him from the face of the earth.”27 Michael Berube, among others, appears to have adopted a similar scorched-earth policy towards the author of The Professors. In a moment of candor on the academic blog Crooked Timbers, he complained about his lunch meeting with the author, which had been arranged by the Chronicle of Higher Education: “[It] grants Horowitz, and his complaints about academe, a certain legitimacy.”28 This legitimacy was something Berube was determined to reject: “My job is to contest that legitimacy, and to model a way of dealing with Horowitz that does not give him what he wants, namely (1) important concessions; or (2) outrage.” To implement his strategy, Berube recommended that opponents of the book resort to “mockery and dismissal.”29


It proved to be the model for critics’ responses. In a comment on the book to the Columbia Spectator, Columbia journalism professor Todd Gitlin dismissed the author as “bonkers”; at a public rally to protest the “Academic Bill of Rights,” Professor Joan Wallach Scott referred to the author’s academic freedom campaign as “the pro-Sharon lobby,”—i.e., a Zionist plot; in the official journal of the AAUP its president warned academics not to read the author’s book.

These are expressions of a mentality that seeks to suppress rather than engage an opposing point of view. This is the way political operatives think, not the way academics and scholars should conduct themselves. It is antithetic to the scientific method, which academic professionals are obligated to follow. The scientific method pursues the truth disinterestedly, submits hypotheses to opposing perspectives, and tests claims against the evidence. This is the very basis of academic freedom, which is  freedom within a professional discipline governed by scientific method.30


Despite the unscrupulous attacks on The Professors, the facts revealed in its text are real. The book’s argument has not been answered and will not go away. In fact, it is gaining ground. In May 2006, the faculty senate at Penn State University passed a resolution to apply the existing academic freedom protections to students for the first time.31 This was a direct result of the academic freedom campaign of which The Professors is an expression. The Penn State academic freedom policy states:
It is not the function of a faculty member in a democracy to indoctrinate his/her students with ready-made conclusions on controversial subjects. The faculty member is expected to train students to think for themselves, and to provide them access to those materials which they need if they are to think intelligently. Hence in giving instruction upon controversial matters the faculty member is expected to be of a fair and judicial mind, and to set forth justly, without super cession or innuendo, the divergent opinions of other investigators. 32






If principles like these can be reinvigorated in the academy, the effort that went into The Professors, and the scars the author bears as a result, will not have been in vain.
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INTRODUCTION

Trials of the Intellect in the Post-Modern Academy


In January 2005, Professor Ward Churchill became a figure of national revulsion when his impending visit to Hamilton College was linked to an article claiming that the victims of 9/11 were “little Eichmanns” who deserved their fate. Churchill’s article produced an outcry of such force that it led to the removal of the faculty head of the host committee at Hamilton and the resignation of the president of the University of Colorado, where Churchill was professor of ethnic studies. As a result of the uproar, Churchill was removed as department chair, and university authorities began an investigation into how he had acquired his faculty position in the first place.

Far from being a marginal crank, Ward Churchill was (and still is) prominent at the University of Colorado and in the academic world at large. A leading figure in his field and widely published, his appearance at Hamilton in January 2005 would have been the fortieth campus to which he had been invited to speak in the three years after 9/11.1 The opinions expressed in his infamous article2 were themselves far from obscure to his academic colleagues. First published on the Internet in October 2001, they reflected views that were part of the intellectual core  of his academic work, familiar both to university authorities in Colorado and to his faculty hosts at Hamilton. These facts made the scandal an event whose significances extended far beyond the fate of one individual to implicate the academic culture itself.

The Churchill spectacle was not an isolated incident at Hamilton. In the fall of 2004, a convicted terrorist named Susan Rosenberg was invited to join the faculty as a “visiting professor,” to teach a course on “Resistance Memoirs.” As the course title suggested, far from repudiating her political past, Susan Rosenberg embraced it. She was an active member of a network of veteran radicals, many still in jail, who remained loyal to the causes they had violently served. Rosenberg herself had been apprehended in 1984 as she was moving more than six hundred pounds of explosives into a Cherry Hill, New Jersey, warehouse. She had been sentenced to fifty-eight years in prison for her crime, but was released as one of President Clinton’s last-minute pardons after serving only fourteen years of her term.

Rosenberg had been hired by Nancy Rabinowitz, a professor of comparative literature and head of the Kirkland Project on Gender, Society and Culture at Hamilton. The Kirkland Project, a self-described “social justice organization,” was run by faculty and funded by a university endowment. Although the nation at large was engaged in a “War on Terror” in Iraq and only three years earlier had been the target of a massive terrorist attack, Professor Rabinowitz was oblivious to the public reaction her decision might provoke. Even when the outcries caused Rosenberg to withdraw, Rabinowitz remained adamant. Apparently unconscious of the damage she was about to inflict on herself, two schools, and the university culture, Rabinowitz followed her first misstep with a second when she decided to honor an invitation to Churchill to speak at Hamilton a month after the Rosenberg affair.

The behavior of Rabinowitz and her Kirkland colleagues reflected the insularity of a predominately left-wing academic environment that had become an echo chamber for ever more radical ideas. It was this environment that prevented the directors of the Kirkland Project from perceiving any impropriety in conferring academic legitimacy on an individual who had been sentenced to prison for terrorist acts.

Hamilton College is a small liberal arts college in rural upstate New York. Named after a conservative American Founder, its colonial architecture and sylvan views provide a setting well-suited to the contemplative life. Along with sister schools like Williams and Colgate, Hamilton aspires to be a “second-tier Ivy” and generations of graduates have sent their children there to carry on a family legacy and reap the intellectual benefits of the school they remember. It is this loyalty to tradition that maintains the flow of donations, which sustains Hamilton and attracts students who pay a yearly tuition of $30,000 to attend.

Along with other American universities, in the last several decades Hamilton has undergone a sea change. Significant departments of the school have ceased to be part of the ivory tower that its alumni recall. Many faculty members are no longer devoted to pursuits that are purely “academic,” and the curriculum has been expanded to include agendas about “social change” that are overtly political and make an invitation to a convicted terrorist seem appropriate rather than merely appalling.

This transformation has been the work of an academic generation that came of age as anti-war radicals in the Vietnam era. Many of these activists stayed in school to avoid the military draft and earned PhDs, taking their political activism with them when they became tenured-track professors in the 1970s. As tenured radicals,3 they were determined to do away with the  concept of the ivory tower and scorned the contemplative life that liberal arts colleges like Hamilton created.4 They rejected the concept of the university as a temple of the intellect, in which the term “academic” described a curriculum insulated from the political passions of the times. Instead, these radicals were intent on making the university “relevant” to current events, and to their own partisan agendas. Accordingly, they set about reshaping the university curriculum to support their political interests, which appeared in their own minds as grandiose crusades for “social justice.”

They created new institutional frameworks and fields of study, casting old standards and disciplines aside. New departments began to appear with objectives that were frankly political and maintained no pretense of including intellectually diverse viewpoints or in pursuing academic inquiries unconnected to the conclusions they might reach. Names like “Black Studies” and “Women’s Studies” had political subtexts and were really devoted to Black Nationalism, feminism, and similar ideological programs. Many had been created through political protests—some violent. One of the first Black Studies programs was established at Cornell University as a concession to black radicals who occupied the administration building with loaded shotguns and refused to leave until their demands were met. Among the demands the university administration agreed to was the “right” of the radicals to appoint their own professors.

At first the new departments were presented as part of a broader social movement to “serve” minority groups previously neglected. But as the cohort of activists on academic faculties grew, the new disciplines proved insufficient to encompass the social and intellectual agendas the radicals favored. Cultural studies, peace studies, whiteness studies, post-colonial studies, and global studies—even social justice studies—came into being as interdisciplinary fields shaped by narrow, one-sided political  agendas. Some of these programs attacked American foreign policy and the American military, others America’s self-image and national identity. Collectively, they marked a dramatic departure from the academic interests of the past, providing institutional settings for political indoctrination: the exposition and development of radical theory, the education and training of radical cadre, and the recruitment of students to radical causes.

Because the new activist departments were “interdisciplinary,” they were able to spread their influence through the traditional fields until virtually every English Department, History Department, and law school now draws on Women’s Studies and African American Studies Departments for courses and faculty. The intellectual movement created has been so powerful in shaping the university curriculum that it has affected the educational philosophy of the institutions themselves. Modern research universities once defined their purposes in official templates as institutions “dedicated to the disinterested pursuit of knowledge.” Under the new dispensation, they embrace the mission brought to them by radical academics and now often refer to themselves as institutions dedicated to “social change.”5


Nancy Rabinowitz was one of the tenured radicals who had come to Hamilton to promote the new dispensation. Though formally a professor of comparative literature, she was unable to leave her activist passions at the campus gates and became the guiding influence and head of the Kirkland Project for Gender, Society and Culture, where she implemented her extra-academic agendas by inviting radicals like Susan Rosenberg to teach.

Professor Rabinowitz’s connection to Rosenberg was also something more than academic. Rabinowitz had married into a famous radical family, which was linked to Rosenberg through her infamous crime. Rabinowitz’s father-in-law was the celebrated Communist lawyer Victor Rabinowitz, whose clients  included Fidel Castro and other violent radicals, including the political terrorists of the Puerto Rican FALN. Victor Rabinowitz’s lifelong friend and law partner was Leonard Boudin, also a Communist, and the father of Kathy Boudin, one of the leaders of the Weather Underground, a terrorist cult that had declared a formal “war” on “Amerikkka’ in the 1970s, and carried out bombings of the Pentagon, the U.S. Capitol, and other official buildings. The principal leaders of the Weather Underground later became professors (and are profiled in this book).6 When the terrorist cult dissolved in 1976, Kathy Boudin joined the “May 19 Communist Movement,” a Weather Underground network splinter group, which in 1981 robbed a Brinks armored car in Nyack, New York, murdering two guards and a policeman, and leaving nine children fatherless. Susan Rosenberg was part of the Weather Underground network and was indicted for the Nyack crime.

Kathy Boudin was convicted for her role in the Nyack robbery-murders, but Susan Rosenberg, though indicted, was never tried. Prosecutors in the Nyack case saw no reason to pursue her after she received her fifty-eight-year sentence for other crimes. This was the sentence from which President Clinton—petitioned by New York Democratic congressman Jerrold Nadler—finally released her.

Susan Rosenberg was only one of several Weather Underground terrorists who had recently surfaced and begun touring college campuses. Still committed radicals, they had formed a “political prisoners” network7 and were looking to rehabilitate themselves and their political agendas. Uncontrite about the revolutionary politics that had led to their crimes, they made appearances at colleges across the country, where they were invited to lecture and give seminars by radical professors who presented them to students as advocates for “human rights.” When convicted bomber and Weather Underground member  Laura Whitehorn was invited as an official guest of the African American Studies Department at Duke University, she was presented as a human rights activist by Duke faculty. It was left to Duke students to research her history on the Internet and reveal her terrorist past and criminal conviction, and to protest the faculty deception.8


The professors running the Kirkland Project had presented Susan Rosenberg in equally misleading terms as “an award-winning writer, an activist, and a teacher who offers a unique perspective as a writer.” She was further described as a victim of government persecution, imprisoned because of her “political activities” with the Black Liberation Army. No mention was made of her crimes or theirs, which included several murders.

Schools like Hamilton had become so exclusively politicized towards the Left that decisions like the one Nancy Rabinowitz made had come to seem normal by university standards. While some Hamilton faculty voiced moral outrage at the Rabinowitz invitation, the concerns of those involved were mainly focused on the possibility of negative public reaction. Not that the faculty sympathized with the public. Most regarded any negative response to the Rosenberg invitation as a reflection of public ignorance and attitudes that were “reactionary.” In their minds, the problem raised by the hiring of a convicted terrorist was whether the free speech rights of the terrorist could be protected, not the implications of such an appointment for academic values.

While members of the Hamilton community worried about the public reaction, a sophomore named Ian Mandel stepped forward to spark the outrage that would eventually thwart Professor Rabinowitz’s political agendas. As Jacob Laksin reported for FrontPagemag.com, “Ian Mandel had personal reasons to oppose Rosenberg’s appointment. A Nyack native, he grew up with the names Waverly Brown and Edward O’Grady etched  into his mind. They were the two Nyack police officers killed in the 1981 robbery [for which Rosenberg was indicted]. ‘Every day of my life until I left for Hamilton, I drove by the memorial to officers Brown and O’Grady located about one mile from my house,’ he recalled. Mandel explained that Nyack’s tight-knit community was profoundly shaped by the murders of the two officers. ‘To this day it is a tough subject for many to speak about,’ he wrote. It was a measure of the anger and disgust he felt about Rosenberg’s hiring that Mandel, a member of the Hamilton College Democrats, agreed to speak about it. Like many Nyack residents, Mandel had thoroughly studied the robbery. He concluded that Rosenberg was indeed involved. ‘To me, and I’d assume to most members of the Nyack community and of the larger law-enforcement community, that makes Susan Rosenberg a cop-killer,’ he said. Haunted by Rosenberg’s grim legacy at Nyack, Mandel was determined not to let it follow him to Hamilton. ‘I think that bringing Susan Rosenberg to teach a class at Hamilton is a disgrace and a black-eye to the college,’ he said.”9


Mandel was invited to appear on TV and radio talk shows. Simultaneously, police officers staged a demonstration to protest the Rosenberg outrage at a New York fundraiser for Hamilton. This, in turn, led to an alumni revolt. As the media events unfolded, donors began to withdraw their pledges from the college while irate phone calls from alumni and citizens flooded the president’s office. This public pressure eventually overwhelmed the institution’s resistance and led to a resolution of the crisis with Rosenberg’s withdrawal from the program. The faculty radicals led by Professor Rabinowitz remained defiant, however, referring to the public’s reaction as a witch-hunt.

This defiance led directly to the second incident, whose ramifications were to prove even greater than the first. Well before the Rosenberg fiasco, the Kirkland Project had scheduled Ward  Churchill to speak. Despite the damage they had already inflicted on their college, the Kirkland directors made no move to reconsider or postpone the Churchill appearance.

Like Rosenberg, Churchill’s link to Rabinowitz was political rather than academic. One of the items he listed in his curriculum vitae was that during the 1970s he had trained members of the Weather Underground in the use of weapons and explosives. Churchill was already well-known in academic circles for his views that America was a genocidal nation, led by international criminals—views shared by the Weather Underground and many radical professors. This was why Rabinowitz and the faculty advisors to the Kirkland Project invited him in the first place, and why they did not want to cancel the invitation. Going ahead with his scheduled appearance would be an “in-your-face” gesture to a public that in their eyes had persecuted Susan Rosenberg for her political views, and to a Hamilton administration that had failed to defend her. Professor Rabinowitz and her radical faculty allies were determined to demonstrate to the unenlightened just what free speech meant.

During the crisis, several moderate faculty voices challenged this view. “If the administration cannot see the contradiction between this hire and the clearly stated mission of the college to foster scholarship and academic excellence, then God help us all,” commented Robert Paquette, one of Hamilton’s handful of conservative professors.10 Economics professor James Bradfield was similarly disturbed that the Hamilton administration had adopted the radicals’ view of the issue as Rosenberg’s free speech. “I disagree with the administration’s presenting this as a matter of free speech, which it is not,” he said. “It is a matter of standards . . . Even if Susan Rosenberg possessed the intellect or had achieved the scholarly or artistic preeminence of people such as Albert Einstein, Milton Friedman, Lionel Trilling, or Leonard Bernstein, I would argue that her character, as  manifestly demonstrated by the choices that she made as an adult over a sustained period of years, would preclude her appointment to the faculty of Hamilton College.”11


Though in recent years Hamilton had invited a greater percentage of conservative speakers to campus than was the practice at most colleges (the numbers were still pitifully small), and though several faculty were visibly troubled by the Rosenberg invitation, opposition to the faculty radicals remained confined to a minority bold enough to express an opinion publicly. The hand of this minority was greatly strengthened by the damage the Rosenberg debacle had inflicted on the college. The revenue loss from withdrawn donations had already prompted a rumor that there might be no faculty salary increases in the coming year.12 Consequently, Rabinowitz’s determination to use the college as a platform for her political agendas became a practical matter as well.

When the spring schedule of events for the Kirkland Project was published, a government professor named Theodore Eismeier noticed Ward Churchill’s name among the invited speakers. Eismeier immediately logged on to the Internet and came up with an article Churchill had written three years before, which in his eyes was a smoking gun. Written just after the attacks of 9/11, Churchill’s article was called, “Some People Push Back: On the Justice of Roosting Chickens.”

Churchill’s imperfect sense of English syntax made his title seem more obscure than its inflammatory message warranted. What he meant was that the heinous terrorist attacks of 9/11 were a case of the chickens coming home to roost; that the horrors of 9/11 were Americans’ just desserts. “Let’s get a grip here, shall we?” Churchill wrote. “True enough, [the victims of 9/11] were civilians of a sort. But innocent? Give me a break. If there was a better, more effective, or in fact any other way of visiting some  penalty befitting their participation upon the little Eichmanns inhabiting the sterile sanctuary of the twin towers, I’d really be interested in hearing about it.”

In this mangled prose Churchill was merely articulating the theme of his entire academic career: America was like Hitler Germany, a nation dedicated to the extermination of minorities; its capitalist economic machine starving poor people all over the world all the time. Therefore, the “civilians” who comprised what Churchill referred to as its “technical core”—the inhabitants of the World Trade Center—were little Eichmanns, cogs in a machine that churned out mass murder. (Adolf Eichmann was the Nazi bureaucrat who organized the shipment of Jews to the gas chambers). In Churchill’s view, there was no “better way of visiting some penalty befitting their participation” in the workings of America’s global economy (and thus global genocide) than incinerating Americans in their place of work.

That such views could earn an individual like Churchill a full professorship at a major state university and the responsibility and power of a department chair spoke volumes about academic corruption not only in Colorado but in the ethnic studies field. That Churchill was a sought-after speaker by universities across the country was a chilling indictment of an entire system.

Theodore Eismeier was convinced that the invitation to Churchill spelled disaster for Hamilton. He sent the essay along with “other troubling writings” of Churchill’s to school administrators.  13 The result was a series of meetings with Rabinowitz and the executive committee of the Kirkland Project. According to Rabinowitz’s account of these meetings, there was dissension among the Kirkland board of advisors. The administration thought the event “was going to be as bad as Susan Rosenberg” and wanted the Kirkland board to defuse it by converting Churchill’s speech into a panel, which would include anti-Churchill faculty like government professor (now dean of students) Phil Klinkner. Rabinowitz protested. “Let’s take a strong stand for freedom of speech,” she said.14


Churchill’s speech was hardly “free.” The Kirkland Project was paying him $3,500 plus expenses to come to Hamilton, which was probably twice the cost of bringing a nationally renowned scholar in the humanities or social sciences to campus. Rabinowitz and the directors of the Kirkland Project hadn’t offered Churchill this kind of money to provide students with an example of free speech. They had invited him because, like Rabinowitz, they shared his extreme views or found him academically interesting. Promoting views like Churchill’s was the purpose of the Kirkland Project. This was their standard, and this standard—not free speech—was the issue.

As the date of Churchill’s visit approached, the Syracuse Post-Standard published a report on the event that included interviews with the growing campus opposition. Professor Eismeier was quoted as saying that the proposed panel was “akin to inviting a representative of the KKK to speak and then asking a member of the NAACP to respond.” Other media began to report the controversy. Through Internet postings, talk radio chatter, and further press coverage, the controversy picked up momentum until a Hamilton student appeared on FOX News Channel’s The O’Reilly Factor and blew the affair wide open.

Like Ian Mandel before him, Matthew Coppo was a sophomore at Hamilton, but his relationship to the political events that provided a subtext for the occasion was more intimate. Matthew’s father had been killed in the World Trade Center on 9/11 and was thus one of the innocent victims Ward Churchill had described as “little Eichmanns” who deserved to die. Matthew Coppo appeared on two consecutive segments of The O’Reilly Factor, the first with his mother. In the show’s opening editorial segment, O’Reilly declared that Hamilton was morally  wrong to have provided Churchill with an academic template and said that his hateful comments “should not be rewarded by any sane person,” which was a perfectly reasonable view. As a result of the broadcast, an avalanche of angry emails (more than 8,000 according to college officials) descended on Hamilton president Joan Hinde Stewart, leading her to cancel the event.

Explaining the cancellation, Stewart presented herself and Hamilton not as the embarrassed authors of bad decisions and abysmal standards but as failed defenders of free speech. She thus accepted, for a second time, the self-serving view of Hamilton’s faculty radicals that the real problem was not the behavior of the faculty Left but the public’s reaction. To this claim she added an administrative concern for campus security: “We have done our best to protect what we hold most dear—the right to speak, think, and study freely—but there is a higher responsibility that this institution carries, and that is the safety of our students.” Stewart alleged that threats of violence had been made, and that these had prompted her decision to cancel the event. Such threats probably were made (though it is also possible that Churchill and others exaggerated them). Threats of violence occur quite regularly, however, in regard to campus speeches and they are normally dealt with by ample campus security, including armed guards and an occasional German shepherd.15


Stewart made no mention of academic standards as they pertained to extending an official university invitation to someone with Churchill’s views. But behind the scenes Stewart understood that the crisis was about the standards. Nancy Rabinowitz was forced to resign as chair of the Kirkland Project and a faculty committee was appointed to conduct an inquiry and offer recommendations for reform. When the inquiry was completed, Stewart announced that the Kirkland budget would be significantly cut and its missions and programs reviewed. In future all campus speakers would be paid for in part through a central  fund reported to the administration, giving Stewart control over the decisions that her professors had abused.

Immediately, one member of the faculty committee stepped forward to make it known that Stewart’s solution was not one the committee had recommended. Margaret Thickstun, a professor of English and the chair of Hamilton’s faculty, told reporters that the president’s decision was “more restrictive” than what the committee had recommended. The Hamilton faculty, in Professor Thickstun’s view, didn’t think there was anything wrong with the invitations to Rosenberg and Churchill or with Kirkland Project standards. “I think that the faculty as a whole felt that the Kirkland Project wasn’t the issue,” she said; “the media coverage was the issue.”16


At the University of Colorado an even larger drama was unfolding. Churchill’s extreme views had been known to university authorities for a long time, but they had done nothing about them. Since Churchill was a full professor and chair of an academic department, there was nothing they really could do. He was protected by tenure rules and academic freedom considerations that left university officials few options.

The University of Colorado did have a tenure review process, which was supposed to be administered annually. But the policy had not been observed in years.17 Nor was it conceivable, even if the procedures were observed, that Churchill’s tenure would be put in jeopardy simply because he had abhorrent views. A celebrated attempt by the City University of New York to fire Leonard Jeffries, a racist professor of black studies, 18 for making a flagrantly anti-Semitic speech had failed in the courts, some years earlier, because it was based on his public speech, not his classroom performance. Even his racism in the classroom, which was indisputable, was not considered by the university as possible grounds for his dismissal. The tenure protections of professors were that strong.19


The national publicity generated by the Hamilton crisis dramatically altered this situation by bringing Churchill’s views to the attention of the public at large, who regarded them as the incomprehensible ravings of a fringe radical. The fact that the nation was at war with a ruthless enemy with whom Churchill clearly identified caused an uproar in the Colorado media, and led the governor and other officials to demand that he be fired.

In the weeks that followed, several facts about Churchill’s academic career were brought to light and provided other grounds for questioning his university position. Although Churchill was a department head who received an annual salary of $120,000, he had no doctorate, which was a standard requirement for tenured positions, not to mention chairs. Moreover, his academic training had been in communications as a graphic artist rather than an academic field related to ethnic studies. The master’s degree he held was from a third-rate experimental college, which did not even award grades when he attended in the 1970s. He had lied to qualify for his affirmative action hire, when he claimed on his application that he was a member of the Keetoowah Band of the Cherokee tribe. In fact, his ancestors were Anglo-Saxon and the Keetoowah Band had publicly rejected him. An investigative series by the Rocky Mountain News also maintained that he had plagiarized other professors’ academic work and had made demonstrably false claims about American history in his own writing, literally making up American atrocities that never happened.20


Despite these revelations, hundreds of professors and thousands of students across the country sprang to Churchill’s defense, signing petitions and protesting the “witch-hunt” of academic “liberals.”21 At the Indiana University Law School, Professor Florence Roisman took around a petition in Churchill’s behalf. When law professor William Bradford, a Chiricahua Apache with a stellar academic resume, refused to sign the petition, Professor  Roisman retorted, “What kind of a native American are you?” and launched a campaign to have Bradford fired.22 The American Association of University Professors ignored the Bradford case, but issued an official declaration of support for Churchill, invoking “the right to free speech and the nationally recognized standard of academic freedom in support of quality instruction and scholarship.”23 Churchill made a public appearance in his own defense to a cheering University of Colorado audience of fifteen hundred and went on to tour other campuses where he received a similar hero’s welcome, also from large crowds.24 These events further revealed to a troubled public the extent to which radicalism at the very edges of the American political spectrum had established a central place in the curriculum of American universities.

How could the university have hired and then raised to these heights an individual of such questionable character and preposterous views as Ward Churchill? How many professors with similar resumes had managed to acquire tenured positions at the University of Colorado and other institutions of higher learning? How pervasive was the conflation of political interests and academic pursuits on university campuses or in college classrooms? Why were the administrations seemingly unable to assert and enforce standards of academic excellence? Such were the issues the Churchill scandal raised.




The Changed University 

The present volume examines 101 college professors and attempts to provide a factual basis for answering these questions. The method used is similar to the scholarly historical discipline known as “prosopography,” which was defined by one of its creators and best-known practitioners, Lawrence Stone, as “the study of biographical details of individuals in the aggregate.” 25 The purpose of this exercise, as Stone explains is “to  establish a universe to be studied,” in this case a universe of representative academics who use their positions to promote political agendas. A further purpose of prosopography is to establish patterns of conduct and patterns in careers through a study of the assembled profiles.

When viewed as a whole, the 101 portraits 26 in this volume reveal several disturbing patterns of university life, which are reflected in careers like Ward Churchill’s. These include (1) promotion far beyond academic achievement (Professors Anderson, Aptheker, Berry, Churchill, Davis, Kirstein, Navarro, West, Williams, and others in this volume); (2) teaching subjects outside one’s professional qualifications and expertise for the purpose of political propaganda (Professors Barash, Becker, Churchill, Ensalaco, Furr, Holstun, Wolfe, and many others); (3) making racist and ethnically disparaging remarks in public without eliciting reaction by university administrations, as long as those remarks are directed at unprotected groups, e.g., Armenians, whites, Christians, and Jews (Professors Algar, Armitage, Baraka, Dabashi, hooks, Massad, and others);27 (4) the overt introduction of political agendas into the classroom and the abandonment of any pretense of academic discipline or scholarly inquiry (Professors Aptheker, Dunkley, Eckstein, Gilbert, Higgins, Marable, Williams, and many others).

Not all of the professors depicted in this volume hold views as extreme as Ward Churchill’s, but a disturbing number do. All of them appear to believe that an institution of higher learning is an extension of the political arena, and that scholarly standards can be sacrificed for political ends; others are frank apologists for terrorist agendas, and still others are classroom bigots. The dangers such individuals pose to the academic enterprise extend far beyond their own classrooms. The damage a faculty minority can inflict on an entire academic institution, even in the absence of a scandalous figure like Ward Churchill, was  recently demonstrated at Harvard, when President Lawrence Summers was censured—the first such censure in the history of the modern research university in America—because Summers had the temerity to suggest in a faculty setting an idea that was politically incorrect.28


The influence of radical attitudes is not confined to radicals on a given faculty, but has a tendency to spread throughout an institution. Robert Reich, a former cabinet secretary in the Clinton administration and now a professor of economics and social policy at Brandeis University, is not a political radical. But in the present academic environment Reich is a member of the faculty committee of the “Social Justice and Policy Program” in the undergraduate school. The Social and Justice Policy Program, as the name implies, is little more than a training course for students to become advocates for expanding the welfare state. It is a program of indoctrination in the strictest lexigraphical sense—“to imbue with a partisan or ideological point of view”—and thus inappropriate for an academic curriculum. The proper setting for such a course would be a training institute maintained by the Democratic Party.

One of the professors profiled in this volume, Columbia University’s Todd Gitlin, explained in a 2004 essay that after the 1960s, “all that was left to the Left was to unearth righteous traditions and cultivate them in universities. The much-mocked ‘political correctness’ of the next academic generations was a consolation prize. We lost—we squandered the politics—but won the textbooks.”29 Professor Richard Rorty, a renowned professor of philosophy and ardent left-winger, described this development with equally refreshing candor: “The power base of the left in America is now in the universities, since the trade unions have largely been killed off. The universities have done a lot of good work by setting up, for example, African-American studies programs, Women’s Studies programs, Gay and Lesbian Studies  programs. They have created power bases for these movements.” 30 That a distinguished philosopher like Rorty would find the political debasement of the university a development to praise speaks volumes about the changes that have taken place in the academic culture since the war in Vietnam.

Because activists ensconced in programmatic fields like black studies and women’s studies also teach in traditional departments like history and English, the statements by Rorty and Gitlin actually understate the ways in which the radical Left has colonized a significant part of the university system and transformed it to serve its political ends. In September 2005, the American Political Science Association’s annual meeting featured a panel devoted to the question, “Is It Time to Call It Fascism?” meaning the Bush administration. Given the vibrant reality of American democracy in the year 2005, this was obviously a political rather than a scholarly agenda.31


To identify 101 radical professors for this volume, it was not necessary to scour university faculties. This sample is but the tip of an academic iceberg, and it would have been no problem to provide a thousand such profiles or even ten times the number.32 The faculty members of the entire Ethnic Studies Department, which Churchill chaired, share views similar to Churchill’s and have declared their solidarity with him. Yet only the new chair of Churchill’s department, Emma Perez, has been selected for inclusion in these profiles.33 None of the nine professors participating on the Political Science Association panel—or many others like it—are included. Out of the more than 250 “Peace Studies” programs whose agendas are overtly political rather than scholarly, this collection includes only half a dozen professors. The same is true for other ideological fields like women’s studies, African American studies, gay and lesbian studies, post-colonial studies, queer studies, whiteness studies, and cultural studies.34


This book is not intended as a text about left-wing bias in the university and does not propose that this bias is necessarily a problem. Every individual, whether conservative or liberal, has a perspective and therefore a bias. Professors have every right to interpret the subjects they teach according to their individual points of view. This is the essence of academic freedom. But they also have professional obligations as teachers, whose purpose is the instruction and education of students, not to impose their biases on students as though they were scientific facts. The professorial task is to teach students how to think, not to tell them what to think. In short, it is the responsibility of professors to be professional—and therefore “academic”—in their classrooms, and therefore not to require students to agree with them on matters which are controversial.

The privileges of tenure and academic freedom are specifically granted in exchange for this professionalism. Society does not provide tenure to politicians—and for good reason. To merit their privileges—and specifically their tenure privileges—professors are expected to adhere to professional standards and avoid political attitudinizing. As professionals, their interpretations should be tempered by the understanding that all human knowledge is uncertain and only imperfectly grasped, that such knowledge must be based on the collection of evidence and evaluated according to professionally agreed on methodologies and standards. As teachers they are expected to make their students aware of the controversies surrounding the evidence, including the significant challenges to their own interpretations. Hired as experts in scholarly disciplines and fields of knowledge, professors are granted tenure in order to protect the integrity of their academic inquiry, not their right to leak into the classroom their uninformed prejudices on subjects which are outside their fields of expertise.

Professors also have a responsibility in their classrooms to respect not only the professional standards of research and  inquiry but the unformed intellects of their students, who are their charges. Their teaching must not seek the arbitrary imposition of personal opinions and prejudices on students, enforced through the power of the grading process and the authority of the institutions they represent.

Although beyond the scope of this inquiry, it is a reasonable assumption that a majority of faculty members are professionals and devoted to traditional academic methods and pursuits. But these scholars are often a silent majority, intimidated from expressing their views on subjects like the Susan Rosenberg and Ward Churchill affairs because of their concern not to be labeled “racist” or “sexist” or “reactionary” by their more aggressive radical peers. Still, they are not always so intimidated, and can sometimes be seen standing up to defend academic standards under assault.

At the University of Colorado, Paul Campos, a liberal member of the law faculty and a columnist for the Denver Rocky Mountain News, issued one of the strongest statements on Churchill’s tenured position: “To compare the victims of the 9/11 massacre to one of the chief architects of the Holocaust is both intellectually bankrupt and morally depraved. To do so in a published essay, and to repeat this opinion to the media, after being asked whether he wishes to consider it, calls into question the author’s fitness to continue as a member of this university’s faculty. Members of our faculty should keep in mind that a grant of tenure is not a guarantee of perpetual employment. Tenure protects against dismissal without cause; but professional incompetence and moral depravity are both sufficient grounds for firing tenured faculty.”35


Two years earlier, a prominent member of the academic Left and a distinguished Milton scholar, Stanley Fish, wrote an article in the Chronicle of Higher Education in which he stressed the importance of drawing the line between political attitudinizing  and scholarly discourse. His article was titled “Save the World on Your Own Time,”36 and in it, he cautioned academics about getting involved as academics in moral and political issues such as the war on terror. In a paradoxical summary he warned: “It is immoral for academics or academic institutions to proclaim moral views.” The reason, according to Fish, was provided long ago in a faculty report to the president of the University of Chicago. “The report declares that the university exists ‘only for the limited ... purposes of teaching and research,’” Fish wrote. “Since the university is a community only for those limited and distinctive purposes, it is a community which cannot take collective action on the issues of the day without endangering the conditions for its existence and effectiveness.”

The conclusion Professor Fish drew was straightforward: “Teachers should teach their subjects. They should not teach peace or war or freedom or diversity or uniformity or nationalism or anti-nationalism or any other agenda that might properly be taught by a political leader or a talk-show host. Of course they should teach about such subjects, something very different from urging them as commitments—when they are part of the history or philosophy or literature or sociology that is being studied. The only advocacy that should go on in the classroom is the advocacy of what James Murphy has identified as the intellectual virtues, ‘thoroughness, perseverance, intellectual honesty,’ all components of the cardinal academic virtue of being ‘conscientious in the pursuit of truth.’” (emphasis added)

Once the prevailing view among academic professionals, this perspective is now under significant challenge by radicals firmly entrenched in liberal arts departments. Organizations like “Historians Against the War” or the “Radical Philosophical Association” 37 directly challenge the idea of academic neutrality on controversial political issues. In 2002, Columbia University hosted a conference of academic radicals called “Taking Back the  Academy: History of Activism, History as Activism.” The published text of the conference papers38 was provided with a foreword by Professor Eric Foner,39 who is a past president of both the Organization of American Historians and the American Historical Association, and a leading academic figure. Far from sharing Professor Fish’s view that a sharp distinction should be drawn between political advocacy and the scholarly disciplines, Professor Foner embraced the idea that political activism is essential to the academic mission: “The chapters in this excellent volume,” wrote Foner, “derive from a path-breaking conference held at Columbia University in 2002 to explore the links between historical scholarship and political activism.... As the chapters that follow demonstrate, scholarship and activism are not mutually exclusive pursuits, but are, at their best, symbiotically related.”40


The implications of this symbiosis were drawn by the conference panels, which are listed in the table of contents as follows: “Student Movements” “Student Unions” “Historians for Social Justice” and “Bridging the Gap between Academia and Activism.” This symbiosis of activism and scholarship reflected a self-conception in which radical professors would function as the mentors and protectors of student activists, deploying their intellectual skills in behalf of “progressive” political causes. History professor Jesse Lemisch, a founding member of “Historians Against the War,” began his presentation with these words: “As historians, teachers and scholars, we oppose the expansion of American empire. . .” Speaking on the final conference panel, Professor Lemisch spelled out the connection that academic radicals like himself made between their roles as scholars and their political goals: “Being an activist is a necessary prerequisite for historians who want to see through the reigning lies, and I take it as a given that we must be activists. Writing history is about challenging received authority. Activist experience gives  the historian experiential understanding of the power of the state, repression, social change . . . the depth of commitment of those with power to maintaining the standing order through their journalists, historians, police and law firms. .. . You can’t begin to understand how history happens unless you have this basic training as a historian/activist. A good dose of tear gas makes us think more clearly as historians.”41


Far from being marginal, Lemisch’s endorsement of activist scholarship is shared by leaders of the academic profession. Jacquelyn Hall is a professor of history at the University of North Carolina and, like Eric Foner, a former president of the Organization of American Historians; and like Foner and Lemisch, she is also a member of “Historians Against the War.” She had this to say about Taking Back the Academy: “In considering the broad social and political responsibilities of intellectuals in society, this book calls for a revitalized definition of what it means to be a scholar-citizen in the twenty-first century. For scholars in the humanities, that call could not be more timely. Alternatively maligned as politically irrelevant or dangerously subversive, historians and other stewards of society’s subjective truths increasingly must be prepared to articulate—and defend—their function in today’s marketplace of ideas and corporatized universities.”42
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