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December 6, 1989

TO: Mr. Ron Wittington

e
FROM: Richard L. Venezky, Ed. Studies
SUBJECT: Pioneer Fund/Mankind Quarterly

While I am reluctant to contribute to the deluge of memos concerning the Pioneer Fund, I
feel obligated to respond to one extremely misleading argument made in Professor Gottfredson's
November 22 memo to you. To imply that eminent scholars cannot be bigots, as Professor
Gottfredson does in relation to the Mankind Quarterly editorial board, is to deny the lessons of the
Holocaust and of America's black experience. Many professors in Nazi Germany joined willingly
in the movement for racial purity there as did many of their counterparts in the American South.

Joseph Campbell, Linda’s first-named "internationally eminent scholar," was renown for
his bigotry, as an article in the September 28 issue of the New York Review of Books
points out. Further testimony on Campbell's bigotry can be found in the two attached letters to the
New York Times. (It should also be noted that contrary to Professor Gottfredson's memo,

Professor Campbell is no longer on the Mankind Quarterly editorial board. He died in 1987.)

It appears that each attempt to defend the Pioneer Fund reveals yet another one of their
associations with bigotry and right-wing anti-humanitarianism. If nothing else is gained from
these defenses, at least we are learning to identify the major threats to civil liberties in America.

cc: E. A. Trabant, President
Richard Murray, Acting Provost
Robert Varrin, Associate Provost for Research
EDS Faculty
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Memorandum

December 15, 1989

TO: Ron Whittington
FROM: Linda Gottfredson

RE: Dick Venezky's December 6 Memo on the Pioneer Fund

Dick Venezky seems to have been confused by my November 22
memo. I'm certainly not so foolish as to suggest that "eminent
scholars cannot be bigots." 1 was explicitly answering Frawley's
charge that Mankind Quarterly, whose publisher has received
support from the Pioneer Fund, is "an 'academic' journal with
expressly racist, anti-Semitic, and pro-Apartheid concerns."
Dick's outrage was provoked by the fact that one of the scholars
of the journal's editorial board, Joseph Campbell, has been
publicly accused since his death (by a former friend) of having
been an anti-Semite.

The accusations against Campbell appeared in the New York
Review of Books. One can make of them what one wants. The
subsequent exchange of letters appearing in the NYRB (see
attachment) suggests a mixed picture.

The question, though, is not whether Campbell was anti-
Semitic. The question is, What is one to do about the charge if
it is true? And what, in particular, has the matter to do with
the Pioneer Fund?

Dick claims that Campbell's presence on the board "reveals
yet another one of [the Pioneer Fund's] associations with bigotry
and right-wing anti-humanitarianism." Leaving aside what he
means by '"yet another" (so far, all of the evidence refutes the
alleged "associations"), I should point out that Bill Moyers
last year had a six-hour PBS television series devoted to
Campbell ("Joseph Campbell and the Power of Myth with Bill
Moyers"). What, then, is one to say about Moyers? 1Is he also
now guilty of "association with bigotry and right-wing anti-
humanitarianism"? If not, why the double standard? Wwhy should
Mover's association be innocent but the Pioneer Fund's guilty,
especially since Moyer's connection is considerable and direct
while the Fund's is, at most, peripheral?

Far from implying that eminent scholars cannot be bigots, I
am all too well aware of anti-semitism among major scholars. The
names of T.S. Elliot, H.L. Mencken, G.K. Chesterton immediately
come to mind. Again, the question is, What is one to do about
their anti-Semitism? Are we to consider any scholarly
association with them as anathema? Are we to brand as anti-
Semitic any journal that publishes their work or on whose



editorial board they may have sat, or any scholar who studies
their work or any foundation that funds such scholarship? 1If
not, again, why the double standard? Why Campbell, but not
Elliot or Mencken--to say nothing of Spinoza, Dostoyevsky,
Nietzsche, or Heidegger?

There is another double standard here as well. Dick speaks
of "right-wing" anti-Semitism. What about anti-Semitism on the
left? Dick can't be unaware of Karl Marx's infamous The Jewish
Question or, still worse, his Herr Vogt. The latter is a vicious
300-page attack on a Jewish newspaper publisher (Joseph Moses
Levy), which Marx's biographer Saul K. Padover describes as
"reach[ing] depths of...anti-Semitism unprecedented even for
Marx." (See attached copy.) Dick must know that there is
bigotry on the left as well as on the right.

Once again, the question is not whether someone was an anti-
Semite, but rather, What is one to do about it? Are we to brand
as "bigoted and anti-humanitarian" any foundation that supports
Marxist studies, any scholar who studies Marx, any person who
considers himself a Marxist? And are we to remove Marx from the
University's New Student Reading List because he was an anti-
Semite?

Dick is usually a sensible person. I value him as a
colleague because of this. When it comes to the Pioneer Fund,
however, something seems to have gotten the better of his
judgment, as the intolerant tenor and intemperate tone of his
memo plainly demonstrate. Dick says, "If nothing else is gained
from these defenses [of the Pioneer Fund], we are at least
learning to identify the major threat to civil liberties in
America." It is hard to know what Dick means, but, given his
uncharacteristic intolerance and intemperateness when it comes to
the Pioneer Fund, one must hope that he is indeed able to
recognize that threat in the handling of this case.

cc: E. A. Trabant, President
Richard Murray, Acting Provost
Frank Murray, Dean, College of Education
Robert Varrin, Associate Provost for Research
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Joseph Campbell An Exchange

To the Editors:

The posthumous banle that was enmed by
Brendan Gill against his deceased Centurion
friend and intellectual sparring partner,
Joseph Campbell [NYR, September 28], is
easy to account for. In the banter of the bar

“n the art gallery off the landing of our grand
" marble stairway,” perhaps Brendan Gill was
the verbal match of Joseph Campbell. In death
Joseph Campbell won, and it is casy to see
why. It is the triumph of ideas and insight over
style, of onginality over reaction.

As one of the executive producers of the
series “Joseph Campbell and the Power of
Myth with Bill Moyers,” and, incidentally, a
new member of the Century Club, I'd like to
join the give and take of what, unfortunately,
Joe is no longer here to make into a vigorous
discussion. -~

First, Mr. Gill advances an interpretation of
one of Campbell’s most frequently quoted
phrases, “Follow .your bliss,” that | believe is
hardly vigorous and, in fact, off-base. He

\u;

alhnlhc meaning of Joes message is to
do oul, that which makes one happy, and, as
such, tlm it sanctions the selfishness that has
become deplonbly familiar to us in the
- gm years.” With that interpretation, he
.. likens Campbell’s philosophy to that of Ayn
Rand; ome of the absolutists for the value
system of materialism.
After years of working with this material, |
* would suggest that this interpretation is the gp-
posite of what Campbell meant. Campbell
says: “We are so busy doing things of outer
value that we no longer know what we intend,”
and he says this in many different ways. What
Joe meant—and continues to mean in this
period of infant mortality that so irks Mr.
Gill—is that the impositions of our culture,
have caused us to lose touch with our inner
selves and our own inner sense of being that
directs us toward those things that are most
meaningful in our lives.

Further, be said: Follow your bliss no mat-
ter what the gost, though society may revile
you, though you may live as an outcast and in
poverty. This is the philosophy he followed in
his own life in pursuing his intellectual pas-
sion —mytholqgy. It is the message he gave to
his students, young and old, and it is the
reason he drew their admiration and love.

I have been asked many times by those who
admired the series why | think it was so suc-
cessful. My answer, uncertain though [ am, is
that in this society, which-is competitive and
materialistic, there is little outlet for our
spiritual selves. We are 50 engaged in activities
of outer value—the pursuit of financial secu-

" rity and social gain—and our sense of reality,

our sense of ourselves, is so dominated by a
popular culture that admits only what is tan-
gible, quantifiable, and measurable that we
have little validation of our inner life, our
souls, if you will. It used to be that there were
institutions and other forums that were a home
for the expression of what we call the soul—
houses of religious worship, the corner bar,
the community, the family. All of these have
changed, and many have ceased to serve as
sanctuaries for spiritual concerns. Most are
operating at a deficit and have less time for the
spirit than for their own survival.

‘'Nevertheless, there is something inside —call
it the soul —that needs expression, and what I

UunktheCampbdlsenesdldutopveuan

mmmmmuw

umormmormm‘
The electronic hearth became for six hours a’
"sacred place for the human tribe which,

throughout history; has asked the same ques-
tiom:Whoml‘.’Whymlhﬂ'e?Whndo'a
my life mean? Why must we kill? How can
thuebeevlthodugood’Hovcanlform
and be forgiven? Is there a God? And more.
Ironically, the series is now called a “cash
cow”™ by  public television stations which

- originally questioned the whole production. -
Stations are using it, successfully, for fund- -

raising, and so our culture confirms the exist-
ence of the soul in its very own terms—in

ratings that can be quantified and comnbu- :
tions that can be counted. . o

Some additional observations:

Yes, Joe said “Yes” to life, the good and the
evil, the paradox, the suffering. One person
told me that she believed the series was suc-
cessful because Joe expressed the difficulty of
everyone’s life so well and yet he was so af-
firming. “Is this a private fight,” Joe would
paraphrase an old Irish saying, “or can anyone
get in?” And: “It's a wonderful opera, only it
hurts.” That's an accurate reflection of the ex-
perience of being alive and accepting it as it is.
It says we all share the suffering, and the shar-
ing without pretense is comforting.

Yes, Joe loved the German culture. And the
Japanese culture, and the war years were pin-

fulgndpuulmgfor him.
And yes,” Joe viewed the’ Jewish - God,

Yahweh, and the Old Testament, as a mythol-_

ogy (like all reh;lons)thnmmeexprm.
of a war-like, punitive culture,.as be says in.
the series, and many would- agree. Nooe of
that means that Joe was anti-Semitic, ‘which,
in fact.asanalumnaofSanhLawrenceud,
posnbly. because | am .lmh I luve been -
told many times. I will not dispute it.'1 can
only say that none of it emerged dunp; the
twenty-four hours of interview.

I have heard other things about Joe Camp-
bell, in particular, about his conservative
politics, not only during the war years but
throughout his life, not exactly a sin. And |
have heard about his intolerance on several
fronts. That he was opinionated | certainly
came to see in daily drives to the location for
taping. But that is just more of life’s mysteries,
how one so learned can be, in some ways, so
limited; and one so seeing can be so blind.
Those, too, are questions that are hardly new,
and the series was not intended to be a biogra-
phy of Joe, nor an exploration of his char-
acter, nor was it intended to make him a hero.

- Joe Campbell was a teacher, passionate about

his work and ideas, dedicated to the illumina-
tion of the spiritual traditions, a broker, an in-
terpreter, and, to some, a sage.

Joc would be delighted at the final achieve-
ment of his [ife’s ambition, which was to spark
& wider interest in the riches of spiritual tradi-
tions, to release the enormous ecpergy and
power that they contain, and to direct auen-
tion to their insights and wisdom. He would be
excited about the discussion and dialogue
about his ideas. He would be amazed, and, |
think, dismayed to find the dialogue deformed
into a debate, for or against, the glorification
of Joe. How-sad it is that Joe’s posthumous
aooepnnoebythepubliclnsausedarrimdin
life to turn against him in death.

Joan Kommer
Graduate School of Journalism
Columbia University L.
New Yok City
To the Editors:

As Joseph Campbell never hid his politics and
prejudices, 1 wonder why Brendan Gill be-
friended him in the first place, waiting until be
died to target him as his cnemy.

The reason he gives is that Campbeils
ponhumPomo[Mymwiamgﬁu
song to selfishness. For evidence, be cites
Campbell’s counsel to “Follow your bliss” and
five short nondelcnpt glosses appended
thereto.

There is no question but that “follow your
bliss” is the six-hour series’ most seductive line,
but like every aspect of myth it is more multi-
valent than the reading Gill allows it. Gill
hears it as pointing to Ayn Rand, Roaald



Reagan, and Wall Street. yuppies, but if
Aristotle was right in arguing that we experi=
ence eudaimonia (happiness) when we are ex-:
celling at what we do best, then “foliowing
your bliss” could mean dnoovenng what you
are good at doing, and then giving it your all.
Plotinus agreed with Aristotle in considering
“felicity” the condition of persons who have
attained the fullness of their development, and
St. Thomas considered joy the noblest human
act. Blake exhorted his readers to “arise, and
drink your bliss, for everything that lives is
holy,” and those among Campbell’s listeners
who were acquainted with -Asian thought
would have heard in “follow your bliss” an
echo of the Vedantic teaching that life’s object
is to discover the ananda (bliss) that is our
deepest unconscious.

There is an alternative to Gill’s explanation
for the success of this series which accords
more respect, not only to Moyers and Camp-
bell, but to their audience. (The people 1 have
heard speak of the program have impressed me
as being generally intelligent, liberal, and not
the sort that is easily Julled into narcissism.)

. Some consider Rebecca West the best reporter
of our century, and when, on his Journa/ back
in 1981, Bill Moyers asked her to identify the
mood of our times, she answered, “A desper-
ate search for a pattern.” Myth provides that
pattern.. As Joe Campbell never tired of ex-
plaining, it is the human way of pouring the
hodge-podge of life’s experiences into molds —
uitimately a single mold —that renders it intel-
ligible and meaningful. To overlook that as the
program's appeal —or to downplay it in favor
of a doctrinaire political explanation—is to
abet the “politicizing of the humanities” which
last year’s NEH report cited as one of l.he prob-
lems the humanities now face. '

This does not excuse the side of Joseph
Campbell that I (with Gill) consider shadow. If
Gill has light to shed on how we should
balance our accounts on people like Wagner,
Picasso, Heidegger, and now in ways Joseph
Campbell, who bless us with their genius but
disillusion us in other ways, it would be ;ood
to hear hns views.

Huston Smith

Philosophy and Religion
Syracuse University

To the Editors:

Brendan Gill, as an outsider wriling sbout
Joseph Campbeli, could not have been ex-
pected 1o know what happened at Sarah
Lawrence. The truth is that Joe Campbell ran
afoul of a strong clique of pro-Stalinist Marx-
Ists who exercised marked influence st Sarah
" Lawrence in those years. (People have forgot-
1.ten Mary McCarthy’s brijliant satire of that in
her Groves of Academe.) Even during the
Hungarian Revolution "there ™ were- faculry=
members who were still ideological Stalinists.
Joe Campbell's romantic fascism was a func-
tion of his political naivete, but also of his
violent anti-Communism, aggravated by the

politically repressive atmosphere at Sarah

. Lawrence, and under-pinned by ancient Hindu

orthodoxies revived by Rene Guenon, Marco
Pallis and others and also by Spengler's
Decline of the West, a book by which he, like
Henry Kissinger, set much store.

The interesting comparison is with Ezra

.Pound, who also in the light of his predilection

for ancient heroism, so amaringly misunder-
stood Mussolinl. (We should remember,
however, that it was people of both the Right
and Left who were deceived by the nature of
modern totalitarianism. It is hard to think now
who was the more foolish — crypto-fascists like
Joe Campbell or the Stalinist sympathizers
who were his enemies at Sarah Lawrence.)

It is not true that Joe Campbell disliked
Freud merely becsuse Freud was Jewish and
liked Jung merely because Jung was not
Jewish. Joe was politically naive, but he was a
thorough student, and he studied both Freud
and Jung carefully. He opted for the latter's

- pro~feminism and Iniegrationism, as against
. Freud's severer rationalism because it seemed

to him that it gave a more coherent under-
standing of myth. Like many people of strong
opinions, Joe could be reckless in expressing
his views, but they were not blind prejudices.

As a faculty member at Sarah Lawrence, |
often found myself in strong disagreement
with Joe Campbell because 1 had been a con-
scientious objector in World War 11 and dis-

liked both Right and Left. But Joe was not the
kind of person you could argue with. He
preferred the obiter dicta, but ajlways with
good humor and without personal rancor. The
reason he had little sympathy with the Old
Testament was because .it seemed (o him in-

- tolerant. But this is just what he objected to in

Catholicism too. His vast erudition about

* Eastern thought and world mythologies (even
" here he was academically a rebel) gave him an

-entirely different perspective which simply
- could not be brought into harmony with the

daily newspapers. It was the lack of universal-

" ity that he deplored m Judaism, Christianity

and Islam.
{ ran into him by accident in Paris one after-

" poon sitting at a table a1t 3 sidewalk café (he
“was on edge because that night he and his.
- talented. wife Jeanne Erdman were opening

their dance play The Coaoch With the Six In-
sides and the scenery and costumes had not ar-
rived from Switzerland) and he told me that,
as a young man when he first came to Paris, he
had spent_his whole time in the Library and
had had no fun at all, and he regretted that
now. Paris, he thought, was a place where you
should have fun. )

Brendan Gill has it wrong about Follow
your bliss. Thu was the late Joe Campbell,

-+ loosening up, bang friendly with hippies, -

visiting Esalen, doubtless even putting up with

aw

guitar music (nothing lo do with Ayn Rand
and selfishness — quite the opposite: Rand is al)
for law and order). Follow your bliss was his
sentimental side, the romantic idealism, the
scholar coming out of the Library, one is
tempied 10 say, like all heroism, perpetually
adolescent. And, of course, Americans love it.
As for Reagan, | can’t remember Joe ever go-
ing to the movies.

Roy Finch

Professor Emeritus
City University/Hunter College
New York City

To the Edirtors:

My reaction to Brendan Gill's “The Faces of

Joseph Campbell® was: So, I'm not the only

one who saw the chinks in the hero’s armor.
In the early 1970s, | worked with Joe Camp-

* bell on his Mpythic Image at Princeton Univer-

wo. ity Press, Xt wqunmn; to me that this man .

- (l\

of cosmic. visiotr Tould Rarbor such: imean
spirited and scemingly unexamined biases
against much of humankind. In addition 10
anti-Semitism, | remember in particular his
vexation over blacks' being admitted to Sarah

" Lawrence.

That Joe Campbell has become a public
hero is astonishing. His glibness and his
charisma were & mask that concealed a narrow
mind. . -

Carol Wallace Orr
Director
The University of Tennessee Press
Knoxville, Tennessee

To the Editors: ~

As long-time subscribers to and spprecistors
of The New York Review of Books as well as
friends —both personally and intellectually ~
of the late Joseph Campbell, we were dis-
mayed and angered by Brendan Gill's vicious
attack on Campbell's character and on his
work. We were angry because that stiack was
unfounded. The man Gill describes was not
the man whose character and ideas we knew.
And we were dismayed because this picce of
character aasassination was essentially unsup-
ported by any evidence; amazingly, not even
anecdotal evidence was offered (o support the
charges of bigotry.

We came 10 know Joe quite well over the
past twenty years, much better, we suspect,
than did Gill. He siayed n our home on
numerous occasions when he was lecturing in
our end of the world and had several days free




between engagements. During those times we
had ample time to share our common interests
in mythology, art, James Joyce, and Thomas
Mann (Roberta wrote her PhD dissertation on
Mann, and didn't always agree with Joe, so the
discussions were often vigorous—Joe did
speak his mind to defend his positions, but oc-
casionally Roberta convinced him to change
his mind). And Joe also shared with us, often
in great detail, the problems and fascinations
of the book he was currently working on — first
The Mpythic' Image, then. the multi-volume
Historical Atlas of. World Mythology, and
finally that gem of a book, The Inner Reaches
of Outer Space: Metaophor as Myth and as
Religion. And we talked of our own work in
Mesoamerican myth and ritual which fas-
cinated him and which he generously encour-
aged, finally writing, despite the press of his
own work, the Introduction to our Masks of
the "Spirit: 'Image and Metaphor in Meso-
america which will be released by University of
California Press in early November.

On the basis of this extensive experience of
the man, we can say unequivocally that the

charges levelled against Joseph Campbell are .

utterly false. Strangely, Gill’s article itself
seerns to bear witness to their falsity since he
" offers no real support for his accusaiions, sup-
port which one would surely expect to be forth-
toming if it existed. The charge of anti-
semitism provides an apt example of Gill's
modus operandi. First he makes the accusation:

Campbell’s bigotry had another distress-

ing aspect, which was a seemingly in-

eradicable anti-Semitism. By the time 1

came to know him, he had learned to con-

ceal its grosser manifestations, but there
 _can be no doubl that it e:usled

Then, hard on the heels of lhu accusation,
comes another;’

and that it uiméd not only the man
himself buf the qgnlily of his scholarship.

After the double accusation, Gill presents
his “evidence.” But note how it is done. Thai
evidence relates only to the second charge —
that Joe's work was “tainted” by his supposed
anti-semitism. By this sleight-of-hand Gill
evidently hopes to evade the necessity of
demonstrating the truth of the primary accusa-

tion. But how does he know Joe. was anti-
semitic? How does he know that that “taint™
was manifested more grossly before he even
knew him? It is clear that emotionally loaded
language substitutes here for evidence in the
classic mode of the character assassin, pre.
sumably because the charge of anlti- scmmsm ns
unsupportable. AP
And Gill's evidence I’or the second half of
the charge? Simply that Joe preferred Jung to.
Freud. Even the slightest knowledge" -of- Joe e
work makes obvious two things. First, Joe did
_not, “despise” Freud; he uses his ideas fre-
" quently. Seeorli.-hwdr referrin,
Jung are rooted in thesimilari bawecn
his own fundamental assumpflons™ about”
mythology and those of Jung. In fact, had Gill °

et v _:_-

been listening more arefully he would have
heard this explained quite simply in th; aeeond
of the Moyers interviews. Joe was dllcussm;
the most fundamental idea underlying his
work on mythology — that the same motifs ap-
pear over and over again throughout the
mythology of the world. “"How do you explain’

- these similarities?” Moym uked

Campbell: There are two uplanlnons |
One explanation is that the human psyche
is essentially the same all over the world.

* The psyche is the inward experience of the
human body, which is essentially the same'
in all human beings, with the same
organs, the same instincts, the same im-
pulses, the same conflicts, the same fears. °
Out of this common ground have come
what Jung has called the archetypes,
whlch are the common ideas of mylhs

Moyers: What are lrchetypes?

Campbell: They m-elemm'y ideas,
what could be called “ground™ ideas.
These ideas Jung spoke of as archetypes
of the unconscious. “Archetype” is the
better term because “elementary . idesa”
suggests headwork. Archetype of the un-
conscious means it comes from below,’®
The difference between the Jungian arche-
types of the unconscious are manifesta-
tions of the organs of the body and their
_ powers. Archetypes are blologically
" .grounded, whereas the Freudian un-

.conscious is a collection of repressed
traumatic experiences from the jndivid-
+ual’s lifctime. The Freudian unconscious
'is a personal unconscious, it is biographi-
" cal. The Jungian archetypes of the uncon-
‘scious are biological. The blographical ia
nnondnrylolhu R

Thh is obviously not lbe place to argue the
relative merits of Freud and Jung, but that
passage makes clesr the incontrovertible fact
that Joc's attraction 10 Jung was based on an
attraction to his ideas, not on "bigotry.” That
this Is true should be obvious to anyone even
casually familiar. with Joe's whole body of
work; there is np thinker to whom he is in-
debted mor€ clearly and ulmmedly than Jung.
And this atiractiop Joe felt is common on the
part_of artists’ those who work with ant
who ofien-find' Jung’s formulations more
meaningful than those of Freud. Thus the one
shred of “evidence® Qill adduces to support his
obviously wild dnnel Is oot really evidence
* for them at all. | .

But, huueuin;ly. Gm doan‘t stop there.
He follows thh Fread/Jung-"example” with
the fact that Campbell opposed generaily The
" lnvol L 00 Afligts i . urging ; American
eniry [nu.'l v o var 1n Burope and
- that he wushl ‘“Thomas Mann's approval of

« his.jdesf, an-approval which was not forth-
” coming. What are'we (o make of the place-
_ ment of this anecdote? 1s Gill insinuating that
thae actions were also rooted in Joe’s un-

1 proven =bigotry™? Are we to gather that that
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Wbdhlmxoamlaamof“the
taenace ‘of Hitler and the Nazis” and to the
evils resulting in the holocaust? These are ter-
'tibly scrious charges; they cry out for evi-
dence, and Gili provides none. Knowing Joe as
we did, we know why that evidence is not-
presented. It does not exist.

Having assailed Joe’s character, Gill turns to
his work with the same viciousness and lack of
principle. . All of Joe's ideas, lengthily dis-
cussed and supported in his lifetime of writing
and speaking are to be dismissed with a wave
of the hand. Did he prefer Jung to Freud?
Anti-semitism! Did he think Mann's later
novels inferior to his earlier ones? Personal
pique! Was a substantial part of the nation
stimulated intellectually and spiritually by
Joe's insights as they poured forth in the
Moyers interviews as the unprecedented -
popularity of those interviews would seem to
indicate? Not really! Gill, and Gill alone
presumably, has discovered the “covert mes-
sage that most of his listeners may have been
responding to,” presumably without knowing
it. (1t is fascinating in.this regard that Gill later
In the article castigates Frank Lloyd Wright
for lacking respect for the masses, saying that
he “wrote sneeringly of the common herd.”
Perhaps this is where Gill learned his own clear
disrespect for the intelligence of the American
people, at least that portion of them who
watch public television.) . oo ipipitite

That “covert message” is l'nddcn within
Campbell's admonition to “follow your bliss.”
And the “message,” according to Gill, is this:
following one’s bliss “as Campbell has defined
it” means doing “whatever makes one happy”
and Campbell thereby “sanctions seifishness
on a colossal scale.” Rubbish. If Gill had
listened to the Moyers interviews or read Joe's
works, especially The Hero with a Thousand
aces and Creative Mythology he would know
hat Campbell meant by that admonition and
hat, we believe on the basis of numerous
versations with students, colleagues, and
vaintances, his audience by and large knew
pbell meant.- Joc explains it clearly the .
time it.is brought up in the interviews,
t midway through the series (just imagine,
of those millions of viewers had to sit
Jessly through all of that preliminary stuff
the first three hours waiting for their

ge™!):

Campbel): Remember the last line [of
Babbitt]? “lI have never done the thing
that | wanted to in all my life.” That is &
man who never followed his bliss. Well, |
actually heard that line when | was teach-
at Sarah Lawrence. Before | was mar-
ctied, | used to eat out in the restaurants of
for my lunch and dinners. Thursday

t was the maid’s night off in Bronx-
so0 that many of the families were
out in restaurants. One fine evening, | was
in my favorite restaurant there, and at the
next table there was a father, a mother,
and a scrawny boy about tweive years old.
The father sa:d to the boy, “Drink your
tomato juice.”




And the boy said, “1 dont want to.”

Then the father, with a louder voice,
said, “Drink your tomato juice.” =~

And the mother said, “Don’t make him
do what he doesn't want to do.” - .

The father looked at her and said, “He
cantt go through life doing what he wants .
to do. If he only does what he wants to
do, he'll be dead. Look at me. |'ve never
done a thing ! wanted to in all my life.”

And 1 thought, "!'hen's Babbitt

- incamate.”

That's the man who never followed his
bliss. You may have a success in life, but
then just think of it—what kind of life

- was i1? What good was it—you've never
done the thing you wanted to do in all
your life. | always tell my students, go
where your body and soul want to go.
When you have the fecling, then stay with
it, and don't let anyone throw you off.

—-Moyers: What happem vben you
follow your blm?’ g )

.y . - e .('.

Campbell: You come to bliss. In the
Middle Ages a favorite image that occurs
in many, many contexts is the wheel of
fortune. There's the hub of the wheel, and
there is the revolving rim of the wheel.
For example, if you are attached to the
rim of the wheel of fortune, you will be
either above going down or at the bottom
coming up. But if you are at the hub, you
are at the same place ail the time. That is _
the sense of the marriage vow—| take you
in health or sickness, in wealth or poverty:
going up or going down. But [ takeyou as -~
my center, and you are my bliss, not the
wealth that you might bring me, not the
social prestige, but you. That is following
your bliss.

1t would be hard to imagine a more direct
answer to Gill's accusations than this. No, Joe
does not mean material success or selfishness
by “bliss,” and we find it impossible to believe
that any significant number of his viewers qr
readers think he did. Nor did he mean to en-
dorse the right-wing individualism of Reagan
and Rand as Gill charges. Rather, he was
speaking to the widespread malaise in this
country and in the other developed nations.
Many today surely feel that beneath our un-
doubted prosperity, unequally divided as it
certainly is, lies a vast gulf of despair, anguish,
and meaningless in the lives of even the most
successful. While the solution to the unequal
division of prosperity may be political, the
solution to this other problem, if there is to be
a solution, cannot be found in either left or
right wing programs. Thus the malaise; thus
the recurrent disillusionment. with politics;
,.,_..tbuth!‘fl!dnaﬂ(f"wuh Joe's ideas. We do
not write here to argue the workability of
those ideas or the solubility of that complex
problem, but rather to suggest that no “covert
meaning” is needed to explain the fascination
with Joe's ideas.

We could, if there were time and space,
answer all of the other charges Gill makes, and
we are sorely tempted to take on the cheap

“guilt by association™ accusation linking Joe 10
Ayn Rand, of all people. It would be easy to
demoanstrate how foolish an asgociation chat
is. But there is no time, and our point is
already clear. Finally, our anger at Gill gives
way to & kind of sadness. It is truly a pity that
a man like Gill, a fine writer and a successful
and respected person, must stoop to such an
attack on a “friend” as this. Along with that
pity comes the sadness that an intelligent man
could have watched the six hours of stimulat-
ing dialogue between two men as different and
intelligent as Bill Moyers and Joseph Camp-
bell —talk that literally stimulated a nation—
and come away with only this pettiness. That
is truly sad.

Roberta H. Markman
California State University
Long Beach, California
Peter T. Markman

Fullerton College
Fullerion, California

- . Brendan 'cm replies:

LR v,

Ms. Konner’s letter manifests the same fliiinp h

that the Campbell-Moyers TV series manifests:

° & spongy sofiness of reasoning that, because it
_ borders on the evangelical, makes it hard for

me to come to grips with it. Ms. Konner
reproaches me for having misinterpreted Joe's
meaning of the phrase “follow your bliss.”
Well, Bill Moyers struggled valiantly to secure
an interpretation that would not prove cir-
cular, and he failed. Joe would use words to
mean whatever it pleased him (0 have them
mean, and this practice, which caused me to

become impatient with him in conversation, -

causes. me 10 become impatient with him on
TV. In private, his inveterate fuzziness didn’t
much matter; in public, it does.

1 find myself reacting to Ms. Konnet as! dld

to Joe. When she quotes him as saying, “We .

are so busy doing things of outer value that we
no longer know what we intend,” how can |
keep from asking what the substance of this
statement actually amounts to? For example,
what docs the phrase “outer value” signify? If
one is earning a living in order to support one’s

.+ family, ls Thas an ottéf value orwi lnner cnet!
“*Or both?.Or nekier?’ As for “intend.? bow

does that verb relafe lias preceded it in
* the sentence? Ms. Konner says that Joe meant
that we have lost touch not only with our “in-
ner sclves,” but with that “inner sensesol
being” which “directs us toward those thing:
that are most meaningful in our lives.” But
hold on a moment, Ms. Konner: Do you not
perceive that your statement is every bit as ir-
ritatingly circular as one of Joe’s? This “inner
sense of being” that you say [ possess, and tha
you imply is something separate from and dif

_§=

-ferenl from my “inner self,” directs me, doe
it? If it exists and if it does indeed direct me, i1

" what direction am | going? You answer

“Toward those things that are most mean
ingful™ in my life. To put it coarsely, say
who? What things, what meaningfulness
1 am left dangling in a no man’s land c
nonreasoning.

Ms. Konner ';oes on to say that we ar
dominated by a popular culture that leave
“little validation of our inner life, our souls,

~you will.” In rational discourse | think it is be

ter 10 leave “inner life” and “our soils, if yo

will* on the doorstep. Ms. Konner and | prob-
ably agree on the nature of our popular
culture, but § am far from sgreeing that the
Campbell-Moyers program gives an outlet to
“something inside—call it the soul,” and that

. what she describes as “the electronic hearth™

becomes “for six hours a sacred place for the
human tribe® (0 obtain appropriate answers to
such questions as “What does my life mean?
Why must we kill? How can there be evil if
God is good?” It is only fair to Joe to point
out that he doesn't attempt (0 provide answers
10 thése questions. On the contrary, | accurate-
ly quote him as saying, “The world is great just
the way it is. And you are not going to fix it
up. Nobody has ever made it any better.”

In the address (over which he took great
pains) that Joe delivered at Sarah Lawrence
College a couple of years before his death, on
the occasion of his receiving an bonorary doc-
torate of humane letters, be sated that,
because he despaired of the arguments of
theologians and atheists alike, ®1 have conse-
quently now taken as my historic function in
what remains of the twentieth century, to
make it known, even to Judeo-Christian mon-
otheists, that all mythologies, including their
own, are metaphorical.” So far, so good. To
the question “Metaphorical of what?™ he
answers that “the connotations of the Heta-
phors of myth are ahways to spiritual resliza-
tions potential within the human bheart.”
Again, what have we here? [s a single word of
that statement helpful to the human tribe
crouched in cager anticipation of enlighten-
ment at the electronic” hearth? Ms. Koaner
would say yes; | would say no.

In the first paragraph of Professor Smith’s
fetter, he wonders why | waited until Joe
Campbell died before targeting him ag an
enemy. This is an infamous Imputation,
heightened rather than diminished in Professor
Smith's second paragraph by his immediately
furnishing a reason for my so-called targeting,
to wit, that the Campbell-Moyers serics was in
my view “a siren song (0 seifishness.” Now my
article makes clear that, while it was Camp-
bell’s misfortune to die before the TV series.
went on the air, | had not been waiting for him
to die; 1 would have launched precisely the
same attack upon the embarrassing shallow-
ness of his thinking had he been alive—indeed,
1 noted that 1 had already done so0 on many oc-
casions over the years. What | deplored in my
article was that, thanks to TV, this shallowness
was enjoying a great and perhaps long- h.sung
popular success.



Joe's skittish leapfrogging among myths to
‘nbsumme & point that never remained the
same.point for long~artful dodging that was

_phmlylmmoffruunuontohuma'
- viewer, Bill Moyers —~threatened in my view to.
supply millions of viewers of his program and "

readers of his best-selling books with an excuse
for “doing their own thing™ in the name of
- following their bliss. Professor Smith brings
- up the big guns (Aristotle, Plotinus, Blake,

Aquinis) 1o justify Campbell, but the big guns’

prove to be firing BBs: Aristotle’s definition of
happiness as the experience of excelling at
- what we do best is morally and ethically indif-
ferent, as is Blake’s urging us to drink our
bliss, because “every thing that lives is holy.”
Excelling at what we do best? What if what we
do best is safe-cracking? As for Blake, ho-
hum; éverything that lives Is sat holy, by any
rational definition of the word (that is, as hav-
ing attained perfection in a moral sense).

If. as Professor Smith says, Rebecca West
identified the mood of our time as "a desperate
search for a pattern,” | may just mention thas
this has been the mood of mankind from the
moment we -marted developing our binary
brain. One of our difficulties is that we cannot
help finding parterns wherever we look: bence
the fictions embodied in myths, in formal
religions, in the breathtaking hypotheses of
scieace. The oaly fictions that elude our suspi-

"cions, not to say (sooner or later) our coa.
tempt, are those to be found in the arts; em-
bracing the inexpungeable defect of owr
pattern-secking and pattern-making, artists
cause the defect 10 become—or seem to
become, in our apprehension of their
handiwork —~a virtue.

Roy Finch, like Huston Smith a professor
emeritus of philesophy, is content to defead
what he calls Joe's romantic fascism on the
grounds of his political naivete. 1 consider this
an unphilosophical cop-out. 1 have been a

close observer of the administration of Sarah .

" Lawrence for well over forty years and am
therefore far from being an outsider; indeed,
in the distant days of Senator Joe McCarthy,
Harold Taylor, then the president of Sarah
Lawrence, and ) were jointly attacked in the
press (by members of the local American
Legion post) as Communists. Well,- we
weren't, and there were plenty of people who
managed to criticize Stalinists and Stalinism
without being “crypto-fascists like Joe Camp-

" bell,” as Mr. Finch puts k.

Mr. Finch says | have it all wron; about

_ Joe’s “follow your bliss.” Oddly enough, he
then proceeds to say that Joe himselfl had
reached the point of getting it all wrong, as a
result of his loosening up in old age and
becoming [riendly with hippies. Moreover,
because Ayn Rand stands for law and order,
she couldn’t possibly be linked with Joe. Here
Mr. Finch has everything doubly wrong, for
Joe disliked hippies and was an ardent cham:
pion of law and order, especially when the
undergraduates at Sarah Lawerence were in a

rebellious state of mind. One of his former
students, .lean La L oW ln,u;hneu

" practicing In Boston, tells me that- Campbell..;
- admonished his students at the beginning of °

her senior year that if they engaged in any
political activity he would fail them for the
year. Miss Ln\vrence_ engaged in political ac-
tivity and he failed her for the year.

. How to deal with the Markmans' massive

missive? They call attention to the fact that
they will soon be publishing a book about an-
cient Mesoamerica, to which Campbell gener-

ously supplied an introduction. That being the

case, they must surely be aware of a uolaqhe
error that Campbell stumbled into in the
course of describing to Moyers the sacred
games of the Mayans—a Mesoamerican errof

that | would have expected them to correct on

his behalf. Campbell has been telling Moyers
that life and death are two aspects of the same:

thing (one of Campbell’s characteristically

undemonstrable formulations); he goes on, “I
know of no story in which death is rejected.
The Mayan Indians had a kind of basketball
game in which, st the end, the captain of the
winning team was sacrificed on the field by the
capuain of the losing team. His head was cut
off. Going t0 your sacrifice as the winning
stroke of. your life is the essence of the early
sacrifice idea.” Moyers Is suitably awed: “This
idea of sacrifice, especially of the winner being
sacrificed, is so foreign to our world. Our rul-
ing motif today is winner take all.” But Bun
Alpert of San Francisco has sent me a critical
appraisal of the Moyers programs pointing out

that Campbell’y statement, which comes as,

such s surprise to Moyers, " exactly reverses’
what Campbell himself had written in The
Mythic Image, where be describes the losing
captain as being executed —in short, just what
Moyers and the rest of us would expect.

The Markmans staie “unequivocally” that
my charging Campbell with anti-Semitism is
false. They complain that | provide no
evidence of his tolerating “‘the menace of
Hitler and the Naris® and...the evils resulting
in the holocaust,” and that the reason | do not
do 30 is because the evidence does not exist.
But the evidence does indeed exist; there are
scores of witnesses (for example, Ms. Orr, in
the letter printed above) to the anti-Semitic
dicta that Campbell was given to uttering.
When the astronauts landed on the moon, Joe
made the repellent jest to a3 member of my
family, who was a student of his at the time,
that the moon would be a good place to put
the Jews. The latest addition to this evidence is
at hand. A correspondent, Carol Luther of
San Anseimo, California, writes to say that
she once attended a lecture in which Campbell
recounted what he called a popular Indian
fable (a favorite of Campbell’s in old age), the
gist of which was that we are not all mere mild
grass-cating goats but, instead, are blood-
thirsty, carnivorous tigers, who do well to prey
upon whatever lower species of animal makes
up our natural dict. When she heard Campbell

5

¢

tell this story, my correspondent was 5o upset
by its ethical implications that, she writes, “|
rose shaking from my chair md shouted,
‘What about the six million who were gassed
'dunn; World War II? In response, Mr.

Campbell simply-shrugged and said ‘That's
your probl:m ' -

The Mukmnnl evldemly think they have me
'on the ropes when, in correcting my suggestion
-that “following your bliss® couid — not must,
"but could—lead 1o acts of unbridled seifish-
oess, they quote a passage in the Campbell-
,M_om series that demonstrates exactly how
,spongy Joc’s thinking was and therefore how
apuble It is of misleading a large TV audience.
Joe cites the Wheel of Fortune as a favorite
‘image in the Mlddle Ages; if you are attached
to the rim of the wheel, you are constantly
going up or going down but if you are at the
bub you are in the same place all the time. (An
inaccurate metaphor, but no matter.) This is
the sense of the marriage vow, Joe says: in
sickness or in health, in wealth or in poverty, |

- take you going up or going down. Apparently

unaware that he is reversing himself, he then
instanuly ‘adds, “But | take you as my center,
and you are my bliss.” [n life, one cannot have
it both ways; in Joe's preachments, one is con-
stantly having it both ways. ia his view of the
marriage vow, one is out on the revolving rim
of the whee! but one is also simultaneously a1
the hub. If the Markmans believe that Joe hag
elucidated “folldwing your bliss” in that
passage, and that in doing 3o be has provided
useful instruction to his innumerable listeners,
they need not patronize me with their pity; it is

thq \vho arein troudbleandnot 1.-. - O
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A Jewish Audience
Thrilled by Campbell

Tothe Editor: .

In response to letters about Joseph
Campbell's anti-Semitism (Dec. 2):

In December 1985, I attended a lec-
ture Campbell gave at a Jewish center
on Manhattan's West Side. The audi-
torium was packed, a sellout, people
sitting on the floor, probably 600. The
subject was Exodus and Genesis.

Campbell began by saying he was
surprised to be there, and that the
audience had come, since he would be
telling Jews that two of their greatest
books, Exodus and Genesis, were
myths. Everyone laughed good-na-
turedly. Then he held them spell-
bound for two hours without pause.

1 have never heard anyone express
greater reverence for or understand-
ing of his subject matter. When he
was finished, everyone stood up for a
long ovation. The following night he
was to lecture in the same place on
great Jewish women in the Old Testa-
ment. | am sorry I missed that.

Campbell was a passionate ecume-
nist and one-worlder. That is the work
of his life. Sad to say, Brendan Glill, in
attacking him, comes off the smaller
of the two. | have read Mr. Gill and
heard him lecture. He certainly does
not share Joseph Campbell’s vision for
mankind. As a drama critic, I imagine
Mr. Gill would be used to flaws in
heroes. If heroes didn’t have flaws, he
would not have made his reputation or
his living. JAMES P. HEWITT

Glen Rock, N.J., Dec. 2, 198°
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Racial research at U. of Delaware

The article by Mack Reed discussing my
work (“Group’s grants for racial research
to professor at U. of Del. assailed,” Dec.
21) fails to point up at least two important
facts.

First, testing experts, whatever their
political persuasion, have come to agree
that black-white 1Q differences are not
the result of test bias. Also contrary to
public opinion, experts agree that 1Q dif-
ferences among racial-ethnic groups are
the rule, not the exception. The impor-
tant issue now is not whether group dif-
ferences exist, but what we can do about
them. This point was understated in Mr.
Reed’s report.

A second important point, also under-
stated, concerns the purpose of my re-
search. My research examines the real-
world consequences of 1Q differences. By
examining these consequences, | hope to
impress upon people the need to find
effective ways to narrow the differences
and to eliminate their consequences as
quickly as possible. As hardly needs to be
stated, unless we are willing to face a
problem, we will certainly never be able
to solve it. The key to racial equality lies
in finding the truth, not in hiding from
or suppressing it.

I am well aware of the sensitivity of my
research. In the short run the difficulty is
that the mere acknowledgment of group
differences may give comfort to white
supremacists. This comfort would be en-
tirely misplaced and utterly regrettable.

Yet this is a risk that must be run, for
the issue is not the short-term danger, but
the long-term benefit of greater equality
for all. Unless we are willing to acknowl-
edge the real problems and work together
to solve them, they will not go away and
may in fact only become worse. We all
want racial equality. It would be tragic to
let short-run concerns — however under-
standable they may be — stand in the way
of eventual success.

Linda S. Gottfredson
Associate Professor, University of Delaware
Newark, Del.

Correspondent Mack Reed is correct in
his assessment that the studies of Univer-
sity »f Delaware Professor Linda S. Gott-

fredson “have not drawn as much fire as
the Pioneer Fund itself.” However, the
University of Delaware African American
Coalition (UDAAC) has begun the task of
digging through the mountain of so-
called research by Prof. Gottfredson and
her cronies and has sounded the alarm.

In our Dec. 1 open letter to the univer-
sity community we said: “She states, ‘The
large average IQ difference between
blacks and whites plays a major role in
explaining the disproportionately low
representation of blacks for certain good
outcomes — namely employment in pro-
fessional jobs — and the disproportion-
ately high representation of blacks for
certain negative outcomes — namely var- .
ious prevalence rates for crime and delin-
quency.’ She also states, ‘Education and
training strategies do not short circuit
the impact of racial disproportions in
(intelligence] on job performance....’

“She further states, ‘The presumption of
equal intelligence is clearly a key prop in .
the moral claim now levied on whites for
additional social resources for blacks.
Without it, calls for total socioeconomic
equality by race probably would lose
some of their moral force.’”

Prof. Gottfredson continues to claim
that her work is intended to help African-
Americans and that Pioneer Fund money
was being used to study how social policy
could be changed to handle black-white
intelligence differences. The social poli-
cies that Prof. Gottfredson is likely to
propose are liable to threaten the very
survival of African-Americans. She
writes, “The societal and more profound
dilemma is simply that group differences
in [intelligence] necessitate tradeoffs be-
tween equality, on the one hand, and
equity and efficiency on the other.”

It is our hope that the University of
Delaware quickly comes to the conclu-
sion that it is dangerous to be associated
with people who preach hatred, call it
research and then claim academic free-
dom.

Chuck Tarver

University of Delaware
African American Coalition
Newark, Del.
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Compliments of

PROJECT FOR THE STUDY OF INTELLIGENCE AND SOCIETY

| Co-Directors
Robert A. Gordon, Ph.D. . Linda S. Gottfredson, Ph.D.
Department of Sociology Department of Educational
The Johns Hopkins Studies

University College of Education
Baltimore, MD 21218 University of Delaware
(301) 338-7634 Newark, DE 19716

(302) 451-1650
Dear Mailing List Member:

Some time has elapsed since many of you first indicated an
interest in our mailings. We have not been idle, and indeed much
effort has gone into organizing the process of mailing to such an
unexpectedly large number of persons. To date, almost 700 individuals
have requested to remain eligible for future mailings, all in response
to the special 1986 issue of the Journal of Vocational Behavior
concerning the g factor in employment. These persons are located in
academic disciplines and professions related to the world of work, and
are scattered throughout the country. Many have sent kind letters or
notes of encouragement and appreciation. If, as is likely, we did not
acknowledge each one, it was only because of time pressures and not
because we did not value the personal touch. Now, several publications
are in the pipeline and will be coming to you within the year. The
present one concerns crime and delinquency. Although rather technical,
it can serve to demonstrate to members whose primary interest is not
criminological that_ the consequences of differences in g can be quite
pervasive; crime,” after- all;"often represents a kind of occupation. -

Please detach

You are already on our mailing list, at the address on the
envelope. If you wish to change your address, please complete and mail
this form to co-director Robert Gordon at the above address:

(Please print your preferred new mailing address)

NAME :

ADDRESS:

(Your affiliation, if not shown above):
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January 21,1990

Professor Lawrence Nees
Chair, Research Committee
Campus

Dear Professor Nees:

As a Delaware professor with some knowledge of issues of race and
sex discrimination, I am deeply upset by recent attacks on Professor
Linda Gottfredson and by your committee's investigation of her funding
source, the Pioneer Fund.

Many participants in this debate seem to forget a simple fact:
there is no "racism exception"™ to academic freedom, nor sexism exception
nor Xism exception for other classifications X. Academic freedom, like
the First Amendment under which it falls in state-supported universities,
covers all ideologies. It is not limited by any version of the now-
discredited concept of "“group libel."™ And this is as it should be, for
at least four reasons:

(i) Academic freedom, like the First Amendment, covers
any abstract view on topics of public importance. Race and sex
are topics of public importance; indeed they touch countless
national policy issues and dominate events on many college
campuses. To let any group fix official doctrine on such
topics and censor those who hold opposing views violates the
most basic principles of free expression.

(ii) People disagree about what counts as racism, sexism,
or Xism. In recent years, everything from attacks on reverse
discrimination to criticism of Jesse Jackson to failure to
increase the minimum wage has been called racism. As for
sexism, some feminists have charged that it infects virtually
all of Western culture, including most of the classics taught
at American universities.



(iii) There is no good way to limit X, the kind of
"oppressed®” group empowered to censor views it finds false or
insulting. 1Indeed, U.S. discrimination law already treats
nationality, ethnicity, and religion as similar to race and
sex. To set official limits on what may be said, not only
about blacks and women, but also about Jews, Germans,
Catholics, homosexuals, or many other historically important
groups would make intellectual work impossible.

(iv) Non-"oppressed” groups will not long tolerate
restrictions on their speech that do not apply to others. At
some point, white men will claim equal rights not to be
insulted. But many whites find many utterances by black
leaders insulting, and most men £ind most views of radical
feminists insulting. Thus a rule designed to protect blacks
and women could, if fairly enforced, end up censoring them.

It is, therefore, clear without investigation that Professor
Gottfredson's research is protected by academic freedom. It is also
protected by the First Amendment, since Delaware is a state-supported
university. To draw this conclusion, it is unnecessary to examine her
own views, or those of the foundation that supports her, for "racism.”
Writers like Jensen and Shockley are racist if any American academic is.
These writers openly advocate the genetic inferiority of blacks' IQ to
whites' (and the genetic superiority of Orientals' and Jews'), thus
offending blacks. Yet such writers enjoy complete academic and First-
Amendment freedom to publish their offensive views. Whatever Professor
Gottfredson's conclusions may be, they cannot be more offensive than
Jensen's and Shockley's, nor can they enjoy less protection.

Admittedly, the original issue at Delaware as framed by Professor
Frawley was not whether Gottfredson has a right to express her views, but
whether the University should accept money from an allegedly racist
organization, the Pioneer Fund, to fund her in so doing. In my judgment,
this is simply the same issue, but at two removes. The main evidence for
racism in the Pioneer Fund must be that it has funded racist writers.

But if Jensen and Shockley have a right to express certain views, it is
obvious that others have a right to take money to express those views
from an organization that funded Jensen and Shockley. It must violate
academic freedom to ban an organization on the grounds that it has funded
other workers whom academic freedom already protected.

Professor Frawley and his allies appeal to supposed rights of the
university to choose its own funding sources on ideological grounds. It
is argued that while Gottfredson has a right to say what she likes, the
University has an equal right not to take money to support her doing so.
Practically speaking, the effect of such a doctrine on academic freedom
hardly differs from that of other improper institutional sanctions
against faculty holding certain views. As I understand it, to preserve
their status under tax law, tax-exempt foundations process research money
through other tax-exempt foundations, e,g., universities. But in this
sequence a university is a neutral middleman, like a city government
processing parade permits. For it to refuse, on ideological grounds, to



take certain funds for its faculty's research hardly differs from its
banning the research itself, especially if no other funding source is
available. 1In the analogy, a city government cannot refuse a group's
insurance bond for a parade on the grounds that the insurance company
previously insured the Ku Klux Klan, for a march that was itself
protected by the First Amendment, as Nazi and racist marches are under
Skokie and other decisions.

The effect of a university refusing funds for faculty research with
specific ideological views is to discourage such research, even if it
does not make it impossible. It is true that Professor Gottfredson and
other faculty can take unpaid leaves and fund their own research. Thus
ideological limitations on university funds are slightly less
objectionable than outright bans on faculty expression. But it is
equally true that faculty can continue their research despite a
university's refusal to promote them, or despite a salary reduction.

Does this mean that the University of Delaware can declare a "mission" to
support the Republican party, and refuse to promote any professor whose
research violates the Republican party platform? Can the university
decide to cut in half the salary of any professor whose research supports
Marxism, or tends to bring the United States into disrepute? 1In both
cases, it is solely university funds that are involved. But no academic-
freedom expert would regard such policies as consistent with academic
freedom, and no Federal court would tolerate them for a moment in a
state-supported university. I can see no relevant difference between
these forbidden policies and refusing outside funding sources on
ideological grounds.

In my view, therefore, a university has no power whatever to reject
faculty funding sources by ideological tests, since the effects of such a
procedure are all but indistinguishable from other kinds of direct
control of research ideology which undoubtedly violate academlc freedom
and the First Amendment.

Professor Frawley speaks of Delaware's "mission®™ to promote
multicultural understanding. The first mission of a university is to be
a university. Universities are, or should be, places where one may _
express any relevant intellectual view whatever, fearing only disproof
or, in rare cases, a judgment of incompetence. They should not be places
where any utterance offending sensitive campus groups invokes
administrative sanctions. Surely the best gift a university can give
blacks, women, and everyone else is a secure forum for intellectual
freedom and open debate. To allow any group to censor other groups is a
disservice to them, not a service. Universities can explain to blacks,
women, homosexuals, and other complainants that they have no more right
to censor others' speech than others have to censor theirs. Intellectual
liberty protects everyone at a university equally. No group may claim a
monopoly on truth, or the right to ban views it finds insulting. It is
unfortunate that some members of the Delaware community seem to have
forgotten the idea of a university, or never to have grasped it in the
first place.

These arguments not only touch the moral merits; they may well also
have legal force. Academic freedom at a state-supported university is



not optional. Rather, it is legally enforceable by Federal courts under
,the First Amendment. The University of Delaware and its outgoing
President have already once been fined by a Federal court, in the
Aumiller case, for violating academic freedom. If Delaware acts against
Professor Gottfredson or the Pioneer Fund, it invites another adverse
judgment, now aggravated by evidence of a pattern of First Amendment
violations. 1In such a lawsuit Gottfredson might well claim the support
of local ACLU and local and national AAUP. The last thing the .
university's reputation needs is for a Federal court to convict it of yet -
another academic-freedom violation. The lesson of the Aumiller case was
not to be sensitive to minorities; it was to have some elementary respect
for academic freedom and First Amendment free speech.

Finally, if, as I believe, no ideological tests may properly be
applied to faculty research funding, the Research Committee's current
investigation is itself improper. It is no more proper for the Research
Committee to be investigating a foundation for being "racist®™ or "sexist"
than to investigate it for being a Communist front. We do not need a new
racial and sexual McCarthyism, or Frawleyism, to replace the o0ld variety.

For these reasons, I urge the Research Committee to recommend no
action on either Professor Gottfredson or the Pioneer Fund. I also urge
the committee to drop its whole investigation immediately as inconsistent
with basic principles of academic freedom, and to announce that it will
accept no further assignments of this kind.

Sincerely,

Qi5rnee—

Christopher Boorse
Associate Professor of Philosophy
Chair, Academic Freedom, 1987-88

cc: Gordon DiRenzo, Chair, Faculty Welfare and Privileges
Linda Gottfredson, Educational Studies



