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Acting affirmatively—past, present, future

his issue of Active Voice was

prompted by recent troubles

around long-standing equity
issues YurFa faces.

In 1999: a bitter dispute
among the membership about what
affirmative action proposals should
be ratified before bargaining com-
menced, and the resulting new con-
tract language, which finally instated
affirmative action for visible / racial
minorities, Native people, and per-
sons with disabilities. In 2000: find-
ings about York’s chilly climate from
both health & safety focus groups and
interviews with new faculty. In 2001:
an “Open Space” forum at which
moving beyond whiteness was identi-
fied as one of YUFA’s top three priori-
ties, a new report on delays and barri-
ers in career progress, and the found-
ing of Yura’s Race and Queer cau-
cuses by the Equity Committee. And
now, in 2002: several contested hir-
ings.

When the first meeting of the
Race caucus was announced, YUFA
received an anonymous email sug-
gesting that YUFA’s progress toward

economic goals would be hindered by
calling attention to internal divisions..

We beg to differ. These divi-
sions must be taken up for YUFA, as a
collective, to advance. Thus, this issue
of Active Voice names and addresses
some of the many questions of how
to act affirmatively.

It opens with three analyses
stressing the need for affirmative ac-
tion by Jody Nyasha Warner, a group
of Yura members in the South Asia
Studies programme (Himani Ban-
nerji, Shubhra Gururani, Ananya
Mukherjee Reed and Ian Smith), and
Richard Chait and Cathy Trower, who
are faculty at the Harvard Graduate
School of Education.

Because our Collective Agree-
ment speaks to issues of race and ra-
cism primarily through affirmative
action clauses, we follow with a sum-
mary of the history of affirmative ac-
tion in the ca by Katherine
Bischoping. Brett Cemer then pro-
vides a collection of statistics on af-
firmative action and candidate pools.
YUFA’s progress, or lack thereof, is
analyzed by yura members from

across the university - Arun Mukher-
jee, Paula Wilson, Harry Smaller, Pe-
ter McKinnon and Jody Nyasha War-
ner. Walter Whiteley then outlines
proposals for collective action.

Finally, this issue takes up
questions of how to act affirmatively
beyond the hiring process. Teferi
Adem proposes a rethinking of aca-
demic freedom; Ratiba Hadj-Moussa,
Barbara Rahder and Hira Singh ad-
dress the backlash against non-
Western ways of knowing; Darla
Rhyne summarizes chilly climate is-
sues in her 2000 study; and Monica
Mulvihill outlines the yura Equity
Committee’s initiative around bias in
teaching evaluations.

We hope these pieces will in-
spire you to act affirmatively.

—Katherine Bischoping (Information
Officer) & Jody Nyasha Warner
(Equity Committee Co-ordinator and
Guest Editor)
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1 the senior management at York is white, able-
bodied, middle-class.

unding formulas favour male-dominated depart-
ments, e.g. Computer Science has an average salary
of $95 068, while female-dominated Nursing has an
average salary of $71 406.

or faculty with disabilities, the level of accommoda-
tion York provides does not allow full participation
in the academy. When we have not enough sign lan-
guage interpreters available, is it any surprise we
have fewer than three deaf faculty members despite
the presence of a Deaf Education programme?

n the last two years alone at least four departments
across York have had angry words and letters of pro-
test written to call hiring committees on their lack of
true commitment to equity for racialised minority
applicants.

acism, sexism, heterosexism and ableism continue
to exist. Period.

others (and fathers) are still pressured by vestiges of
a patriarchal academic culture to shorten (or aban-
don all together) parental leaves, keep their family
needs hidden, and feel guilty if asking for schedul-
ing or other accommodations.

lternative ways of knowing and being are brought to
the university by faculty from diverse cultures, en-
riching the learning environment for all of us.

he curriculum still has a distance to go before it is
truly global and inclusive—when Dionne Brand is as
celebrated as Robertson Davies and Arpita Singh is
studied as much as Pablo Picasso and Canadian his-
tory is taught from multi-perspectives starting with a
First Nations viewpoint, we’ll be there.

n the words of our past Affirmative Action Director
Rinaldo Walcott, York needs Affirmative Action be-
cause “across this country people of colour academ-
ics continue to be passed over for tenure stream po-
sitions even though we are as qualified as any. Ata
university like York that claims to have a tradition of
liberal values it is extremely striking to see how
those liberal values have produced a largely white
faculty”.

isible minority faculty in many departments report
being overburdened by service and graduate mentor-
ship roles since they serve as the token “diversity”
representative for many an initiative—there are too
few of us to go around!

quity has not been achieved when a queer faculty
member has to wait years before her tenure is
achieved because students anonymously question
her lesbian feminist course content. She is asked to
defend herself to the university’s lawyer.
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Why Affirmative Action?
Because ...

Jody Nyasha Warner (Guest Editor; yura Equity Co-
ordinator)

— N >
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boriginal faculty members can’t be reported in our
employment equity data because there are only five
at York. We should be hanging our heads in shame.

omplaints from female academics say male voices
and male styles of communication are still taken as
more authoritative and garner more respect.

he Canada Research Chair program replicates past
hiring biases with so far less than 17% of these posi-
tions going to women. No one even bothers to count
the number of visible minorities, people with dis-
abilities, and cr1B folks who are getting these posi-
tions.

n dress and speech and style York is still a very
monotone place. Check out department meetings
across campus!

ver 30% of our students are of colour and they
should look at the front of their classrooms and see
their diversity reflected.

ow is the time to live up to our public image as a hip,
innovative, diverse and progressive university—
we’ve come a long way but we’re only part way to the
finish line.
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South Asian religions & cultures short-list protested

Himani Bannerji (Sociology, Arts; Ex-
ecutive Comm., South Asia Studies),
Shubhra Gururani (Anthropology,
Arts; Executive Comm., South Asia
Studies), Ananya Mukherjee Reed
(Political Science, Arts; South Asia
Studies), & lan Smith (Languages,
Literature & Linguistics, Arts; Execu-
tive Comm., South Asia Studies)

his winter the Humanities Di-

vision has a hiring in Religious

Studies with an ad asking for
people who work on South Asian re-
ligions and cultures, “broadly inter-
preted.” We used that phrase to move
the position away from one that
would focus solely on textual works,
to social and cultural issues and com-
parative religions of the region.

Of the over forty applicants for
the job, they will be interviewing four
white women ... not a single person
of colour was selected, though quite a
few applied. And what's also a prob-
lem is that the four short-listed candi-
dates don't match the job description.
We wanted someone with a notion of
South Asian culture in the last 200 or
300 years, but all of the short-listed
candidates do what we'd call Hindu
scriptural, or Vedic, Studies. That is,
they are philologists and Indologists
who are primarily studying Sanskrit
and the Hindu religion in the 3 to 15t
millennium Bc, though one has a
small amount of expertise in Bud-
dhism and another in Sikhism. But

nothing of Islam and no comparative
studies? This ignores the fact that In-
dia is the 27d largest Muslim country
in the world and that a large number
of students of South Asian origin at

York University come from that back-

ground. In other words, it construes
South Asia as India, India as Hindu,
and Hinduism as understood by
European Orientalism. It's exactly

“it construes South
Asia as India, India as
Hindu, and Hinduism
as understood by Euro-

pean Orientalism”

what we wanted to avoid when we de-

signed the South Asia Studies pro-
gramme.

York will have hundreds of stu-

dents, we're sure, who want to do
Vedic Studies! It's really a lost ap-
pointment for the South Asia Studies
programme. It's a loss for the small,

struggling and dedicated group of fac-

ulty who teach in it. For the large
number of students of South Asian
origin—many from countries other

than India—this appointment repre-
sents a betrayal. The university is
passing up an opportunity to help
them reach a broader understanding
of their heritage.

We are totally opposed to the
short list. We wrote letters to the
Chair, Douglas Freake, and the Dean,
Robert Drummond—copied to the
Academic Vice-President and the
President. So did members of com-
munity groups, YUFA’s Race Caucus,
and the Yura Equity Committee.

We met with the Dean, who
seemed sympathetic to our argu-
ments about race, Orientalism and
contributions to the South Asia pro-
gramme. He also agreed that it was
indeed problematic that the Division
refused to pay attention to concerns
raised by a dozen or so scholars of the
region and that he would make sure
that, in future hires, stake-holding
programs were represented on hiring
committees by more than one token
member. He mentioned that in the
new Collective Agreement, women
and visible minorities had equal
status in the affirmative action provi-
sions, and he felt that the Humanities
Division may not have correctly inter-
preted these provisions. However, all
that said, he felt it was not appropri-
ate for him to intervene. It's really a
lost appointment from our point of
view.
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Professors at the colour line

Richard Chait & Cathy Trower (The
Project on Faculty Appointments at
the Harvard Graduate School of Edu-
cation)

s the academic year gets un-
A derway at our nation’s col-

leges, the student body will be
fairly diverse—about 56 percent
women, 11 percent African-American,
8 percent Hispanic and 6 percent
Asian-American. But after more than
30 years of affirma-
tive action, the full-
time faculty will be
far less varied.

Most re-
markably, the per-
centage of African-
American full-time
faculty members
has remained vir-
tually stagnant
over the last 20
years, changing
from 4.4 percent
in 1975 to 4.9 percent in 1997; now,
as then, almost half of these profes-
sors teach at historically black institu-
tions. And though the percentages of
Hispanic and Asian-American full-
time faculty members have doubled,
they still make up a small propor-
tion—about 2.6 percent Hispanic and
5.5 percent Asian-American—of the
total.

Women, as a group, have fared
somewhat better. The proportion of
women among full-time faculty mem-
bers doubled between 1972 and 1997,
to 36 percent. But the proportion of
women with tenure has increased by
a mere percentage point, from 38 per-
cent in 1975 to 39 percent in 1995,
while the gap—20 percentage
points—between the proportion of
women and men with tenure has re-
mained the same. Moreover, women
make up only one-quarter of all full
professors, earn considerably less

than men at every rank and hold a
disproportionately high number of
part-time and non-tenure track posi-
tions.

The academy has long attrib-
uted the slow progress in diversifying
faculty to a “pipeline problem”—an
undersupply of women and minori-
ties enrolled in graduate programs.
Yet women now earn 42 percent of
conferred doctorates, and minorities
earn 17 percent. The more stubborn

“since universities have long prided themselves
on being champions of tolerance & reform, one
might expect them to have a better track record”

problem is that the pipeline often
empties into uninviting territory. Nu-
merous studies, including our own,
have shown that women and minor-
ity professors still experience social
isolation, subtle and occasionally
overt prejudice, a lack of mentors and
ambiguous expectations. Small won-
der then, that according to a 1999
study, women and minority doctoral
students are less likely than white
male doctoral students to want to be
faculty members.

Since universities have long
prided themselves on being champi-
ons of tolerance and reform, one
might expect them to have a better
track record on faculty diversity. But
the prospects for self-correction are
bleak. Apparently, change will have to
be initiated from the outside.

If, for example, a civil rights or
feminist group widely disseminated a
report card or ranking of the faculty

VOLUME 12, ISSUE 1

compositions, broken down by race
and gender, of the top colleges and
universities, these schools might be
spurred into constructive competition
to improve. Or what if U.S. News and
World Report included faculty diver-
sity as a factor in its influential rank-
ings? A tumble down that ladder
would certainly get the attention of a
university's president and professors.
More provocative still might be a boy-
cott by top-ranked high school ath-
letes and students of
the one university,
within each major
athletic conference,
with the worst re-
cord in faculty diver-
sity.

These tactics
might seem merely
symbolic, but simi-
lar efforts have
worked in other in-
dustries, like televi-
sion, where after
public criticism and protests by the
NAACP, the networks were coaxed into
hiring more minority actors, writers
and producers.

Regrettably, without this kind
of external pressure, the professoriate
is likely to remain relatively homoge-
neous even as the student body be-
comes more diverse. Neither students
nor scholarship would be well served
by this trend. Worse, the disparity
would foster the misimpression that
women and minorities are capable
enough to learn in college but not to
teach and do research there.

© 2001 The New York Times Com-
pany. Reprinted with permission.

Thanks to Amin Mawani (Schulich) for
bringing this article to our attention. —

eds
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Affirmative action creeps forward in YUFA's Collective

Agreement

Katherine Bischoping (Sociology, Arts;
YUFA Information Officer)

he Collective Agreement (ca) is

a daunting text, written by frac-

tious committees for an audi-
ence of lawyers. Although it is not
always an inviting read, its language
comes alive daily, in the possibilities
and constraints that shape our work-
ing lives. In particular, its affirmative
action language shapes who we hire,
from whom we learn, what we can
learn, and who “we” are.

This article provides a con-
densed history of how affirmative ac-
tion developed in our 15 Collective
Agreements. In it we see that affirma-
tive action language in our ca has de-
veloped fitfully: long delays are inter-
spersed with sudden leaps in pro-
gress; equity-seeking groups move
from invisibility to visibility at greatly
differing rates; and accountability
provisions inch forward.

The early years: affirmative action for
Canadians and landed immigrants

In YUFA and the Board of Governor's
fledgling ca, 19776-78, the only refer-
ences to affirmative action in hiring
procedures were to “ensure that rea-
sonable care is taken seek out quali-
fied female and Canadian candi-
dates” (12.16). Among substantially
equal and qualified candidates “the
Canadian candidate shall be recom-
mended for appointment” (12.20)

In the second ca (1978-79),
“landed immigrants” are added to
clauses referring to Canadians. (Some
years later, the term “permanent resi-
dents of Canada” was substituted.)

No advances in affirmative ac-
tion were made from the third ca
(1979-1981) through the sixth (1983-
84).

Affirmative action for women

It is in the seventh ca (1984-1985),
that the first sign of interest in devel-

oping affirmative action for women
appears. YUFA and the Board of Gov-
ernors agreed to establish an un-
funded “Joint Study Committee on
Affirmative Action for women, to de-
velop proposals for defining, identify-
ing and correcting under-
representation of women in academic
units of the university and in aca-
demic ranks”. (12.20(b)) That com-
mittee was to report by April 1985.
But in the eighth ca (1985-
1987), we see that the parties had

“the ninth ca (1987-89)
contains a flurry of new
language pertaining to
affirmative action—
for women, only”

dragged their feet. The Joint Study
Committee’s deadline was extended
to April 19806.

The ninth ca (1987-89) con-
tains a flurry of new language per-
taining to affirmative action—for
women, only. In units with fewer
than 30% women, among substan-
tially equal candidates, women who
were Canadian/permanent residents
were to be preferred. In the absence
of any qualified Canadian/permanent
resident candidates, women were still
to be preferred over other substan-
tially equal candidates. However, in
units exceeding the threshold per-
centage of 30, affirmative action did
not need to be taken.

This procedure was to be de-
veloped in units’ first affirmative ac-

tion plans, which were to “show [the
unit's] willingness and ability to con-
form to procedures guaranteeing af-
firmative action for women, and to
demonstrate that [the unit] has fol-
lowed those procedures in its search
and selection process.” (12.21(b)(iv))
This clause had somewhat weak ac-
countability provisions, as it did not
identify exactly who would be respon-
sible for assessing whether proce-
dures had been followed.

A new Yura-Employer commit-
tee—the Affirmative Action Commit-
tee—was formed that would approve
units’ plans. This committee was also
to evaluate units’ practices, albeit
from quite a distance and could
“recommend to the President that an
appointment not be made when a
units' plans or procedures did not
meet the Committee's standards for
affirmative action.” (12.21(b))

Finally, the contract funded the
position of an Affirmative Action Di-
rector, who was to serve as a resource
person for units and the Joint Imple-
mentation Committee.

The tenth ca (1989-91) made
cosmetic changes to the affirmative
action programme for women, such
as specifying how to count jointly ap-
pointed faculty toward the threshold
percentage and requiring that units
name affirmative action representa-
tives to develop the plans.

Affirmative action for the “designated
groups”

It was in the eleventh ca (1991-92)
that Yura and the Board of Governors
finally voiced the possibility of af-
firmative action for three other eq-
uity-seeking groups—members of
visible/racial minorities, aboriginal
persons, and persons with disabili-
ties—referred to as the “designated
groups” by the Federal Contractors'
Program.

A committee was struck that

(Continued on page 8)



PAGE 8

ACTIVE VOICE

VOLUME 12, ISSUE 1

(Continued from page 7)

was to “design and report to the Joint
Committee on the Administration of
the Agreement, a programme of Em-
ployment Equity for the designated
groups as per the Federal Contrac-
tors’ Program. The parties agree to
implement a programme of Employ-
ment Equity consistent with the af-
firmative action obligations to female
faculty within one (1) year of ratifica-
tion of the 1991-92 Agree-

ment” (12.25).

But in the two subsequent cas
(1992-1996 and 1996-99), no such
programme had been implemented,
although yuFa and the Employer in-
creased the threshold percentage for
affirmative action for women to 35
percent.

During the 1997 strike, inter-
ests had been coalescing around a
wide range of equity issues—pay eq-
uity for women, salary anomalies in
the membership as a whole, and af-
firmative action for racialised groups,
Native persons, and persons with dis-
abilities. YU¥A instituted an Equity
Committee, who produced a compre-
hensive set of bargaining proposals,
including development of affirmative
action.

These proposals bore fruit in
the 1999-2001 ca ... eight years after
the parties had first identified the is-
sue in the contract and 22 years after
the first Collective Agreement.

The overhauled AA programme

The “Canadian/permanent-resident-
first” rule still applied. Within it, in
units with at least 40 percent women,
a member of a designated group was
to be appointed unless another candi-
date was demonstrably superior. In
units with less than 40 percent
women, among substantially equal

candidates, the strongest priority was
to appoint women from the desig-
nated groups, followed by other
women or men from the designated
groups.

Affirmative action plans were
to be revised accordingly and job ads
were to invite applications from all of

“these proposals bore
fruit in the 1999-2001
CA ... eight years after
the parties had first
identified the issue in
the contract and 22
years after the first Col-
lective Agreement”

the designated groups, as well as
women. Moreover, units with fewer
than fifteen percent women were to
develop more pro-active affirmative
action plans.

The Appointments article also
included a statement that “the parties
confirm a joint commitment that dis-
crimination should not exist or arise
for women, members of visible/racial
minorities, aboriginal people, persons
with disabilities, gay men, lesbians,
bisexual and trans-gendered per-
sons” (12.20).

Finally, this ca also made ac-
countability for conducting affirma-

tive hiring clearer. Units’ affirmative
action representative would now be
“responsible for monitoring the hir-
ing process” (12.23a) and not only
helping to develop plans. The Joint
Affirmative Action Committee also
would annually audit short-listings
and appointments, and might organ-
ize workshops to inform chairs, hir-
ing committees, and tenure & promo-
tion committees about “collective
agreement provisions, principles, ob-
jectives, recent history and best prac-
tices with respect to employment eq-
uity” (12.24a).

However, gaps in accountabil-
ity continued: the offering of such
workshops by the Joint Affirmative
Action Committee, and attendance at
them, was not mandatory, and af-
firmative action monitors were not
actually required to sit on hiring com-
mittees.

The current plan

The 2001-2003 ca contains a few
changes in provisions for affirmative
action, most of which aim at strength-
ened accountability: workshops on
employment equity are to be offered
(no longer “may”); affirmative action
representatives are now to be
“strongly encouraged” to attend such
workshops; each hiring committee
must include a person responsible for
monitoring affirmative action proce-
dures; and procedures for identifying
members of designated groups were
to be determined by units, rather than
centrally.

But, is it working? The follow-
ing articles provide statistics and
analyses of YUFA’s progress toward
affirmative action goals.
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New data puts affirmative action & employment equity in

context

Brett Cemer (staff)

ow is YUFA doing in reaching
its affirmative action and
employment equity goals?

Tables 1 and 2 show the latest figures
compiled at York for yuFa as a whole.

The more detailed affirmative
action statistics presented in Table 2
for women are not available for other
affirmative action groups. Race/
ethnicity is not among the data col-
lected on individual yura members
by the Employer.

Recently published data from
the National Center for Education
Statistics of the us Department of
Education (~NcEs) and the Canadian
Association of University Teachers
(caut) serve as useful points of refer-
ence for evaluating affirmative action
and employment equity for faculty at
York.

Of particular interest are doc-
toral degrees conferred by recipients’
race/ethnicity (currently available
only for the us) and sex, by field of
study (Tables 3, 4, and 5).

Taken together, the statistics
are suggestive of the North American
“supply” of new teachers and re-

searchers, especially with the recent
relaxation of (but not elimination of)
“Canadian-first” regulations.

First, York employment equity
practices look rather appalling in Ta-
ble 1. Although racial/visible minori-
ties made up 15.8% and 31.6% of On-
tario’s and Toronto’s population re-
spectively in 1996, by 2000 YUFA’S
membership only achieved 10.3%. U
of T and Ryerson have obviously done
much better than York, pulling the
percentage of Toronto-based profes-
sors up to 15.1%, in spite of York’s
poor showing. As well, while 2.8% of
the Canadian population is aborigi-
nal, Yura included only five members
(0.4%) who identified as aboriginal.

Affirmative action for women
presents less dramatic but still signifi-
cant challenges. At the outset, it
should be pointed out that several
units who look bad in Table 2 have
actually been shrinking during the
period. This is especially true of
Glendon.

But in other cases, the story is
more disturbing. About a third of
Business graduates are women
(Tables 4, 5), but Schulich has only
managed to increase its number of

women from 16 to 19. While about
25% of North American Mathematics
graduates are now women, Math has
not managed to increase its propor-
tion above r7%—only one woman
hired by Math during the period is
still at York. While about a quarter of
graduates in Chemistry are women,
the York department has only one
woman. More than one-sixth of Com-
puter Science graduates are now
women, yet at York only three of 37
computer science professors are
women. Equally puzzling, while
about 30% of new North American
philosophers are women, York’s de-
partment has managed to shrink its
proportion of women over the past
nine years.

In this regard it is worth not-
ing that, of appointees who were
hired between 1998 and 2001 and are
still at York, only 49% are women.
Does this constitute “acting affirma-
tively”?

On the bright side, about half
of York’s academic departments
(including three of the newest units)
are now more than 40% women, up
from about a quarter in 1992.

Table 1. Percentage of YUFA members in designated employment equity groups, by classification, with Toronto, Ontario, and

Canada comparisons

University Profes-
YUFA members (2000) sors (1996) General Population (1996)
All Contract  Proba- Tenured | Toronto Ontario | Toronto Ontario Canada
tionary

Aboriginal 0.4% 0.0% 2.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 1.3% 2.8%
Racial /visible 10.3% 122%  19.% 8.7% 15.1% 12.3% 31.6% 15.8% 11.2%
minorities

Disability with 7.8% 4.9% 8.1% 7.90% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Effect on Em-

ployment

n 1155 61 187 901 n/a nfa| 4263757 10642790 28 528 125

Source: York University Centre for Human Rights & Equity; Statistics Canada, 1996 Census
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Table 2. Performance with respect to Affirmative Action goals for women, in 1992 and 2001, by unit
1992 2001
Nyit female Nyt female Change
Exceeding Fine Arts Dance 12 83% 1 1% 8%
Libraries 41 76% 37 70% -6%
goals then & Glendon French 28 71% 15 60% -11%
now* Education 24 67% 40 65% 2%
Atkinson Soc Work 10 60% 13 69% 9%
Arts French St 32 59% 22 59% o%
Arts Anthropology 12 50% 17 47% -3%
Glendon Psychology 8 50% 7 43% 7%
Arts Lit, Lang, Ling 43 49% 40 45% -4%
Arts Soc Sci 41 41% 50 50% 9%
Atkinson Arts & Letters 41 11% 29 45% 4%
Not okay Arts Sociology 35 29% 37 57% 28%
then. but Fine Arts Visual Arts 25 24% 21 48% 24%
! I Fine Arts Theatre 17 24% 19 47% 23%
Okay now: Arts English 37 32% 37 46% 14%
Atkinson Psychology 13 31% n 45% 14%
Arts/Sci Kine & Health Sci 35 31% 30 43% 12%
Arts Psychology 56 27% 62 42% 15%
Glendon Philosophy 9 33% 5 40% 7%
Arts Ctr Acad Writ 3 33% 5 40% 7%
Fine Arts Film 11 18% 15 40% 22%
Used to be Glendon Poli Sci 8 38% 8 38% 0%
okay ... but Atkinson Admin St 23 39% 26 31% -8%
not anymore
Still not Arts Geography 23 9% 19 32% 23%
Atkinson Soc Sci 1 19% 2 % 20%
okay, but Glendon Economics 3'9 1?% i 322% 14%
above aver- Fine Arts Music 14 14% 15 27% 13%
age im- Atkinson Anly & Info Tech 35 17% 25 28% 1%
provements Environmental St 27 26% 33 36% 10%
Still not Arts Economics 34 6% 31 13% 7%
Arts Histor 42 19% 39 26% 7%
okay, and Science Earth/?&tm Sci 8 13% 1 18% 5%
below aver- Schulich 64 25% 63 30% 5%
age im- Arts Math & Stats 42 12% 42 17% 5%
provements Arts Humanities 48 31% 48 35% 4%
Science Chemistry 25 0% 24 4% 4%
Science Physics / Astronomy 26 4% 25 8% 4%
Science Comp Sci 23 4% 37 8% 4%
Arts Poli Sci 34 26% 38 29% 3%
Glendon English 22 23% 16 25% 2%
Science Biology 31 19% 29 21% 1%
Arts Philosophy 18 33% 17 29% -4%
Glendon History 13 23% 6 17% -6%
Glendon Sociology 12 33% 6 17% -16%
New units Atkinson Nursing 15 100%
Arts/Atk/Gle Women's Studies 4 100%
Fine Arts Cultural St 5 60%
Atkinson Health Pol & Mgmt 4 50%
Fine Arts Design 5 20%
Totals 1155 31% 1154 39% 8%
* Goals for Affirmative Action for women were 35% in 1992 and 40% in 2001.
Note: Units with three or fewer (then or now) not shown

Source: Academic Employee Relations, York University
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Table 3. Doctor's degrees conferred by U.S. Title IV degree-granting postsecondary institutions by race/ethnicity
and field of study: 50 States and District of Columbia, academic year 1999-2000
American
Asian / Indian / Race /
White non- Black Pacific Alaska ethnicity  Non-resident
Fields of study Hispanic  non-Hispanic  Hispanic Islander Native unknown alien Total
Area, ethnic and cultural 124 19 7 8 2 24 33 217
studies
Biological sciences [ life 2780 104 139 419 8 166 1251 4867
sciences
Business management 640 54 17 61 5 42 374 1193
and administrative ser-
vices
Communications 235 20 10 3 1 4 74 347
Computer and informa- 289 15 13 56 o 29 375 777
tion sciences
Conservation and renew- 209 4 4 6 2 7 114 346
able natural resources
Education 4773 780 254 171 43 198 611 6830
English language and 1230 67 47 56 6 70 152 1628
literature [ letters
Foreign languages and 486 8 74 41 1 47 258 915
literature
Health professional and 1664 109 57 235 8 81 522 2676
related sciences
Liberal/general studies 67 6 2 2 1 2 3 83
and humanities
Mathematics 466 16 12 70 2 34 506 1106
Multi/interdisciplinary 267 20 7 19 3 14 54 384
studies
Parks recreation leisure 102 3 2 3 1 2 21 134
and fitness
Philosophy and religion 419 18 15 15 1 38 8o 586
Physical sciences 2016 68 69 201 14 182 1466 4016
Psychology 3323 220 216 181 30 177 163 4310
Public administration and 366 56 16 24 2 13 60 537
services
Social sciences and his- 2494 192 122 156 16 235 880 4095
tory
Theological studies and 1044 182 25 97 1 40 254 1643
religious vocations
Visual and performing 751 30 21 47 1 55 222 1127
arts
All fields 26471 2147 1243 2297 155 1661 10834 44808
Note: Percentage comparisons are not included because of "Non-resident alien" category.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (December 2001), Postsecondary Institutions in the United States: Fall
2000 and Degrees and Other Awards Conferred: 1999-2000 (NCES 2002-156).
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Making sense of the statistics: commentaries on affirmative
action & employment equity at York

We invited several YUFA members to
comment on the preceding statistics.
Here are their thoughts ... —eds

Table 4. Percentage of doctoral degrees
conferred to women by US Title IV de-
gree-granting postsecondary institutions
for selected fields of study in 1999/2000

The figures hide more than they tell
Arun Mukherjee (English, Arts)

There is a curious and unsatisfactory
asymmetry between the statistics
about York’s women faculty and its
other designated group faculty, leav-
ing one with the impression that the
figures hide more than they tell.
From the detailed information pro-
vided on women faculty, it is clear
that, while there is still a long way to

Table 5. Percentage of doctoral de-
grees conferred to women by Cana-
dian universities in selected disci-
plines, 1998

Fields of study | Women | n,
Area, ethnic and cultural 51% 217
studies
Biological sciences / life 44% 4867
sciences
Business management 32% 1193
and administrative ser-
vices
Communications 53% 347
Computer and informa- 17% 777
tion sciences
Conservation and 34% 346
renewable natural
resources
Education 65% 6830
English language and 59% 1628
literature / letters
Foreign languages and 59% 915
literature
Health professional and 61% 2676
related sciences
Liberal/general studies 51% 83
and humanities
Mathematics 25% 1106
Multi-/inter-disciplinary 47% 384
studies
Parks, recreation, lei- 44% 134
sure, and fitness
Philosophy and religion 35% 586
Physical sciences 25% 4016
Psychology 67% 4310
Public administration 58% 537
and services
Social sciences and 11% 40095
history
Theological studies and 20% 1643
religious vocations
Visual and performing 52% 1127
arts
All fields 44% 44808

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics (December 2001), Postsec-
ondary Institutions in the United States: Fall 2000 and
Degrees and Other Awards Conferred: 1999-2000
(NCES 2002-156).

Fields of study | Women | n,
Anthropology 52% 44
Biology 35% 293
Business 35% 72
Chemistry 28% 234
Classics 50% 8
Computer Science 16% 74
Economics 18% 57
Education 61% 367
English 59% 105
Environmental Stud- 11% 37
ies
Fine Arts 40% 5
French 42% 38
Geography 31% 52
Geology, Oceanogra- 23% 94
phy & related sci-
ences
History 32% &1
Linguistics and other 56% 101
Languages & Litera-
tures
Mathematics 23% 121
Media Studies 50% 20
Music 30% 23
Nursing 83% 12
Performing Arts, 71% 7
Other
Philosophy 29% 65
Physics 13% 171
Political Science 38% 76
Psychology 68% 261
Religious Studies 35% 31
Social Work 71% 14
Sociology 53% 76
All fields 36% 3976

Source: CAUT Almanac of Post-secondary Educa-
tion in Canada 2002; Statistics Canada

go and while there are tremendous
inconsistencies among the academic
units, there has been significant pro-
gress in a number of departments.
The summary data about the other
three designated groups allow us to
draw only some broad conclusions.

The table dealing with the ra-
cial minority faculty (Table 1), for ex-
ample, tells us that 10.3% of YUFA
members identify themselves as ra-
cial minority. They comprise 8.7% of
the tenured faculty, but 19.1 % of the
probationary and 12.2% of the con-
tract faculty. Although contract jobs
mostly end up as dead end streets,
one may feel somewhat cheered by
the figure of 19.1% given for the pro-
bationary faculty. But my cheerful-
ness is diluted by the thought that
these 19.1%, i.e., 36 out of 187 of pro-
bationary faculty, may not even fully
replace the number of racial minority
faculty who are on the verge of retire-
ment.

York looks bad when compared
with other Toronto as well as Ontario
universities who have a total of 15.1%
and 12.3% racial minority faculty re-
spectively.

While the table gives us the
racial minority population of Ontario
(15.8%) and of Canada (11.2%), it
should have told us the racial minor-
ity population in Toronto and the GTa.
Racial minorities form a far larger
percentage of the population in this
area. It is in this area that York is situ-
ated and draws its students from. A
comparison of the representation of
racial minorities in York faculty with
the racial minority population of this
catchment area would have been both
more meaningful and revealing.*

I am completely dissatisfied
with the aggregate figures; there is
not much use I can make of these. In
terms of affirmative action for
women, we are given a department
wise breakdown so we can see which
departments have improved their rep-
resentation of women and which have
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not made any progress. I want to
know how many of the racial minor-
ity faculty are women. Similarly,
given the very low numbers of black
women faculty, I would like to have a
breakdown of the data in terms of
ethnicity.

I want to be able to assess the
performance of each unit. For exam-
ple, I know that some departments do
not have a single racial minority fac-
ulty, not even a token, and yet they
fail to shortlist qualified racial minor-
ity candidates. In several recent hir-
ing situations, when complaints were

“It is difficult to be
sanguine when the
university has set
no goals and time-
tables for the hiring
of racial minorities
as it did in the case
of affirmative action
for women”

made to the Chairs and the Dean and
other higher ups, such as the Vice
President Academic and the Presi-
dent, a deafening silence was the an-
swer.

It is difficult to be sanguine
when the university has set no goals
and timetables for the hiring of racial
minorities as it did in the case of af-
firmative action for women. Obvi-
ously, it has had no difficulty in find-
ing suitable women candidates, albeit
mostly white, even though women
comprised only 36% of the doctorates
in Canada in 1998.

I am deeply perturbed by the
dismal performance of the university
as far as the hiring of aboriginal fac-
ulty is concerned. We have only one,
or o.9o tenured aboriginal faculty
and four on probation. As a faculty
member I know that we are not mak-

ing any special efforts to facilitate the
way for aboriginal graduate students.

* The figures for the GTA were subse-
quently added to Table 1. —eds

EEE
Improving ratios is not enough

Paula Wilson (Biology, Pure & Applied
Science; YUFA Equity Committee)

The statistics for female/male faculty
ratios in science departments (Table
2) are discouraging. Even more dis-
couraging are the data that provide
female/male ratios for graduating
PHDS in Canada and the us (Tables ;5
& 4), indicating that the pool of
women PHDS in many science disci-
plines continues to be relatively small
(see Physics, Math and Computer Sci-
ence for example). Clearly more work
must be done at the elementary, sec-
ondary, undergraduate and graduate
levels. Affirmative action policies for
hiring faculty will forever be ham-
pered in the sciences if there are not
enough women completing doctor-
ates in science.

Is there any good news? Yes, if
you look in the right place! For exam-
ple, the percentage of females in the
Biology department seems barely to
have moved during the 'gos, yet of
the twelve faculty members who
joined the department between 1996
and the present (including one non-
YUFA member and additions that are
too recent to appear in the data re-
ported here), 50% were women. Per-
haps a careful look at recent hires,
excluding the male-dominated legacy
of the "7os and ’8os, would provide a
better picture of where departments
stand on affirmative action.

Regardless, simply improving
ratios is not enough. It is also impor-
tant for hiring units to create a sup-
portive and welcoming environment
for women, seeking out and remov-
ing any of the more subtle “barriers”
to success that remain—creating new
initiatives for accommodating women
with young families would be a good
place to start.

EEE
Why has progress been so slow?
Harry Smaller (Education)

Many thanks to YUFA for compiling
and circulating the latest York faculty
hiring stats, which compare the gen-
der balance of faculty members in
each academic unit in 1992, and
again in 2001. These stats have been
developed in the context of reporting
on the Affirmative Action goals which
were established in our collective
agreement in 1991 (a goal of a mini-
mum of 35% female faculty members
in each unit), and which were
strengthened more recently to a mini-
mum of 40% women in each unit. (I
also look forward to similar data in
relation to hirings of Aboriginal peo-
ple, racial/visible minorities and peo-
ple with disabilities, categories of hir-
ing which have recently been added
to our collective agreement).

Based on these recent reports,
York’s 44 faculty hiring units can be
divided into three main groups (Table
2). The good news is the first group—
21 units that equal or (in most cases)
exceed our minimum affirmative ac-
tion goals. This list includes 10 units
that were below minimum expecta-
tion in 1992, but that clearly saw fit to
alter their hiring practices so that the
gender balance of their respective fac-
ulty complements moved up to, and
in many cases, beyond, the minimum
agreed levels.

The middle group—consisting
of six units—are still below the mini-
mum standard of 40% women, but
have at least improved their position
over the past nine years. In some
cases, they are now close to the mark,
but in other cases there is still some
distance to go.

Unfortunately there is also
considerable bad news to report—a
large group of fifteen units, which
were not at an acceptable level in
1992, and which are still not there
now! In fact, in most cases they have
made little if any progress in this di-
rection in the past nine years! Why is
this? To be sure, a few of the small

(Continued on page 14)
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(Continued from page 13)

units have not been able to hire many
(or any) new faculty members in the
last decade, and they are obviously at
a disadvantage in this respect. How-
ever, they are a small minority.

Let’s take a look at the large
majority of this unfortunate group.
These twelve units range in size from
18 to 64 faculty members, but only
one employed more than 30%
women in 2001! The gender balance
of the others ranged down to 4% fe-
male members, with five units
(averaging 32 mem-
bers each) still con-
taining over 80%
men. Why is this?

In the last
nine years, these
twelve units have
hired a total of 130
faculty members
who are still with us
in 2001—of whom
only 36 were
women!—hired into
units already much
below the minimum
standard for equity!
Why is this? One
unit in particular had
no—repeat, no—wormen among its
25 faculty members in 1992. In the
past nine years, it has hired eight new
faculty, of whom only one is a
woman! Another unit of 64 faculty
had only 25% women in 1992. How-
ever, of the 23 hires that they have
undergone since then, only six were
women. The rest of these recalcitrant
units demonstrated similar discrimi-
natory practices. Why is this?

We know all the excuses
(having served on the Affirmative Ac-
tion Committee for three years, I cer-
tainly heard my fill): no women appli-
cants; no “good” women applicants;
“good” women applicants are few and
far between, and they can demand
any salary; our area of academic focus
doesn’t interest female academics;
women are offered positions, but
then turn us down; women are hired,
but they only stay a few months; etc,
etc. To be sure, some of these
“explanations” may have some sur-
face truth to them, but they hardly

“In the last nine
years, these twelve
[recalcitrant] units have of messages are
hired 130 faculty
members who are still
with us, of whom only
36 were women!”

explain what is really going on, under
the surface. Myriad research studies
have long since demonstrated the
power of discriminatory barriers—
very subtle, to be sure, but still very
powerful—which can exist at all
stages and levels of the hiring proc-
ess. However, as the research also
shows, conclusively, these barriers
can be removed—when and where
there are intentioned decisions to do
s0.

Why not at York? What kinds
of messages are we sending out to
prospective stu-
dents and their
parents, to pro-
spective candi-
dates, and to the
community at
large? What kind

we sending out to
other colleagues
and institutions—
particularly those
who have made it
clear that they are
working actively to
ensure equity on
their campuses?
Surely, York’s
scholarly research, teaching and de-
velopment can only truly excel, if they
result from the collaborative efforts of
a truly diverse academic faculty, one
which reflects equity in relation not
only to gender, but also to the many
aspects of diversity in our larger com-
munity.

Why has progress at York in
this regard been so slow?

Working assiduously for affirmative
action

Peter McKinnon (Theatre)

The increase in the proportion of
women in our department from 24%
to 47% (Table 2) was a result of our
push from ten years ago. We adopted
a policy of redressing the imbalance
between men and women in the de-
partment. We have worked quite as-
siduously since then—in curt and

YUFA cLas as well as line appoint-
ments—to make sure that we were
working to redress the imbalance,
notwithstanding qualifications, etc.

Since 1990 Theatre has hired five of their
nine women, compared to two of ten
men.—eds

Federal Contractors Program all talk,
little action

Jody Nyasha Warner (Libraries; Yura
Equity Co-ordinator)

In 1986 the Canadian government
launched the Federal Contractors pro-
gram, which required companies and
organizations with over 100 employ-
ees to create and report on affirmative
action goals if they wanted to do busi-
ness with the government. The pro-
gram, which included universities,
was supposed to help change the face
of employees in this country so that
more aboriginal people, women, visi-
ble minorities, and people with dis-
abilities were included at the table
(see Tables 1 and 2).

Turns out the program has
been something of a flop. A study
commissioned by Human Resources
Canada found “Companies operating
outside the program have done as
well or better in adding these groups
to their workforces”.

In the 199o0s, the program suf-
fered from severe staff cuts, which
have been reflected in the lack of an-
nual reports and compliance reviews
being written. In fact, “No employers
have recently been prevented from
bidding on a new federal contract be-
cause of non-compliance, although
many do little or nothing to fulfill
their ... commitments”.

The study concludes that
“Dramatic changes in this program
are needed”. It’s interesting to note
that all the participating institutions
have written policies and guidelines
dealing with equity and affirmative
action. But the gap between words
and actions looks to be glaring.

All quotes from “Equity hiring program a
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failure, study says” in Toronto Star, 13
July 2001, p. Ao3.

EEE
How can YuFA respond?

Walter Whiteley (Math & Stats, Arts;
YUuFrA Contract & Grievance Commit-
tee)

Hiring is intended to operate within a
confidentiality and trust that people
will work in a collegial process, be
clear in advance on the criteria, and
respect the obligations towards af-
firmative action both in applying cri-
teria in ways that respect the diversity
of applicants and in seeking to posi-
tively increase the diversity of York.

In practice, this is not what
happens. Most faculty, including my-
self, are not well equipped to even
understand bias when it is in the
documentation of an applicant’s file
or in our own responses to positions
and expressions which come from
different experiences than our own.
Left alone, we will not effectively pro-
mote and generate the required diver-
sity.

Serious academic disagree-
ments about what is important, what
work has lasting value, etc. plays into
the debates. Very seldom do these
debates remain abstract to specific
candidates, who may be told they are
unqualified, and to their supporters,
whose work may be implicitly cri-
tiqued by one or both sides. [See the
recent press discussions about the
decade long ‘war’ in English at Co-
lumbia University.]

Moreover, many faculty are not
committed to the Affirmative Action
goals, but wish first to locate the file,
which, in their opinion, is ‘the best’
and then manoeuvre within the rules,
the process and the required report-
ing to obtain that outcome. At best, aa
is neglected. At worst, as illustrated
around the HrpC Canadians First
rule, some units appear to use a
‘demonstrably superior’ criterion to
select non-Canadians, even though
the true rule refers to a ‘qualified Ca-
nadians’—something that should not
be a rapidly changing constructed

definition.

The administration appears to
share both problems: failure to even
comprehend how bias works its way
through hiring processes and willing-
ness to neglect AA or not aggressively
support those efforts.

What is supposed to generate
trust in the process is the monitoring
systems from the unit plans, the hir-
ing committee monitors, to the
Deans, vp Academic, and the AA com-
mittee.

When these work, confidential-
ity can be maintained and the inevita-
ble disagreements can occur without
shattering the acceptance of the se-

“Time for some more
assertive and
supportive responses.”

lected hiree or the continued collegial
functioning of the unit and among
units.

This trust appears to be break-
ing down, at multiple levels, on multi-
ple issues (cupE/non-cupre; Cana-
dian/non Canadian; racial/visible mi-
nority). Some issues (hiring of Abo-
riginal people and persons with dis-
abilities) seem to have virtually disap-
peared!

The actual process has, this
year, lacked effective training, and
often lacked useful guidelines in the
hands of people on the ground. Even
today, months after the discussions
started, the employer has not given
effective guidance to units on Cana-
dian/non-Canadian HRDC processes;
units flounder with effective ‘self-
identification’, and so forth.

All of this creates an atmos-
phere of distrust, in which the inter-
nal processes of units become subject
to challenge from both ‘non-majority’
members of the unit process, from
other members of the York commu-
nity, and from lower ranked candi-
dates or candidates told they are ‘not

qualified’.

There are rumours and expres-
sions of concern about a number of
hirings this year, around a number of
issues: visible minorities, Canadian/
non-Canadian, narrow or broad defi-
nitions of field, ... With very limited
information, due in part to intended
confidentiality, what I hear suggests
the possibility that units have made
decisions, which some folk in the
unit (sometimes in the hiring com-
mittee), some other York community
members, and some applicants find
cannot be justified by the criteria of
the ads and the priorities and proc-
esses of the collective agreement.

The current system is breaking
apart, and something needs to be
done to establish a system that will
gain respect and trust.

How can YUFA respond? Some
possibilities include:

O Pressure on the administration in
the Joint Committee on Admini-
stration of the Agreement to
tighten application of AA criteria,
including a true monitoring of
“Canadians First” HrRDC rules.

o Improved instructions and power
for the joint aa committee, which
can recommend that the Em-
ployer turn back certain recom-
mendations.

o Publicity campaigns about hiring
decisions and affirmative action
concerns.

o Filing of grievances (group griev-
ances), as pressure on the em-
ployer and an expression of the
concerns of YUFA members.

o Membership education to im-
prove process and training for the
future.

O Moving to a higher standard of
“affirmative action”—that is to
make the increase in diversity a
positive objective of the process,
something which can be a positive
asset for the applicant.

Silence has been tried and
found wanting. Time for some more
assertive and supportive responses.
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Academic freedom and freedom of expression: human
rights, anti-racist, and inclusive perspectives

Teferi Adem (Centre for Race & Ethnic
Relations)

This is a presentation given at the YUFA
forum on “Academic freedom: union &
equity issues” in May 2001. —eds

"The mission of York University is the
pursuit, preservation, and dissemination
of knowledge ... We test the boundaries
and structures of knowledge. We culti-
vate the critical intellect ... we are dy-
namic, metropolitan and multi-cultural
... we encourage bilingual studies, we
value tolerance and diversity ... we ex-
plore global concerns ... [we are] commit-
ted to academic freedom, social justice,
accessible education, and collegial self-
governance ..." Tentanda Via: the way
must be tried. (York University Mission
Statement, as of August 1999)

hen I was approached to
participate in this panel
discussion, as an adminis-

trative member of the University, I
formulated my own critical approach
in order to focus on some of the
phrases and other critical words from
the University’s mission statement,
stated above.

Furthermore, the fact that the
organizers of this panel are members
of the York University Faculty Asso-
ciation also made me think twice
about what I plan to share in this
panel. First of all I would like to
thank the organizers, for including
our Centre and myself on this panel.
This presentation is mainly based on
my own reflective, observational, and
diverse professional experiences over
the last 30 years. As a former York
student, in the late 19770s and early
1980s, as well as an Advisor at the
Centre for Race and Ethnic Relations
for the last nine years, I am pleased to
be part of this discussion, as I feel
that I have quite an intimate knowl-
edge of our Institution.

As most of us here know, is-

sues related to Academic Freedom
and Freedom of Expression have
been interpreted and discussed by
many individuals and academic and
non-academic institutions for many
years in the past. I believe, it will con-
tinue for many more years.

Of course, there are diverse
perspectives and contexts, that have
been brought forward for many years
by individuals, groups, communities,
and at times by different institutions.
And, the debate continues! Therefore
today, I would like to share my
thoughts, not simply as an individual,
but also as a member of this higher
learning centre, with its diverse popu-
lations. I am here also to share with
you the Human Rights perspectives
that call for: inclusion, accommoda-
tion, dismantling historical and con-
temporary barriers, promoting equity
and equality amongst and between
different people, understanding and
respect for diversity, and promoting
basic rights, self-worth, and dignity
for individuals and groups.

Therefore, as we see ourselves
being part of what has been called
these days a global village, my critical
analysis of academic freedom and
freedom of expression will take a
wider perspective. However, I would
like to draw your attention to the par-
ticular context of York University, in
Toronto, Canada. My critical views let
me see the concept called “freedom”,
from the point of view of our hetero-
geneous population in Toronto,
where more than 180 ethno-linguistic
community members have been at-
tempting to coexist side by side as
equals. Then, as we get closer to the
phrase called “academic freedom”,
my critical views are integrated with
my “lived experiences”. Over the last
30 years, I have attended educational
centres—in rural Africa, under the
absolute monarchy and feudal system
that catered missionary training and
education (it could be interpreted as
an indoctrination); under a military

dictatorship, again in Africa; in the
former Communist Eastern Europe,
under a single political party system;
in a predominantly Muslim country,
yet practising a multi-party system;
and finally here in Canada, within the
liberal, pluralist, free market, and in-
dividual-centred capitalist system.

It is quite interesting to analyse
and note the difference between ho-
mogenous (exclusive systems) and
heterogeneous (inclusive systems), as
related to all kinds of freedoms, that
have been practised or curtailed.
Speaking from an anti-racist context,
I believe, any meaning of freedom
that excludes people from full partici-
pation, because of their different/
diverse ancestry, gender, sexuality,
disability, class, ideological or spiri-
tual beliefs, or that violates basic
rights of so-called “others”, is not a
“freedom”. From a human rights per-
spective, the ideals of academic free-
dom presuppose, I believe, equality
between subjects, whose main pur-
pose is to meet as equals, at least as
persons, and debate and discuss ideas
and certain actions freely, as equals.

Of course, when we say “as
equals”, we don’t mean that every-
body at the University is the same.
We have students, Teaching Assis-
tants, faculty members, support staff,
and administrators. They all have
their respective locations, whereby
their social status is different, relative
to their different positions and back-
grounds. Their ancestral backgrounds
are from First Nations and Aboriginal
peoples of Americas, North and
South. Others belong to the ancestral
backgrounds from Africa, Asia,
Europe, and other indigenous peo-
ples’ areas. They are females and
males, lesbians and gay men, trans-
sexual and trans-gendered, young and
old, persons with physical and mental
disabilities, poor and rich, local and
global, with diverse practices of spiri-
tuality and other ideological and be-
lief systems. This is our reality of to-
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day’s university campus in Toronto,
in particular at York, which I know
the most. And, they all are here to
learn, to research, to teach, to work, to
administer, to share residences or to
visit as guests.

But, they all are persons with
shared interests, needs, and even
wants, within the University and ex-
ternally. Moreover, when we start
thinking about freedom in general,
and academic freedom in particular,
we may also have to pay particular
attention to the practical meaning of
diversity that would critically examine
the following: the heterogeneous
make-up of our community mem-
bers, the historical significance of the
past, and the current level of inequity,
discrimination, and harassment ex-
periences of some of our community
members (not alll). It is also equally
important for all of us, to be reflective
and critical, when it comes to the
main reasons why we all are here, at
the centres for higher education (not
simply to criticize, insult, put down,
or demean and denigrate each other).
Yes, we cannot forget that, histori-
cally, certain ideals of “Freedom of
Expression”, theoretically, as well as
action wise, were used to justify slav-
ery, to promote “racism” and anti-
Semitism, to colonize countries, and
continually exploit and oppress the
marginalized, and those who do not
have equal socio-economic, and politi-
cal power. Some of these practices
were put into actions in the past, with
the blessings of some university
scholars, who believed in the
“supremacy” of one group over the
other. Some of them continue, until
today, to promote the “social Darwin-
ian” ideas of social hierarchy and sur-
vival of the fittest.

Certain “verbal expressions”,
in the forms of “hate propaganda”,
have been often translated into
“physical expressions” of fighting.
Words may not kill people or may not
harm them physically. Yet, we have
witnessed in the past as well as in the
present, how certain verbal or written
expressions have been literally trans-
lated and used, as some commenta-
tors call them, “fighting” or “warring”
words, which ignite violence, aggres-

sion, and hate. Then, can we as intel-
lectuals, here at York University, say
or fully agree to say, that there is no
“limit” to any forms of expressions in
university campus here or elsewhere?
Some scholars contend from time to
time that it is okay to create an un-
comfortable classroom climate or
chilly climate that would poison the
learning and working environment
for everyone. Having heard concerns
over such issues again and again, can
we say it is possible to have
“unfettered” rights or freedom to ex-
press ourselves anyway we want? Is

“as we see ourselves
being part of what has
been called these days a
global village, my criti-
cal analysis of academic
freedom and freedom of
expression will take a
wider perspective”

making “fun” of a group, or using
racist and anti-Semitic jokes as a
pedagogical tool, okay in the class-
room without contextually de-
constructing? Similarly, should writ-
ten material that carries openly
“excluding” information about certain
identified groups to be used as a cur-
ricular source be studied by all stu-
dents, including those who feel har-
assed by such material, unless that
material is deconstructed, to include
all students?

Here, I am not suggesting any
ideas that would interfere in our aca-
demic debates or doing research as
freely as possible as intellectuals. Of
course, our main purpose for being

part of the “academy” is searching for
“truth”. We have to verify certain
“facts” that support our quest for
finding the “truth”. I believe there is
no need to limit diverse approaches to
“knowledge”, as long as the contexts,
perspectives, and approaches ac-
knowledge the fact that we are work-
ing with, and talking about diverse
and different peoples. In the final
analysis, as members of the academy,
their interests are similar. Those
similarities we share are by-products
of our openness and willing to accept,
accommodate, and integrate our dif-
ferences and diverse backgrounds.

I believe that Academic Free-
dom has been used as a very impor-
tant means to accomplish our objec-
tives, which are learning, researching,
and teaching. Then, one may also add
one of the most important phrases,
namely, “mutual respect”, to make
sure that our students learn what they
would like or want to learn, and to
make sure that our faculty members
have a right to teach what they would
like or want to teach. I think an inclu-
sive academy promotes the impor-
tance of knowledge-based activities as
two-way traffic, which respects guide-
lines that are very important for eve-
ryone’s safety and well-being. Univer-
sities are locations for peaceful co-
existence, respect for diversity, and
promoting both differences and simi-
larities at the same time.

I don’t think we can use aca-
demic freedom, at this time in our
history, as a tool that would incite vio-
lence. Yes, in the best interest of peo-
ples of the world, we have been using
it in the past and at the present. And,
we will continue to use it in the fu-
ture, as a protective or defensive tool
that will respect inter-sectionalities in
the lives of diverse peoples of the
world. I believe as intellectuals, we
also have social, civic, and moral re-
sponsibilities to expose “untruth” and
hateful propaganda.

At the same time, we also have
obligations to challenge what some
thinkers have been calling it these
days: The Traditionally Harmful Prac-
tices (THP). I recently came across
this phrase from educators in Africa,

(Continued on page 18)
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(Continued from page 17)
who had to teach and learn at the
same time, so that certain tradition-
ally harmful opinion and practices
would be prevented through inclusive
education. Some such harmful prac-
tices, through written words or physi-
cal expressions, have been used to
camouflage truth. People of the world
have been divided, conquered, and
oppressed by those who would pur-
sue their own freedom at the expense
of the loss of the freedom of others.

From an anti-racist perspec-
tive, within the context of human
rights, racism as an ideology of
“divide and oppress”, as well as a
means of promoting hate, has been
continually challenged for many years
in our society. Racism has been ap-
plied to violate people’s basic rights,
because of differences in their ances-
try, colour of skin, and other physical,
social, and cultural identities. Such an
ideology was, and it still is, mainly
based on an artificial sense of power
inequality, with the intention to clas-
sify peoples as belonging to a
“superior” or an “inferior” status,
simply on the basis of ancestral back-
grounds. But, some recent scientific
findings tell us that we all belong to
the same ancestral roots. Yet, some
thinkers still think and express that
certain groups of people have an ex-
traordinary entitlement to have all the
rights, including freedom to express
it, while denying the same for others.
Even when we look back to the origi-
nal proponents of academic freedom,
we may end up finding their origin
being that of European ancestry,
males, and of course free, but not
equals, because the academy also has
its own intellectual hierarchy. Again,
the meaning of universal truth was
also derived from what has been ac-
cepted as “truth”, only amongst and
between similar-minded “men”,
mainly from dominant ancestral, eth-
nic, social and cultural backgrounds
(I said “men” intentionally, as men
have been dominant groups in many
societies and they continue to be as
we talk here.).

Those of us who attempt to use
the conceptual positivity of academic
freedom to challenge the insidious

nature of social, economic, and politi-
cal inequities, have been harassed by
some thinkers, who would classify us
as “mind/thought police”. Based on
the subjective experiences and objec-
tive reality of the affected people
(which includes me personally as a
person of African ancestry living in
North America), we still live in an
academic environment which has
much work to do in terms of repre-
sentation. The present day academy,
though comparatively progressive,
still reflects itself and continually lim-

“People of the world
have been divided,
conquered, and
oppressed by those
who would pursue
their own freedom at
the expense of the
loss of the freedom
of others”

its access to those who have been his-
torically excluded. Access is still lim-
ited in our society, based on race,
gender, class, disability, sexual orien-
tation, age, belief systems, and other
visible or invisible forms of exclusion-
ary methods. In the year 2001, we
still do not have representative curric-
ula materials, faculty members,
graduate students, and researchers in
our higher education centres. This is
still another area for those who strug-
gle for an inclusive academy.

In concluding my presenta-
tion, I will go back to the York Uni-
versity Mission Statement, and pose
some questions for thought, in the
light attributed to the conceptual
meaning of “Academic Freedom”.
You can use these questions to inter-
rogate yourselves and imagine what

the answer would mean if operation-
alised in your own classrooms, lec-
ture halls, laboratories, libraries, re-
search centres, seminars, confer-
ences, and committee work here at
York University and elsewhere.

o Is academic freedom designed
to assist us to pursue, preserve,
and disseminate knowledge, ex-
clusively for reserved groups
and their framework of
thoughts, or it is intended to in-
clude, those who have been his-
torically excluded?

0 When we are attempting to test
boundaries and structures of
knowledge, are we testing to
keep away those who are already
outside the boundary, or is the
idea to expand the boundaries
and promote inclusions?

o When we think of cultivating
the critical intellect, is it possible
to create a critical thinking,
when the classrooms and/or the
lecture halls are not welcoming
of the diverse ideas for critical
intellect?

o When we talk about being dy-
namic, metropolitan, and multi-
cultural, is academic freedom
there for us to promote such
dynamism and multicultural-
ism, or it is there to reflect uni-
cultural points of views and to
silence different ideas and ex-
periences?

o When we say that we encourage
bilingual studies, are we expand-
ing the ideals of academic free-
dom, or are we simply promot-
ing certain ideas of “interest
groups”? (Here, the so-called
interest groups are Canadians of
the Francophone backgrounds).
As some thinkers often contend,
is diversity, in the forms of bilin-
gualism and multiculturalism,
problematic for freedom of ex-
pression?

o Is valuing tolerance and diver-
sity curtailing academic free-
dom, or does it contribute to its
expansion and inclusionary
meanings?
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o Does exploring global concerns,
commiitting ourselves to social
justice, and working towards
providing accessible education,
limit or expand the whole mean-
ing of Academic Freedom, and
Freedom of Expression? Or,
does it impinge on our Aca-
demic rights?

o Can a collegial self-governance
take place while one colleague

feels personally “superior” to the
other, contrary to the universal
declarations of the human rights
code? In other words, do the ide-
als of academic freedom under-
stand, respect, support, and pro-
mote the ideas of collegiality,
even though some of the col-
leagues are people of diverse
ancestral, gender, sexual orien-
tation, disability, age, and class
backgrounds?

Is not the purpose of “Academic
Freedom” to include those indi-
viduals and community mem-
bers, who have been historically,
systematically, and in some
cases, intentionally excluded
from equal participation in the
arts and science of learning,
teaching and researching, as
equals?

Thank You.
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“Like it or not, York is in the West!” — three responses
about ways of knowing

We asked three faculty members to react
to the following quote from a response
to the YUFA 2001 Bargaining Question-
naire.—eds

“I have no [equity] concerns here,
except that I feel my union
should not waste its time with
these issues. If someone at York is
concerned if their “non-Western
way of knowing” is evaluated
fairly they should have thought of
that before they accepted a job
here. Like it or not, York is in the
West!”—a YUFA member

Barbara Rahder (Environmental Stud-
ies)

Working to promote equity and fair-
ness at York is apparently a waste of
time to at least some YUFA members.
Disturbing as it is, what I appreciate
about the quote above is that it finally
makes the prevalence of a “Western”
bias at York University explicit. At
last, the pretence of objectivity nor-
mally claimed by “Westerners” is
gone. The speaker’s underlying as-
sumption is clear: if you thought York
would evaluate “non-Western ways of
knowing” fairly, you are wrong.

What this quote suggests to me
is that yuFra needs to do much more
to educate its members about the det-
rimental impacts of “Western” bias
within the university community. A
“Western” bias in hiring committees
and tenure and promotion commit-
tees can have serious implications for
academic programs, for curriculum,
for student retention, and for schol-
arly careers. A “Western” bias deval-
ues and excludes both the knowledge
and the people deemed outside this
mainstream. A lack of diversity
among those hired, tenured, and pro-
moted limits everyone’s opportunities
to learn about different ways of see-
ing and being in the world. As York’s
graduate and undergraduate students

become more diverse, it becomes in-
creasingly important that faculty
members reflect this diversity. If
York University is unfairly evaluating
“non-Western ways of knowing,” then
it must surely be Yura’s job, among
others, to address this inequity.

Ratiba Hadj-Moussa (Sociology, Arts;
Graduate Programme in Communica-
tion & Culture)

What the comment seems to forget is
that the West is everywhere, trying to
impose its values upon thousands of
cultures. Minorities have the right to
express their difference, particularly
within an institution such as York
University where the official dis-
course seems to be open to some dif-
ferences. Yes, there are different crite-
ria to evaluate our performances as
teachers but they should not be char-
acterized by the closure and the igno-
rance we see at different levels in the
Canadian government (particularly,
its immigration officers!).

Stop telling me that as a “Neo
Canadian”, I am and I will be only
and forever “Neo” and not
“Canadian”.

Emn
Hira Singh (Sociology, Arts)

“Mosaic” and “multiculturalism” are
the terms often invoked to character-
ise Canadian society. Universities in
Canada, being part of the Canadian
society, are expected to be character-
ised by these same traits. If the no-
tions of mosaic and multiculturalism
imply a recognition of people’s differ-
ent cultural backgrounds and nation-
alities, with no discrimination against
any particular group/groups, or no
differentiation between various
groups, then the first question is what
is “foreign”, who is a foreigner in

Canada? This is not just semantic
hair-splitting. In other words, not-
withstanding the claim of mosaic and
multiculturalism, there are two kinds
of Canadians in Canada: the Canadi-
ans and the ‘foreigners’. Who are the
Canadians who serve as the standard
to measure the Canadian-ness of oth-
ers—the foreigners? Foreigners in
Canada are the people of non-West
European ancestry. It is interesting to
question why a second or third gen-
eration visible minority in Canada
remains, to a large degree, a for-
eigner, while the first generation im-
migrant from West Europe easily
passes for a Canadian. I do not want
to pursue this question, though it is
interesting for a number of reasons.
The question is nevertheless impor-
tant in considering the relevance of
foreign ways of knowing.

Broadly speaking, there are
three aspects to the problem that de-
serve consideration. First, the Canadi-
ans, as defined above, serve as the
vantage point to look at and evaluate
the foreigners. Second, they are the
‘norm’ and the normalness or the
normlessness of others is judged in
terms of their closeness to or the dis-
tance from the former. Third, the Ca-
nadians, by virtue of being Canadi-
ans, enjoy certain privileges that the
foreigners have to struggle for, with
or without success. These are the
privileges the Canadians enjoy, with-
out necessarily being aware of them,
since they take them for granted—as
normal.

The characteristics constitut-
ing the normal range from the ap-
pearance and accent to a particular
mode of thinking, theorising, and
communicating. To the extent, the
foreigners are different in terms of
these characteristics, they are consid-
ered not normal or less than normal
that they have to make up for. It cre-
ates a tension—overt or covert—at
the level of the students, colleagues,
and the administrative staff that is
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difficult to predict or anticipate. This
puts pressure on both the foreigners
and Canadians to learn to negotiate
with each other, even though the
pressure is often on the foreigners.
They have to constantly prove them-
selves.

The pressure on the foreign-
ers is not all deliberately created.
Rather, it is a product of a combina-
tion of complex historical and struc-
tural factors. The global economic-
political hierarchy has created a hier-
archy of knowledge, including the
ways of producing, acquiring, and
communicating knowledge. Knowl-
edge, including the mode of its pro-
duction and consumption produced

in the West is considered superior.
Not only that. Whereas those outside
the Western world are expected to
know the West, for people in the
West, it is a different matter. What-
ever they know about the world out-
side is automatically valid
“knowledge”. What they don’t is not
worth knowing. This often breeds
what one Sociologist (C. Wright
Mills) called narrow parochialism.
Moreover, what people outside West-
ern world know about their own soci-
ety has to be validated by the West.
There is a positive dimension
to the presence of foreigners among
Canadians. The foreigners have the
advantage of being exposed to some-

thing more than their Canadian coun-
terparts, and if they succeed in over-
coming the initial barrier and resis-
tance, the foreigners enjoy a compara-
tive advantage over the latter. In this,
there is promise. If the narrow paro-
chialism of Canadian-ness can be
overcome, it will create a more posi-
tive environment for acquiring, pro-
ducing, and disseminating knowledge
for both the Canadians and the for-
eigners. This is a challenge and an
opportunity for those equipped with
foreign ways of knowing.
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York’s chilly climate (and other barriers to career progress)

The Joint Sub-committee on Employ-
ment Equity recently took under consid-
eration a report from the Centre for Hu-
man Rights and Equity. The report, writ-
ten by Darla Rhyne of the Institute for
Social Research, was titled A Descrip-
tive Analysis of Open Ended Survey
Questions About Delays and Barriers
in Career Progress for York University
Faculty Members.

Below are some excerpts from
that report — if you're interested in view-
ing it in its entirety check out http://
yufa.org/equity /delays. html.—eds

Background

n February, 2001, the Institute for

Social Research (1sr) at York Uni-

versity was commissioned by the
Centre for Human Rights and Equity
to undertake a descriptive analysis of
responses to three open ended ques-
tions from a survey of faculty at York.
These questions asked about the
length and seriousness of delays in
career progress related to taking care
of children; the length and serious-
ness of delays in career progress re-
lated to caring for other family mem-
bers; and, barriers to career develop-
ment within the university. (p.1)

The findings presented in this
report identify barriers and delays
and have a potential both for generat-
ing hypotheses about these issues,
their dimensions and interrelation-
ships and for grounding conceptual
understandings of employment eq-

uity. However, the findings are not
generalizable and do not provide esti-
mates of prevalence. The opinions
and experiences of respondents who
answered the open ended survey
questions are not necessarily typical
or widespread. (p. 2)

Summary of Themes

(pp 9-10) The following section of the
report identifies themes that seem
especially salient for Aboriginal Peo-
ples, those with disabilities, visible
minorities and women.

Aboriginal Peoples

Barriers to career development in-
clude chilly climate and under repre-
sentation in full time faculty posi-
tions.

Visible Minorities

Assistance to non-English speaking
family members has delayed career
progress for some.

Barriers specifically related to
being a member of a visible minority
group include chilly climate; subtle
and overt racism; a climate domi-
nated by a white majority frame of
reference that results in less produc-
tive work and unfair criteria for ten-
ure and promotion; overwork due to
being a “token” faculty member and a
non responsive environment for chal-
lenging Euro-centric and Anglophone
assumptions.

People with Disabilities

Barriers specifically related to disabil-
ity include: inability to get research
funding while on Long-term Disabil-
ity; inability to work while on Long-
term Disability; bad acoustics limiting
participation in activities held in the
Senate Chamber; inadequate and in-
efficient physical access and facilities;
lack of interpreters for deaf faculty,
difficulty meeting professional obliga-
tions and/or being perceived as in-
competent due to non disclosure of
disability, harassment and ridicule
from colleagues.

Women

Child and family care responsibilities
may delay women longer than men.
Many women report a chilly climate
for women; lack of accommodation of
child rearing responsibilities espe-
cially during the tenure and promo-
tion process; heavy work load; exces-
sive administrative responsibility;
and, difficulty obtaining desired
courses. Some women felt it took
longer, required more work and a
more substantial file to obtain promo-
tion than men. Others felt the overall
criteria for tenure and promotion was
overtly sexist. Some women felt the
situation at York had improved over
time.
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Equity Committee launches initiative to counter teaching

evaluation biases

Monica Mulvihill (staff) and Jody Nya-
sha Warner (Libraries; yura Equity Co-
ordinator)

he YUFA Equity Committee

has been discussing ways in

which we could support people
who are experiencing difficulty with
teaching evaluations during the T&p
process. In particular, we are inter-
ested in addressing how race, ethnic-
ity, accent, gender, sexual orientation
and disability can result in biased
evaluations, including the impact of
traditional expectations in the disci-
pline. In order to take a pro-active ap-
proach to dealing with these con-
cerns, we are planning to establish a
resource file and a pool of knowledge-
able colleagues who could provide
peer teaching assessments. The re-

source file will be comprised of a col-
lection of research articles which con-
textualize the role that race, gender,
etc. play in the teaching evaluations
provided by students. These articles
would be kept on file at both the cst
and the yura office and could be cop-
ied and added to individual T&p files
where relevant.

We hope to compile a list of
faculty members who are prepared to
volunteer as peer teaching assessors.
Their role would be to read course
outlines, course material and teach-
ing dossiers, attend a T&P candidate’s
class and write a teaching evaluation
taking into consideration factors such
as disability, sexual orientation etc.
This would occur at the point at
which a candidate feels that their
teaching evaluations, or the commit-

tee’s reading of them, have demon-
strated some evidence of biases. Al-
though we would provide some mini-
mal orientation, we are hoping that
those who volunteer will have some
prior experience and/or expertise in
these issues. We do not expect that
the time commitment associated with
being a peer assessor will be onerous.

There will be an orientation for
peer assessors set for late April 2002.

If you know of any articles that
contextualize the issues raised above,
could you please forward this infor-
mation to Jody Warner <warner@
yorku.ca>. If you are willing to volun-
teer to be a peer assessor, please con-
tact Monica Mulvihill <mmulvi@
yorku.ca>.







