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Inquiring Minds topic – 25 April 2014 

Claudia Upper, Moderator 

Diversity and Dishonesty 

From The New York Times - April 12, 2014 - Ross Douthat  

EARLIER this year, a column by a Harvard undergraduate named Sandra Y. L. Korn briefly achieved 

escape velocity from the Ivy League bubble, thanks to its daring view of how universities should 

approach academic freedom. 

Korn proposed that such freedom was dated and destructive, and that a doctrine of “academic justice” 

should prevail instead. No more, she wrote, should Harvard permit its faculty to engage in “research 

promoting or justifying oppression” or produce work tainted by “racism, sexism, and heterosexism.” 

Instead, academic culture should conform to left-wing ideas of the good, beautiful and true, and decline 

as a matter of principle “to put up with research that counters our goals.” 

No higher-up at Harvard endorsed her argument, of course. But its honesty of purpose made an 

instructive contrast to the institutional statements put out in the immediate aftermath of two recent 

controversies — the resignation of the Mozilla Foundation’s C.E.O., Brendan Eich, and the withdrawal, 

by Brandeis University, of the honorary degree it had promised to the human rights activist Ayaan Hirsi 

Ali. 

In both cases, Mozilla and Brandeis, there was a striking difference between the clarity of what had 

actually happened and the evasiveness of the official responses to the events. Eich stepped down rather 

than recant his past support for the view that one man and one woman makes a marriage; Hirsi Ali’s 

invitation was withdrawn because of her sweeping criticisms of Islamic culture. But neither the phrase 

“marriage” nor the word “Islam” appeared in the initial statements Mozilla and Brandeis released.  

Instead, the Mozilla statement rambled in the language of inclusion: “Our organizational culture reflects 

diversity and inclusiveness. ... Our culture of openness extends to encouraging staff and community to 

share their beliefs and opinions. ...” 

The statement on Hirsi Ali was slightly more direct, saying that “her past statements ... are inconsistent 

with Brandeis University’s core values.” But it never specified what those statements or those values 

might be — and then it fell back, too, on pieties about diversity: “In the spirit of free expression that has 

defined Brandeis University throughout its history, Ms. Hirsi Ali is welcome to join us on campus in the 

future to engage in a dialogue about these important issues.” 

What both cases illustrate, with their fuzzy rhetoric masking ideological pressure, is a serious moral 

defect at the heart of elite culture in America. 

http://topics.nytimes.com/top/opinion/editorialsandoped/oped/columnists/rossdouthat/index.html
http://www.thecrimson.com/column/the-red-line/article/2014/2/18/academic-freedom-justice/
http://www.brandeis.edu/now/2014/april/commencementupdate.html
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The defect, crucially, is not this culture’s bias against social conservatives, or its discomfort with 

stinging attacks on non-Western religions. Rather, it’s the refusal to admit — to others, and to itself — 

that these biases fundamentally trump the commitment to “free expression” or “diversity” affirmed in 

mission statements and news releases. 

This refusal, this self-deception, means that we have far too many powerful communities (corporate, 

academic, journalistic) that are simultaneously dogmatic and dishonest about it — that promise diversity 

but only as the left defines it, that fill their ranks with ideologues and then claim to stand athwart bias 

and misinformation, that speak the language of pluralism while presiding over communities that 

resemble the beau ideal of Sandra Y. L. Korn. 

Harvard itself is a perfect example of this pattern: As Patrick Deneen of Notre Dame pointed out when 

the column was making waves, Korn could only come up with one contemporary example of a 

Harvardian voice that ought to be silenced — “a single conservative octogenarian,” the political 

philosophy professor Harvey Mansfield. Her call for censorship, Deneen concluded, “is at this point 

almost wholly unnecessary, since there are nearly no conservatives to be found at Harvard.” 

First of all, you're making an assumption that I'm a conservative. Second, human induced climate theory 

is just that, a theory. It may be... 

hat most dissenting posters seem to be missing is whom this article is aimed at. He is not referring to 

government or politicians. If he... 

I am (or try to be) a partisan of pluralism, which requires respecting Mozilla’s right to have a C.E.O. 

whose politics fit the climate of Silicon Valley, and Brandeis’s right to rescind degrees as it sees fit, and 

Harvard’s freedom to be essentially a two-worldview community, with a campus shared uneasily by 

progressives and corporate neoliberals, and a small corner reserved for token reactionary cranks. 

But this respect is difficult to maintain when these institutions will not admit that this is what is going 

on. Instead, we have the pretense of universality — the insistence that the post-Eich Mozilla is open to 

all ideas, the invocations of the “spirit of free expression” from a school that’s kicking a controversial 

speaker off the stage. 

And with the pretense, increasingly, comes a dismissive attitude toward those institutions — mostly 

religious — that do acknowledge their own dogmas and commitments, and ask for the freedom to 

embody them and live them out. 

It would be a far, far better thing if Harvard and Brandeis and Mozilla would simply say, explicitly, that 

they are as ideologically progressive as Notre Dame is Catholic or B. Y.U. is Mormon or Chick-fil-A is 

evangelical, and that they intend to run their institution according to those lights. 

I can live with the progressivism. It’s the lying that gets toxic. 

I invite you to follow me on Twitter at twitter.com/DouthatNYT. 

                               A version of this op-ed appears in print on April 13, 2014, on page SR12 of the New York 

edition with the headline: Diversity and Dishonesty. 

http://www.theamericanconservative.com/academicfreedom/
http://twitter.com/DouthatNYT
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Thought police on patrol 
By Charles Krauthammer – The Washington Post 

Two months ago, a petition bearing more than 110,000 signatures was delivered to The Post, demanding 

a ban on any article questioning global warming. The petition arrived the day before publication of my 

column, which consisted of precisely that heresy. 

The column ran as usual. But I was gratified by the show of intolerance because it perfectly illustrated 

my argument that the left is entering a new phase of ideological agitation — no longer trying to win the 

debate but stopping debate altogether, banishing from public discourse any and all opposition. 

The proper word for that attitude is totalitarian. It declares certain controversies over and visits serious 

consequences — from social ostracism to vocational defenestration — upon those who refuse to be 

silenced.  

Sometimes the word comes from on high, as when the president of the United States declares the science 

of global warming to be “settled.” Anyone who disagrees is then branded “anti-science.” And better still, 

a “denier” — a brilliantly chosen calumny meant to impute to the climate skeptic the opprobrium 

normally reserved for the hatemongers and crackpots who deny the Holocaust.  

Then last week, another outbreak. The newest closing of the leftist mind is on gay marriage. Just as the 

science of global warming is settled, so, it seems, are the moral and philosophical merits of gay 

marriage. 

To oppose it is nothing but bigotry, akin to racism. Opponents are to be similarly marginalized and 

shunned, destroyed personally and professionally. 

Like the CEO of Mozilla who resigned under pressure just 10 days into his job when it was disclosed 

that six years earlier he had donated to California’s Proposition 8, which defined marriage as between a 

man and a woman. 

But why stop with Brendan Eich, the victim of this high-tech lynching? Prop 8 passed by half a million 

votes. Six million Californians joined Eich in the crime of “privileging” traditional marriage. So did 

Barack Obama. In that same year, he declared that his Christian beliefs made him oppose gay marriage. 

Yet under the new dispensation, this is outright bigotry. By that logic, the man whom the left so 

ecstatically carried to the White House in 2008 was equally a bigot. 

The whole thing is so stupid as to be unworthy of exegesis. There is no logic. What’s at play is sheer 

ideological prejudice — and the enforcement of the new totalitarian norm that declares, unilaterally, 

certain issues to be closed. 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/charles-krauthammer/2011/02/24/ADJkW7B_page.html
http://forecastthefacts.org/press/releases/2014/2/20/110k-call-washington-post-end-climate-change-denia/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/charles-krauthammer-the-myth-of-settled-science/2014/02/20/c1f8d994-9a75-11e3-b931-0204122c514b_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/charles-krauthammer-the-myth-of-settled-science/2014/02/20/c1f8d994-9a75-11e3-b931-0204122c514b_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/full-text-of-obamas-2014-state-of-the-union-address/2014/01/28/e0c93358-887f-11e3-a5bd-844629433ba3_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/full-text-of-obamas-2014-state-of-the-union-address/2014/01/28/e0c93358-887f-11e3-a5bd-844629433ba3_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/2014/04/04/mozilla-exec-out-of-job-for-gay-rights-intolerance-some-think-thats-intolerant/
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702304819004579485681587615234?mg=reno64-wsj
http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/supreme-court-rules-gay-marriage-cases/story?id=19492896
http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/supreme-court-rules-gay-marriage-cases/story?id=19492896
http://www.latimes.com/local/la-2008election-california-results,0,5277783.htmlstory#axzz2yQ6FXHPx
http://www.latimes.com/local/la-2008election-california-results,0,5277783.htmlstory#axzz2yQ6FXHPx
http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2012/may/11/barack-obama/president-barack-obamas-shift-gay-marriage/
http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2012/may/11/barack-obama/president-barack-obamas-shift-gay-marriage/
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Closed to debate. Open only to intimidated acquiescence. 

To this magic circle of forced conformity, the left would like to add certain other policies, resistance to 

which is deemed a “war on women.” It’s a colorful synonym for sexism. Leveling the charge is a crude 

way to cut off debate.  

Thus, to oppose late-term abortion is to make war on women’s “reproductive health.” Similarly, to 

question Obamacare’s mandate of free contraception for all. 

Some oppose the regulation because of its impingement on the free exercise of religion. Others on the 

simpler (nontheological) grounds of a skewed hierarchy of values. Under the new law, everything is 

covered, but a few choice things are given away free. To what does contraception owe its exalted status? 

Why should it rank above, say, antibiotics for a sick child, for which that same mother must co-pay? 

Say that, however, and you are accused of denying women “access to contraception.” 

Or try objecting to the new so-called Paycheck Fairness Act for women, which is little more than a full-

employment act for trial lawyers. Sex discrimination is already illegal. What these new laws do is 

relieve the plaintiffs of proving intentional discrimination. To bring suit, they need only to show that 

women make less in that workplace .  

Like the White House, where women make 88 cents to the men’s dollar? 

That’s called “disparate impact.” Does anyone really think Obama consciously discriminates against 

female employees, rather than the disparity being a reflection of experience, work history, etc.? But just 

to raise such questions is to betray heretical tendencies.  

The good news is that the “war on women” charge is mostly cynicism, fodder for campaign-year 

demagoguery. But the trend is growing. Oppose the current consensus and you’re a denier, a bigot, a 

homophobe, a sexist, an enemy of the people. 

Long a staple of academia, the totalitarian impulse is spreading. What to do? Defend the dissenters, even 

if — perhaps, especially if — you disagree with their policy. It is — it was? — the American way. 

 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/republicans-suffer-among-female-voters/2012/03/08/gIQANzfM1R_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/health-science/with-health-care-lawsuit-the-little-sisters-of-the-poor-step-into-the-spotlight/2014/01/20/1b871bac-8206-11e3-8099-9181471f7aaf_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/wp/2014/04/09/senate-falls-six-votes-short-of-passing-paycheck-fairness-act/
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/22/opinion/22Sommers.html?_r=1&
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/wp/2014/04/07/the-white-houses-own-wage-gender-gap/

