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Introduction
The university is one of the most important institutions of the modern world. First and foremost of its vital functions is the open environment that encourages the unbridled pursuit of knowledge and Truth. The most important factor in securing that quest is the concept of Academic Freedom.

On the frontlines in defining and defending Academic Freedom is the American Association of University Professors (AAUP.) In 1940, the AAUP partnered with the Association of American Colleges to draw up the “Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure.” This document, available on the AAUP’s website, produced three statements on the subject of Academic Freedom:
· Teachers are entitled to full freedom in research and in the publication of the results, subject to the adequate performance of their other academic duties; but research for pecuniary return should be based upon an understanding with the authorities of the institution. 

· Teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subject, but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter which has no relation to their subject. Limitations of academic freedom because of religious or other aims of the institution should be clearly stated in writing at the time of the appointment.

· College and university teachers are citizens, members of a learned profession, and officers of an educational institution. When they speak or write as citizens, they should be free from institutional censorship or discipline, but their special position in the community imposes special obligations. As scholars and educational officers, they should remember that the public may judge their profession and their institution by their utterances. Hence they should at all times be accurate, should exercise appropriate restraint, should show respect for the opinions of others, and should make every effort to indicate that they are not speaking for the institution (“Statement of Principles.”)

These words are akin to scripture were the university a religion or a constitution were it a country.

This concept of Academic Freedom has served America’s universities for over 60 years. It is only until recently that serious efforts have been made to attempt to undermine this core principle. Under the leadership of conservative commentator and activist David Horowitz, an organization named “Students for Academic Freedom” (SAF) has sought to redefine Academic Freedom by attacking schools and professors who have allegedly trampled over the rights of conservative students. Given the importance of Academic Freedom to the healthy functioning of the university, this threat has been taken seriously by administrators, professors, students, and activists around the country.

This paper will examine and analyze the actions of the Ball State University (BSU) administration in the fall of 2004 when it dealt with an attack by student Brett Mock, Horowitz, and SAF against Dr. George Wolfe. This paper is divided into three sections. The first is a review of the literature regarding college administration and proper techniques for dealing with crises. These texts will be considered in a chronological order.

The second section is a thorough report on this particular case. This section will be further broken down into four parts. First will be a look into the academic discipline of Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution. Its history and focuses will be examined as well as its development at BSU. Also included in this section will be information regarding Wolfe and his course, “Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution.” This section is especially important because it will demonstrate the wide disconnect between the claims of Horowitz and Mock and the facts regarding the discipline and the specific class in question. Thus it will go particularly deep in describing the course’s objectives.

A history of Horowitz and his organization SAF will be the second part of this section. The character of the accusers and their ideological biases are necessary factors to consider in the handling of this situation. Horowitz’s “Academic Bill of Rights,” which he has sought to have put into law in numerous states, will also be examined and its potential impact explained. The third part will be a summary of the charges made against Wolfe and BSU over the course of the fall 2004 semester. Finally there will be a fourth part describing a narrative of the actions and techniques used by the university to combat the allegations. The rebuttals to these attacks and the corrections of the accusers’ falsehoods will be included here.

Regarding the Case Study, a specific technique has been chosen for recounting this particular story. Over three hours of interviews were conducted with Wolfe and those who worked to remedy the situation. As much as is possible and sensible, the decision has been made for them to tell the story in their own words. On the subject of interviews, one subject needs to be noted and explained: the decision was made not to interview Mock, Horowitz, and those involved with Horowitz’s organization. For the purposes of this report, going back and forth with the accusers would be a fruitless endeavor – a debate that would never end. Also it would give the impression that the situation was still ongoing, when in fact it is not. Also, the perspectives of Mock and Horowitz are more than represented in this analysis.
The third section will return to the concepts expressed in the literature. These ideas will then be the lenses through which to evaluate the administration’s response. A fairly wide variety of concepts will be discussed given the width of the attacks made, the variety of techniques utilized to counteract them, and the different leaders who took part in the defense.
What this report will demonstrate is an intelligent, effective example of how a university can defend itself against these attacks that are growing much more common. In addition it will provide a general perspective on how to respond to any number of problematic situations given that the techniques and values utilized in this particular case study can apply toward many other scenarios.

One final note: I was very mildly involved in the events discussed and analyzed in this paper. My personal involvement will be briefly discussed in the third section of the case study.

Literature Review

Over the past thirty-five years the university has grown and developed, adapting to the times and facing new challenges, the most recent of which is the subject of this report: the attempt to radically redefine Academic Freedom and meddle with the manner in which professors choose to teach their classes. In order to best consider the changes that have taken place the most logical technique is a chronological review of literature relating to college leadership and campus crisis management. Seven books have been chosen to provide a sampling of insights stretching from 1970 to 1999: Four from the 1970s and three from the 1990s. This review of the literature will be conducted with the specific issues of this paper in mind.


The first text is an eleven-page report from 1970 titled Maintaining Campus Order and Integrity that collected the ideas of numerous collegiate meetings to “consider institutional strategies for preserving and maintaining the integrity of our colleges and universities.” The report is somewhat ironic when considering it in the context of this paper: from its introduction it keeps in mind the “campus radicals.” Some thirty six years later the situation is that the campus radicals disrupting the university’s function now cling strongly to the right end of the political spectrum instead of the left. These new radicals point at the campus radicals of 1970 as the ones now allegedly in charge of the university. It appears as though the techniques used to deal with and consider the 1960s could be considered for the 2000s radicals: “Their [presidents’ and administrators’] concern was not the repression of student dissent but finding ways of dealing with disorders so as to protect students’ rights and lives and yet satisfy the need for order on the campuses.”


Logically, the first suggestion toward maintaining and improving campus order is to prevent problems before they arise. With problems beyond the university’s control – in the report, the example is the Vietnam War – the plan should be “to channel student unrest into positive channels toward positive objectives.” Much of the suggestions then begin to consider student political rallies with the potential to turn violent. Some ideas are still applicable, though. The text notes how rumors can develop on campus (4.) The fight over the truth is a theme that will be demonstrated in this paper. Second, regarding the press, the report notes that “the president shouldn’t spend too much time dealing with the press” (8.)


The next text is a thin volume edited by Clyde J. Wingfield titled The American University: A Public Administration Perspective, also from 1970. It contains essays by Wingfield, Dwight Waldo, John D. Millett, C. Mansel Keene, Ferrel Heady, Willis M. Tate, and Joseph M. Ray.  In the preface Wingfield notes that at the birth of the university, administration was unnecessary. There were so few students and teachers that there was little need of positions to structure the workings of the university. As the university expanded, positions for managing the university’s affairs became necessary. Wingfield divides his book into two parts: “The Administration of Higher Education” and “Presidential Perspectives.” In the first part and first essay, Wingfield writes, “Public support for higher education is never better than when the university is seen as the foundation upon which science, industry and government depend… They are expected to behave in a ‘preferred manner’ and even to pursue personnel policies that are not offensive to the established political order” (3.)  Wingfield describes the values of the university and that of the community as sometimes coming into conflict. He makes the objective of his paper an attempt “to discuss conflict as it bears on administrative structure and quality in the university” (4.)


There are two groups that need to be distinguished between: “anarchists colliding head-on with the social system and those genuinely concerned student activists attempting to induce adjustment into a new social equilibrium” (7.) These two classes of activists need to be identified and dealt with differently. Likewise Wingfield draws a difference between “vigorous criticism and unlawful acts” (7.)  Further, he asserts that students cannot have an equal voice in university affairs. In beginning the subject of managing conflicts, merely maintaining order on campus is not enough. The administration must assert and protect the university’s legitimacy.

Part II – Presidential Perspectives – begins with a piece titled “The Role of the President Today” by Ferrel Heady. Heady’s goal in the paper is to “in a very tentative and shaky way, to look at the new role of the president and to size up both the hazards and the opportunities that go along with it” (70.) He claims his ideas are based on what he has read and observed. His first observation is a sensible one given the time at which the essay was written: new external and internal pressures have altered the role of the university president. The change has been from “scholar among scholars,” “educational leader,” and “academic innovator” to “caretaker,” “persuader,” or “politician” (71.) Heady quotes Daniel Moynihan: “So many of our young people do not believe what those before them have believed, do not accept the authority of institutions and customs whose authority has heretofore been accepted, do not embrace or even very much like the culture that they inherit.” Given this perception of the youth of 1970, Heady has “four pointers” for the president:

1. Accept that risk taking is a part of the job.

2. Learn to deal with stress and ready his administration to deal with

3. Most importantly, do not go about the job with the idea in mind that that will be one’s final position.

4. Be lucky (78-79.)

Finally, Heady makes a useful analogy of the administration as elastic band to which all elements of the university are connected. When one internal constituency tries to pull away, it should be the leadership’s natural tendency to pull them closer.


The next essay in the volume is Tate’s. He numbers his points – a total of twelve. Of these points, six is the first of particular relevance. He proclaims the importance of the university’s openness. Persons and viewpoints should be respected and welcomed. The twelfth point suggests that the university should be open to criticism, that it is the very nature of the university to allow and welcome criticism. Tate has a distinction to make, though: “Disruption of the university is another matter” (88.) “Any person who exploits his relationship to this university in such a way as to disrupt or destroy is no longer, in spirit, a contributing member of the university.” This applies to both students, and professors.


The next text is the 1971 book Power and Conflict in the University, by Victor J. Baldridge. The book is based in sociological research of the university and is divided into four parts: an outline of a political model, the case study of New York University (NYU) considered as a political system, the elements of the political model, and a conclusion. Within these four parts are a total of ten chapters. Of most interest to the purposes of this paper are chapter 5 on “The Politics of Revolution: the Student Revolt” and the concluding chapter 10. In the introduction to his book, Baldridge paints a dark description of the university with phrases like “the modern university is in turnmoil,” “a complex political tangle,” “the campus is often torn by dissent,” and “new pressures are building up in the outside world.” Baldridge says remorsefully that faculty scholars rarely use their skills to study their own universities to find answers to these problems. In his book he does just that by breaking his message into “three thrusts.” It is this second “thrust” that will be most useful: “Of special concern is the type of conflict that develops when interest groups try to influence policy decisions. Thus the study of conflict processes is at the heart of this book” (3.) The organizational template employed in Baldridge’s book is very similar to that of this paper with the theories outlined in the first portion, the middle section acting as case study, and the following section serving as an analysis of the case study through the definitions put in place in the first section.


In the fifth chapter – “The Politics of Revolution” – the points made and concepts suggested are allowed continued relevance 35 years later because Baldridge asserts that “the student revolt is only one type of political influence attempt among many” (63.) The case study depicted in this chapter is a tuition rebellion at NYU. In December of 1966 NYU was to announce raises in fees for tuition, dormitories, and fees. The leaders of student groups sought to take part in the dialogue regarding the issue. Within days 800 students marched in protest. The students sought for the tuition increase to be halted until they could take part in the discussion. The administration met with students on December 8 and chose not to hold-up the increase; however he did offer to release financial information so students could determine how important the increases were. He also was willing to hold the increase on dormitories. That was not good enough. Student protests followed. There was not any violence, though most classes could not function normally. Baldridge describes how the initial goal of the students – dialogue regarding the tuition increase – evolved into the more expansive desire to have student input in university decision-making. On this Baldridge notes in italics: “This expansion from the specific issue to the general question of power and decision making is a pattern that repeated itself in almost every critical event that was observed in the year and a half that the NYU study was under way” (71.) What followed was tension within the student organizations between the student leaders and the student activists. Gradually the student activists would come to seize control of the protest and eventually all of student government.    

The response of the university is detailed starting on page 73. An important distinction that the college university was adamant about making was that they were not “negotiating” with the student leaders. Rather, they were “discussing” or “communicating” (74.) After the conflict calmed down, new policies were implemented to allow for greater student involvement. Of the nine mentioned, some of these included resident halls being mostly self-governed, an ombudsman for students, and the permitting of open forums in which students could make their views known to staff and faculty. In his summary of the chapter, Baldridge has a few observations. “The object of this chapter was to show that it might be helpful to analyze student revolts by placing them in the context of a larger political framework.” There are many elements of this, including seeing student actions in the broader scheme of cultural actions and also viewing students as an integral part in campus leadership.

The goal of the book’s final chapter is to “draw some conclusions about general organizational processes” (197.) One of the ideas the author most adamantly wants to destroy is the idea of the “communication fallacy” (200.) This theory argues that conflict comes almost exclusively out of miscommunication. Its supporters claim that if the two conflicting parties could just sit down and reason with one another then their difficulties would be over. Baldridge admits that many student-administration conflicts are communication-based. However, there are plenty of problems that cannot be talked out of existence. Baldridge concludes by talking about “maintaining the ‘decision network’” (206.) Regarding this subject he has three pieces of advice:

1. Communication does not cure all problems. Still, though, dialogue must be maintained and encouraged between all interest groups.

2. Administrators should have sufficient experts to help determine how situations should be handled.

3. All interest groups should have a voice.

Interestingly, in his last paragraph, Baldridge writes, “Much of the present turmoil on the campus comes from efforts by various segments of the political community to gain access and influence in the decisions that affect them.”


The next title leaps forward five years to 1976. It’s titled Crises in Campus Management: Case Studies in the Administration of Colleges and Universities. It’s edited by George J. Mauer and includes seven parts and a total of 21 essays. The most useful of which is the twelfth, titled The Right to Know and written by John D. Williams. In the essay he answers the question of what task was the most difficult during his tenure as chancellor Emeritus of the University of Mississippi. His answer: “It is to keep the University of Misssissippi ‘free and growing’” (140.) He provides several examples of when he had to fight to maintain the university’s openness to learning and knowledge including the communist witch hunt of the ‘50s, controversial publications made by faculty, unpopular invited speakers, integration, and unpopular articles in the student paper.


Robert Birnbaum’s How Academic Leadership Works: Understanding Success and Failure in the College Presidency was published in 1992 and is divided into three parts: the nature of academic leadership, sources of effective leadership, and improving academic leadership. Suggestions of note and relevance can be found throughout. In the first chapter Birnbaum employs the metaphor of a play to describe the phenomenon of different groups and individuals on campus possessing different interpretations and understandings of reality: 

Each individual who takes part in the life of a college will have a somewhat different sense of what is going on because he or she followed different actors and witnessed different scenes. When college constituents engage in behavior others find bizarre, those others tend to blame it on the constituents’ personalities; but if you really want to know why they do what they do – and to influence it – it is more useful to try to find out what part of the play they have been watching and what models they are using to try to figure out the nature of reality (12.)

Birnbaum expresses here a vital concept to maintain in university leadership and administration: different people from different places looking with different perspectives utilizing different models and patterns tend to see the exact same thing differently. Regarding the relativity of understandings of reality, Birnbaum cites a 1982 article from The Journal of Applied Behavioral Research: “one or more individuals succeeds in attempting to frame and define the reality of others” (12.) This is how a leader succeeds.  Birnbaum lists five factors that “affect the way actions with leadership potential are interpreted” (14.) These are legitimization, intentions, initiative, morality, and behavior. Birnbaum presents several “mysteries of academic leadership” (38.) First among these is the question of administrative teams. Is it more effective to have a team approach to leadership? Birnbaum claims the literature does not have a consensus.


Frederick E. Balderston begins his 1995 volume Managing Today’s University with a concern. It used to be that the university could grow and thrive without being forced to justify its existence. That time has now passed. Now, “the task of justifying the continued investment in higher education is formidable” (xi.) 


The second chapter discusses the values of the university. Balderston describes and discusses various right-wing criticisms of the university. He first cites the 1951 William F. Buckley, Jr. book God and Man at Yale, the beginning of conservative criticism. Of more recent criticism is the term “political correctness,” a villain attacked by Dinesh D’Souza in the Heritage Foundation-backed 1991 Illiberal Education. The claim: “Academic people are said to engage in a collective (even, perhaps, unconscious) conspiracy to require their fellow faculty members and their students to follow a prescribed, leftist philosophical line: ‘the politically correct’ one” (36.) The alleged components of “political correctness” are:

· “In curriculum, demanding an antimarket orthodoxy in the social sciences and preventing honest discussion of differences among the races and between the sexes.”

· “In faculty selection, screening for acceptance of politically correct doctrine in each field, and also tipping the scales to favor appointment of minorities and women regardless of whether they are well-qualified or best-qualified.”

· “In institutional oversight, stifling conservative views and criticism of the university itself and of the surrounding society” (36.)

The final text is one of the most useful: Higher Education Administration: A Guide to Legal, Ethical, And Practical Issues by Norma M. Goonen and Rachel S. Blechman, published in 1999. Chapters six and seven are, respectively, on Academic Freedom and student disputes on academic matters.

Academic Freedom is described as “a concept whose meaning and boundaries have been a matter of some dispute and whose protected freedoms may be in conflict with one another” (123.) The chapter begins by considering Academic Freedom from the legal perspective. The authors cite first the Supreme Court case of Adler v. Board of Education and then Sweezy v. New Hampshire. In the latter, Chief Justice Warren is quoted in a statement much in line with the high value of Academic Freedom: “to impose any straight jacket upon the intellectual leaders in our colleges and universities would imperil the future of the Nation” (124.) Justice Frankfurter agreed, insisting that the government not meddle in the studies of scholars. Later cases in the ‘50s and ‘60s continued to support Academic Freedom.

Some limits on Academic Freedom did come as well. The authors list seven legal developments. The first is that professors’ classroom Academic Freedom is trumped by the institution’s Academic Freedom to determine what should be taught and how it should be taught. Speech “at variance” with the curriculum is not protected, neither is speech “destructive to the proper functioning of the institution” nor the inclusion of religion (126.) Second, the institution’s Academic Freedom is limited by “constitutional, statutory and contractual rights of individuals.” The third is rather logical: unpopular ideas are protected, however obscenity and profanity are not. A case is cited where Prof. Michael Levin was found by a federal court to be protected when he proposed “the intellectual inferiority of black people” (127.) Fourth is the university’s right to not allow sexually explicit art to be hung is protected. Fifth, “faculty members are limited in their free speech concerning institutional matters if the subject is not a matter of public concern” (128.) Sixth is that Academic Freedom “does not protect research from court-ordered disclosure.” Seventh involves faculty at private institutions not having constitutional protections. The authors then proceed to explore ethical questions relating to Academic Freedom. 

Chapter 7 concerns student disputes on academic matters. Like the previous chapter it first looks at the legal issues, then the ethical ones, and finally the practical ones. Four legal parameters are explored. The first notes that universities cannot violate students’ constitutional rights. Due process is required (147.) Second affirms a contractual relationship between student and university. By enrolling a student submits to specific requirements. Third maintains the right of the university to change course catalogues and requirements. The fourth asserts that the university must hold to the agreements it makes with its students. 

Case Study

The Field of Peace Studies, Dr. George Wolfe, Ball State’s Peace Studies Program, The Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution Course

“Peace Studies started as an emerging field in the late ‘70s and early ‘80s,” Wolfe said in the second interview with him that was conducted for this paper. The field grew out of the nuclear arms race and the end of the Vietnam War. It also began to develop as the importance of interdisciplinary programs was realized and promoted. “Peace Studies is an ideal interdisciplinary program,” Wolfe said. More than a dozen different departments contribute classes to BSU’s Peace Studies minor. In the first interview, Wolfe said “Peace Studies is probably one of the most ideal interdisciplinary fields and that’s what makes it fascinating to delve into… It’s an excellent model for getting students involved in forcing them to think across disciplines.”  


BSU’s Center for Peace and Conflict Studies was founded in 1988 according to the Center’s web site. It was an outgrowth of the Center for Global Security Studies which began in 1980 and dealt with the nuclear arms race. When that issue was no longer prevalent, the Center for Peace and Conflict Studies was the natural evolution. The mission of the center is to promote non-violent means of conflict resolution. To fulfill that goal the center engages in many activities. Mediation services are offered for students, professors, and members of the community to help resolve disputes. Speakers such as the grandson of Mahatma Gandhi have been brought to campus. Interfaith dialogue is fostered. Classes in meditation are taught.


It’s through the center that the Peace Studies minor is offered. Those interested in pursuing the Peace Studies minor can find the following description on the Center’s website:

Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution is commonly defined as the systematic interdisciplinary study of the causes of war and the conditions of peace. The peace studies and conflict resolution minor addresses the sources of war, social oppression, and violence and the challenges of promoting peace and justice. It also introduces students to mediation and other more equitable, cooperative, and nonviolent methods that can be used to transform unjust, violent, or oppressive situations. 


Wolfe, the chairman for the Center and one of its instructors, described several different possible emphases within the minor during the first interview with him conducted for this paper. “We conceivably have three areas. One is the person going into international relations where someone is more interested in working for the State Department, working for the UN, working as part of the diplomatic core… Another would be community social work… These would be people who are more interested in how to alleviate domestic violence, child abuse, how to improve race relations within the community, improve relations between religious groups. And then the third tract would be people who are more interested in the psychological, spiritual aspect of Peace Studies… Seminary students that want to go into the ministry… are people who might be more drawn to the spiritual investigation of Peace Studies.”


The minor is composed of 18 credit hours that come from three different groups. First, a student must take ID 301, Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution. (This is the course in question for this paper.) They must also take either Alternative Dispute Resolution (POLS 457,) or Communication and Conflict Management (COMM 442.) There are then three groupings of courses: classes related to Peace Studies, conflict management, and multiculturalism. Students must select a course from each section. They then have one more course to take from whichever section they choose. A course not included can be substituted with the agreement of the director.


That director is Wolfe. Wolfe’s primary discipline is music. He is a Professor of Music Performance with an international reputation as a saxophonist. Like most faculty, though, he has continued to pursue studies in additional areas since receiving his doctorate. This new scholarly work has been a devoted effort to subjects involved in the field of Peace Studies. As director of the Center for Peace and Conflict Studies and an instructor in its program he also has several additional qualifications. According to his profile on the BSU website, these include:

· Training in mediation.

· Training in conducting and facilitating interfaith dialogue.

· A doctorate in higher education.

· A position on the advisory board of the Toda Institute for Global Peace and Policy Research at the University of Hawaii.

· Two trips to India to study Hinduism’s and Christianity’s common symbols and themes; and also to study Gandhian philosophy.

· Having taught on the subject of Christianity and the history of American non-violence at the Chautauqua Institution in New York.

· Having given speeches on Gandhi at numerous universities, and having written for the journal Cross Currents.

There are other qualifications as well. Wolfe was on the advisory board for the Peace Studies Center for 10 years before becoming director (Wolfe Interview 2.) Wolfe first went to India to study Indian music. Describing his time there, Wolfe noted that in India music is not an isolated discipline as it is in the United States. Rather, the study of Indian music includes other subjects such as Indian spirituality and philosophy. Thus, when he studied music in India he was drawn toward Gandhian philosophy.


The very fist sentence on the syllabus for Wolfe’s Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution course reads “Peace Studies is commonly defined as the study of conflict resolution through nonviolent means.” It is clear immediately that the purpose of the course and the minor is focused on nonviolence. The words “Conflict Resolution” in the title of the course and minor do not include war as one of the encouraged means of resolving conflict. Additionally, the course introduction makes it clear that disagreeing with the professor is welcomed: “We will discuss many controversial issues. Students are encouraged to disagree with each other or the instructor as long as one pays attention to the evidence available and displays common courtesy.”
The course is broken down into four components, as described on the syllabus:

1. Philosophy component: examines Gandhian philosophy and the influence of Mahatma Gandhi on nonviolent activists such as Dorothy Day, Thomas Evans, A.J. Muste and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Philosophies pertaining to negative peace versus positive peace, religiously motivated violence, Taoism, and psychological models pertaining to personal peace are also examined. 

2. Global studies: Peace in the context of global trade, ecology, demographic shifts, and structural violence. 

3. History of nonviolence in America: An overview of successful nonviolent strategies to call public attention to injustice in various arenas. Includes the antimonium controversy and movements relating to freedom of conscience, women’s suffrage, the United Farm Workers, conscription, nuclear disarmament, the civil rights movement, and the Vietnam War and lowering the voting age to 18.  

4. Introduction to Mediation: Understanding the difference between mediation, arbitration and litigation. Includes mediation exercises and role-playing. 

The content of the course within these components needs to be explained in depth in order to give as clear a picture as possible of the course’s true content. In the first interview with Wolfe, the first question asked was for a description of the subjects studied in the course. Speaking of the first part, Wolfe said that “Mahatma Gandhi left the biggest legacy because he was such a prolific writer and had such a long history in his struggle against the British in India and also South Africa. And then Martin Luther King carried on and contributed and elucidated on what Mahatma Gandhi had said. So the philosophy of nonviolence really surveys those individuals but it also ties in with some earlier philosophies that were born out of the religious traditions. One, of course, is Christianity and Jesus’ teachings – how to interpret the turning of the cheek, which is advised by nonviolent activists as not a doctrine of submission but a doctrine of nonviolent resistance… Then there’s also Taoist philosophy which is a philosophy that came out of China and dates back 2500 years at least.”

These philosophical ideas are related to psychological concepts. Wolfe said, “There are three psychological models that we look at. One is the ancient model of the dual nature of man – the higher spiritual nature and the lower animal nature and how they come into conflict and resolve conflict. The second is the evolutionary model – that we have inherited these aggressive instincts from our past stages of evolution and now they are not always appropriate... And then the other is a social-biological model… That deals with not looking at evolution as purely a genetically determined advance but rather that there are social influences that evolve, that connect and influence the behavior. We also look at Freud [who] contributed quite a bit to pacifist theory… He came up with the concept of narcissistic injury and narcissistic rage which we spend time delving into.” 


Regarding the second section, Wolfe said “This is a component that we don’t spend a lot of time on because we have an international relations class within the Peace Studies minor… But I cover particularly the influence of trade and how trade can produce… peace building. And we call it moving toward positive peaces. There are two definitions of peace: positive peace and negative peace… Negative peace is simply the absence of conflict; but positive peace is building cooperative relationships and living in a state of reconciliation where you’ve restored the working relationship. And so that can occur between individuals, it can occur between groups in a community, it can occur between companies. And so we look at the effect of trade in peace building… That is a particularly pertinent topic with respect to current events because we’re involved in this globalization and free trade… There are certain theories which explain that first the involvement of developed countries and non-developed countries or under-developed countries seems like a good thing… There are some negatives that come out of that which we look into and discuss how possibly we could avoid those negatives… We talk about how those problems can be avoided and what laws can be passed, what principles our government can operate under insuring that we are not allowing the negatives to take hold. And those negatives also include sweat shops and countries where they don’t have child labor laws and countries where they don’t necessarily have a 40 hour work week. You can easily create a situation where there’s exploitation going on. And that wasn’t your original intent but it’s happening because of the need to survive. So those are the things that we cover when it comes to trade and international relations.” 


The third component is the history of nonviolence. Most of the content involves the United States but Wolfe said, “we also cover nonviolent success stories in other countries. We go back to colonial times… and the issues that became important from colonial times up through the Civil War: women’s suffrage, labor movements in the early 1900s, the nuclear disarmament issues that emerged after World War II, and the united farm workers effort to improve the plight of migrant farm workers in California… And then we have the Civil Rights movement, the Vietnam War era and how the voting age was lowered... We also cover examples in other countries such as the solidarity movement in Poland, the role of Nelson Mandela in the fall of Apartheid in South Africa, the Czech resistance to the Soviet Union invading Czechoslovakia in 1968, the Danish resistance movement in World War II.” The final four weeks of the course are a study of mediation. “We introduce the students to the process of mediation: how that works, what steps of mediation, the psychology behind that,” Wolfe said.

David Horowitz and Students for Academic Freedom 


David Horowitz was a so-called “red diaper baby” when he was born in New York City in 1939. In Horowitz’s autobiography, Radical Son, he describes his parents as dedicated Marxists who would take him to communist rallies and events. Horowitz received his BA at Columbia in 1958. He completed his Master’s at Berkeley in 1961. There he wrote his first book, Student, which, according to Scott Sherman’s 2000 Nation article “David Horowitz’s Long March,” sold more than 25,000 copies. The short book’s subject was the San Francisco activism against the House Committee on Un-American Activities and the subsequent violence. Horowitz’s books would be some of the building blocks of the ‘60s New Left. According to the bibliography of Horowitz’s works provided on his website Frontpagemag.com, Horowitz authored numerous books during his time as a New Left leader: The Free World Colossus (1965,) Shakespeare: An Existential View (1965,) Free World Colossus: From Yalta to Vietnam (1967,) Foreign Policy in the Cold War (1968,) Empire and Revolution: A Radical Interpretation of Contemporary History (1969,)  and The Fate of Midas and Other Essays (1973.) 

For much of the ‘60s Horowitz lived outside of the country. He and his family moved to Europe, spending most of their time in London. Horowitz returned to the United States in 1968 to write for Ramparts, one of the most influential journals of the New Left. A year later he and longtime friend and collaborator Peter Collier would gain control of Ramparts and serve as its editors. Nearly four decades later Collier still partners with Horowitz to co-author books and lead activist organizations.


In 1974 Horowitz became involved with the Black Panther Party. “I had found a political soul mate,” Horowitz said of Huey P. Newton, the Panther’s leader (Sherman, 3.) Newton printed Horowitz’s essays in the Panthers’ newspaper and Horowitz set up a foundation that generated $100,000 for the Panthers. It’s then that Horowitz made a decision that would drastically change the course of his life. He recommended Betty Van Patter, a woman who had worked with him at Ramparts, to be the Panthers’ bookkeeper. Van Patter disappeared on December 13, 1974. Her body would be found a month later in San Francisco bay. While the case remains unsolved it is accepted by most who have looked into the case that the Panthers were likely responsible for her death. It is hypothesized that Van Patter discovered that the Panthers were engaged in criminal activity and the motive for her murder was to conceal it (Sherman.)  


Horowitz described his condition as “a really clinical depression” (Sherman, 4.)

Sherman writes, “What inspired the guilt was not simply that he'd recommended Van Patter to the Panthers but that he'd been too frightened to warn her about the dangers she faced. But he was in a bind: Van Patter, delighted to be employed by the Panthers, was completely enamored of Brown and wary of Horowitz, whom she did not trust. So he let her proceed with the job” (4.)


Over the next few years Horowitz’s life began to crumble: “Life no longer seemed to give back what I needed. Dissatisfaction increased with effort… Unable to identify the source of the malaise, I was powerless to combat it” (Radical Son, 281.) A series of affairs led to divorce (Sherman, 5.)  He and Collier began a new career of writing a series of biographies of American dynastic families: The Rockefellers: An American Dynasty (1976,) The Kennedys: An American Drama (1984,) The Fords: An American Epic (1987,) and The Roosevelts: An American Saga (1994) (bibliography, Radical Son.)

Sherman quotes Hugh Pearson, the author of The Shadow of the Panther: Huey Newton and the Price of Black Power in America: “Without question, David Horowitz was extremely traumatized by what happened with Betty Van Patter, as I think anyone would be… As a result, David just totally went berserk with regard to the left-liberal community.” Beginning in the 1980s Horowitz began to tread a different path. Believing communism, leftism, and radicalism to be evil he “joined the other team” by becoming as zealous a conservative as he had been a radical. In 1989 Horowitz founded the Center for the Study of Popular Culture with money from many conservative foundations. Recently the name was changed to the David Horowitz Freedom Center. According to Media Transparency, a group that monitors money given to conservative organizations and think tanks, between 1989 and 2004 the organization received $14.5 million dollars from numerous conservative foundations including the John M. Olin Foundation, the Sarah Scaife Foundation, the Carthage Foundation, and The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, Inc. The mission of the David Horowitz Freedom Center is to “change the leftist, anti-American, elitist culture that is dominant in the entertainment industry [and to expose] the idiocies and the viciousness of the radical leftism in universities, the media, mainstream churches, and everywhere else this modern plague is found” (Media Transparency.) To accomplish this quest, Horowitz’s organization is split into three main sections as described on their website (Horowtizfreedomcenter.com):

· Front Page Magazine “The David Horowitz Freedom Center's online magazine. FrontPage features daily bulletins, columns by David Horowitz and other leading pundits, and constant updates on the ongoing crises of our day, from multiculturalism to the war on terror.”
· The Wednesday Morning Club “Founded to ‘support diversity of thought and expression within the entertainment community.’ Check out our upcoming events and register today.”
· Individual Rights Foundation “The Individual Rights Foundation is the legal arm of the David Horowitz Freedom Center, designed to respond to the growing threat to constitutional rights.”
Horowitz has been just as prolific, if not more so, as in his days as a leftist. With Collier he wrote Second Thoughts About the Sixties in 1989. He went deeper into this subject in his autobiography, Radical Son: A Generational Odyssey which appeared in 1997. Other polemical books include The Politics of Bad Faith: The Radical Assault On America's Future (1998,) Sex, Lies & Vast Conspiracies (1998,) Hating Whitey: And Other Progressive Causes (1999,) The Art of Political War And Other Radical Pursuits (2000,) How to Beat the Democrats and Other Subversive Ideas (2002,) Uncivil Wars: The Controversy Over Reparations for Slavery (2002)  (bibliography.)  More recent works include a book that attempts to link progressives with Muslims terrorists, Unholy Alliance: Radical Islam and the American Left (2004,) and a work that involves this paper’s subject: The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America (Online Store.) In August 2006, Nelson Current published The Shadow Party: How George Soros, Hillary Clinton, and Sixties Radicals Seized Control of the Democratic Party by Horowitz and David Poe. In 2007 Horowitz wrote a second book on the Academic Freedom issue, Indoctrination U: The Left’s War Against Academic Freedom. April of 2008 saw Party of Defeat: How Democrats and Radicals Undermined America’s War on Terror Before and After 9/11. 
Much of Horowitz’s recent work has been directed through his organization Students for Academic Freedom (SAF,) founded in 2003, and headed by National Campus Director Sara Dogan (Students for Academic Freedom.) The group’s website describes its goal as “restoring academic freedom and educational values to America’s institutions of higher learning.” The site offers two documents which it endorses: the Academic Bill of Rights, and the Student Bill of Rights. Statements in these two propositions sound reasonable, but when considered critically in the manner in which they would have to be executed, the situation grows murkier. 

The Student Bill of Rights contains the following:

Professors are hired to teach all students, not just students who share their political, religious and philosophical beliefs. It is essential therefore, that professors and lecturers not force their opinions about philosophy, politics and other contestable issues on students in the classroom and in all academic environments. This is a cardinal principle of academic freedom laid down by the American Association of University Professors (Students for Academic Freedom.) 

This declaration is preceded by statements from 1918, 1940, 1967 and 1970 which SAF claims justify this viewpoint. The question with this declaration is “What constitutes ‘forcing an opinion’ on a student?” 

Professor Joe Losco, chairman of the Political Science Department at BSU and national council member of the AAUP, said in an interview for this paper, “…the only way a teacher can force an opinion on you is if they hold your grade accountable to a change in belief… It’s perfectly legitimate for the faculty member to strongly advance a point of view they think is important or true, have the student respond as vociferously as they wish, have as much fireworks in that exchange as possible so long as the student is not penalized.”

Another idea advanced by SAF is that professors need to provide a variety of viewpoints in any given class – one set of values or one ideology should not dominate any given class:

2. Curricula and reading lists in the humanities and social sciences should reflect the uncertainty and unsettled character of all human knowledge in these areas by providing students with dissenting sources and viewpoints where appropriate. While teachers are and should be free to pursue their own findings and perspectives in presenting their views, they should consider and make their students aware of other viewpoints. Academic disciplines should welcome a diversity of approaches to unsettled questions.

3. Exposing students to the spectrum of significant scholarly viewpoints on the subjects examined in their courses is a major responsibility of faculty. Faculty will not use their courses for the purpose of political, ideological, religious or anti-religious indoctrination (Students for Academic Freedom.) 

Again, broad ideas that sound good in general, though dangerous when put into practice. Losco said, “Every course does not have to offer balanced opinions on all topics. The university as a whole allows you an opportunity to get that balance. So in political science you learn how politics drives economics. In economics you learn about how economics drives politics. And once you balance that and you get a full airing of both sides then students can make up their own minds.” The question regarding the call for multiple viewpoints to be presented in the classroom merits questions: If professors do not get to decide what those viewpoints are and how they should be taught then who should? Administrators? Legislators? Students and citizens? Would intelligent design and creationism need to be taught in biology classrooms? Would marginal historical ideas like Holocaust denial or conspiracy theories need to be taught? Further, how would the content of every classroom on campus be regulated so that this concept could actually happen? Would students assume the role of watchdogs under constant alert, ready should any professor express an opinion? Unfortunately that is now a reality on many campuses where professors have to tape record their lectures as evidence that they are not doing anything wrong.

The technique utilized by Horowitz and SAF to attempt to have their Students Bill of Rights put into law is fairly simple. A conservative student contacts them with an example of how their Academic Freedom has allegedly been violated by an irresponsible professor attempting to “indoctrinate” his students with offensive, Anti-American leftism. Horowitz then accepts the student’s allegations and attacks the professor and the university with aggressive rhetoric, often accusing them of hating America and supporting Al Qaeda. Those at SAF and his writers for Front Page Magazine also contribute to the effort. Horowitz then lobbies the state legislature to pass his Bill of Rights. That is a quick summary of what he did at BSU.


In all of this, it is vital to remember just who Horowitz is and what the stated mission of his organization is. Since his political conversion, Horowitz has had a single-minded goal: to attack “the Left” with all the ferocity and energy he can muster. In his mind, the modern university is an institution undermining America and trying to make students support terrorists. He could not make it any clearer: “You are in fact in league with the darkest and most reactionary forces of the modern world, whose legacies--as the record attests--are atrocities and oppression on a scale unknown in the human past,” he told an audience at the University of Berkeley in 1986 according to Sherman. He was talking about Communism then. Now he, his followers, and his organizations have switched to attempting to link professors, universities, student organizations, and any liberal person or leftist organization to Islamic terrorists. This will clearly be demonstrated shortly.

Another prime piece of evidence of the true nature of his convictions lies in a careful reading of his new book, The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America. On April 10, 2006, the progressive media monitoring organization Media Matters for America noted a discrepancy between Horowitz’s stated position and the contents of his book. On April 6 Horowitz appeared on the Fox News debate program Hannity and Colmes and said: 

I make a very clear distinction between what's done in the classroom and what's done within the setup of the university itself and what professors say as citizens, as I said this evening. I defended Ward Churchill's right to say what he said on the Internet… What I have criticized is Peace Studies programs, which are not studies about the causes of war and peace, but which are indoctrination programs in a left-wing agenda, that the United States is an imperialist aggressor, that the military is the – responsible for wars instead of preventing wars, and that terrorists are freedom fighters. That, I have criticized harshly, but not professors' political speech.
Media Matters then noted numerous professors in Horowitz’s book who are criticized solely for speech, activities, and personal histories outside the classroom. A second Media Matters story posted on April 18 conducted a thorough examination of The Professors to determine that out of all the profiles in the book, 52 – more than half – criticized professors solely for speech or activities outside of the classroom. Forty-two received criticism for both activities in and out of the classroom while only were attacked for in-class activities only. Thus, the conclusion can be drawn that the Academic Freedom issue is more about attacking campus leftists and progressives and not about securing students’ rights.
Accusations Made against Dr. Wolfe by Brett Mock, David Horowitz, SAF, and Front Page Magazine


In the spring semester of 2004, junior Brett Mock, a Political Science major, self-described conservative, BSU College Republican, and debate team member took Wolfe’s Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution course. He claimed that he planned to pursue the Peace Studies minor. Throughout the spring semester and in the months following it, Mock never contacted a dean or administrator to lodge a complaint about the course, its content, his treatment in it, his grading, or the classroom conduct of Wolfe. Further, according to then-Provost Beverly Pitts in an interview for this paper, in all of the course evaluations filled out by the class’s students there was not a single negative response. Rather than work within the system to correct an alleged problem, Mock instead wrote an article for Horowitz’s website Front Page Magazine titled “Indoctrination in the Classroom.” It appeared on September 14, 2004.


Mock made many claims about the content of the course and Wolfe’s behavior. First, “The class was designed entirely to delegitimize the use of the military in the defense of our country altogether. This seemed to me to be indoctrination rather than education.” Mock then describes a classroom environment where Wolfe would not tolerate any disagreement with his alleged extreme pacifist positions. Mock describes the following in-class dialogue: 

Student: What if a group of armed gang members were to come to Ball 
State. What if they started shooting up the school, killing students 
who were peacefully walking by and traveling around campus? If I 
or another student had a gun available and could defend myself 
and others, should I? 



Wolfe: No.



Student: Why not?

Wolfe: Well, the gang would eventually run out of bullets, and you can 
always hide.



Student: What if no shelter was available to hide or it was clear that some 

students couldn’t make it to shelter? 



Wolfe: Well, regardless of how many students would be lost in the 
shooting there is no good reason to fire back. 

Mock then speaks for the classmates that would give Wolfe a perfect evaluation at the end of the semester. As result of this exchange, “for the rest of the semester we worried as to whether our views would hurt our grades… This alienated every student in the room who disagreed and made us feel silenced altogether.” Later in his article Mock insists that Wolfe would attempt to prevent students from expressing opinions in support of the Iraq War. Insisting that Wolfe would not allow any study whatsoever for possible reasons that would justify violence, Mock then describes a book report. He claims that the book could not disagree with Wolfe’s alleged extreme pacifist views and that to complete the assignment one would have to give an oral report in which one agreed with the book’s viewpoint.


Next, Mock describes the field assignments of the course. He claims that Wolfe founded and leads the student group PeaceWorkers and that those in his course are required to “devote a semester to PeaceWorkers events,” pay to attend mediation classes, or go to interfaith dialogues. According to Mock, Wolfe then took a group of students to Washington D.C. to protest the Iraq War. “No funding was offered to those students who would have liked to go to Washington to support the war to end terror and bring about peace... students who allowed themselves to be recruited for anti-war protests thereby were in line for better grades than those who did not,” he writes. Mock’s conclusion is interesting: “The only way that students can hope to find themselves in classrooms that are fair and respectful of their views is to change this situation. They should get involved in the campaign for academic freedom and take their grievances to their school administrations. That’s what I’m going to do.” Why is it interesting? Because Mock never “took his grievances to his school administration.”

This essay and the ensuing attacks against Wolfe did not occur in a vacuum. They were one element – ultimately the most serious and high-profile element – among several criticisms made against the university by conservative students. At the same time as the Wolfe case began to unfold, senior Amanda Carpenter, a friend of Mock and fellow debate team member, went after the university and its faculty on several issues through her website, a blog called BSYou.net. Using the site, Carpenter would attack Freshman Connections, a program that required all freshmen to read the book Fast Food Nation by Eric Schlosser. The Freshman Connections program also brought in speakers and sponsored various events. Carpenter claimed that the book, the program, and its speakers were guilty of a liberal bias. She also attacked Dr. Abel Alves, an Associate Professor of History, by posting “wanted posters” which cited his crimes as “funneling money to radicals, indoctrinating students, abuse of office, and criminal trespass.” In an article in the Muncie Star Press, Horowitz denounced the act saying “I would completely deplore that,” “I don’t demonize these professors,” and “when you deal with students, you’re dealing with students.” Over the course of the school year Carpenter would also attack the Ball State Daily News, invited speaker Douglas Rushkoff, Daily News columnists, President Jo Ann Gora, the feminist play The Vagina Monologues, speaker Barbara Ehrenreich, and student government leaders. Mock also participated with Carpenter on her site. It should be noted that these criticisms of BSU and its staff were extremely limited in the number participating. Almost all of the activism was done by Mock and Carpenter. Furthermore, BSU’s chapter of College Republicans made a conscious choice not to support Mock or SAF. Since graduating in 2005 Carpenter has received an award for her student activism, gained employment as an assistant editor for the conservative publication Human Events, and written a book. The title: The Vast Right-Wing Conspiracy's Dossier on Hillary Rodham Clinton. She’s quite lucky; not all students get a job doing exactly what they did while in college.

After Mock wrote his Front Page Magazine piece, Dogan contacted BSU. This was the only complaint filed with the university. Provost Beverly Pitts said, “She wrote a letter back to the university sometime in late September basically kind of lambasting us and making all these accusations. And what she did essentially was pick whatever the student said and make that a public accusation.” In a September 28, 2004 article in the Muncie Star Press Horowitz did the same, uncritically supporting Mock, and echoing his allegations. He offered a solution: “My hope is that not only will the legislation be bi-partisan but be withdrawn when universities do the right thing… But I have spent enough time with university administrators to know they are not going to do it on their own. Their attitude is they don’t have a problem.” Perhaps the problem would have been more obvious had anyone in Wolfe’s class lodged a complaint.

On November 8 Front Page Magazine ran another article attacking Wolfe, BSU, and the Peace Studies program. The headline For Thomas Ryan’s article: “Recruiting for Terror at Ball State.” Ryan first attacks the Center for Global Security Studies, the program that preceded the Center for Peace and Conflict Studies, as part of a larger movement that acted as “surrogates for the Soviet Union” because of the center’s desire to freeze the nuclear arms race. Ryan then labels the Center “anti-American” and accuses it of trying to “weaken U.S. resolve in the War on Terror.” Taking quotes from Wolfe and others affiliated with the Center for Peace and Conflict Studies, Ryan then labels them as condemning America for being responsible for 9/11. This is a fairly common twisting of meaning. To acknowledge the fact that Al Qaeda’s widely stated motives come from specific US foreign policy decisions – not US culture, religion and democracy – is by no means a justification of the barbarism of 9/11.

There is a paragraph within Ryan’s article worthy of specific study. It is a textbook example of a technique continually utilized by Horowitz and SAF. Question: how is it that that the leap is made from Wolfe, a gentle student of Gandhi who teaches meditation and fosters interfaith dialogue, to terrorists who believe so strongly in their particular warped interpretation of Islam that they are willing to go on suicide missions? Where is the link? How does that work? It’s a propaganda technique that resembles the game “Six Degrees of Kevin Bacon.” The idea in “Six Degrees of Kevin Bacon” is that one can pick any actor or actress and connect them to actor Kevin Bacon within six degrees. For example, the creepy actor Bela Lugosi, who played Dracula in the 1930s, can be linked to Kevin Bacon in 3 degrees: 

1. Bela Lugosi was in “Abbott and Costello Meet Frankenstein” (1948) with Vincent Price 

2. Vincent Price was in “The Raven” (1963) with Jack Nicholson 

3. Jack Nicholson was in “A Few Good Men” (1992) with Kevin Bacon (Hiemstra.)

The same game can be played in real life. The following, is based on Ryan’s sixth paragraph. It “links” Wolfe to all manner of objectionable people and ideas:

1. Wolfe is the faculty adviser of the student group PeaceWorkers.
2. On March 4, 2003 PeaceWorkers participated in “Students Strike for Books [sic] Not Bombs.” [Ryan is incorrect on the name of the event, it is actually “Students strike for Food not Bombs.”]
3. Also participating in “Books [sic] Not Bombs” was Medea Benjamin’s Global Exchange, labeled by Ryan as “anti-Israel” and “pro-Castro.”

4. Student Peace Action network also participated.

5. In 2002 Student Peace Action network had an “anti-Semitic” “Palestinian Solidarity March”

6. The Young Communist League and activists wearing swastikas attended that march

7. Also participating in “Books [sic] Not Bombs” was the Muslim Students Association of the United States and Canada (MSA) which Ryan describes as a “Saudi-originated” and “pro-Hamas” group that “makes no secret of its sympathies for terrorists.” 

8. MSA is a steering committee member of A.N.S.W.E.R., a “Marxist-Leninist–front group” according to Ryan. 
See how it works? Wolfe and PeaceWorkers are linked to people and groups that are anti-Israel, pro-Castro, anti-Semitic, Communist, Nazi, pro-Hamas, pro-Terrorist, and Marxist-Leninist. Or there’s a shortcut. According to Ryan, Wolfe participated in MSA’s panel “Islam in their Eyes.” Obviously, he therefore must support terrorism. Read enough of Horowitz’s writings and this dishonest rhetorical tool will grow quite familiar. On December 13, Fahad Alqurashi, then-President of BSU’s chapter of MSA wrote a guest column in the Muncie Star Press in which he wrote, “MSA at Ball State and all MSA chapters across the nation, will continue to cooperate with those who work for the good of America. Appreciating our different religious beliefs is important to create a diverse society that makes the country strong and happy.”

In early December, SAF posted a pamphlet on their website titled “Indoctrination or Education?” The image on the front of the pamphlet depicted a saxophonist leading students like a Pied Piper. In the background the Twin Towers appear wrapped with smoke and fire, as they looked on September 11, 2001 before collapsing. A December 8 article by Shawna Tsoumas in the BSU student paper The Daily News reports on the pamphlet. The article quotes Dogan as saying Wolfe’s course “includes sympathy for the terrorists who attacked the World Trade Center on 9/11 and for political organizations with radical agendas.” Randy Hyman, dean of students, is then quoted as saying the obvious: “I find it appalling that they would find Peace Studies to be sympathetic to terrorism.” The same day the article ran, the Daily News’s editorial condemned SAF for the panel’s use of 9/11 imagery. Pitts said, “I thought the brochure breached any kind of ethical standards with the twin towers falling down and making it any kind of link between what George was teaching in Peace Studies and the terrorists. That claim that David Horowitz has tried to make on numerous occasions – it’s beyond the pale.”

(Full disclosure regarding the pamphlet: at the time of these events I was an acquaintance of Mock and Carpenter – as a columnist for the Daily News I made it a point to seek out and try to befriend passionate political people, especially those with views different than my own. I kept an open mind and asked many questions about the situation before coming to any conclusions. Many of these questions were answered in an e-mailed reply from Mock. He then asked for my permission to transform our e-mail correspondence into a question and answer document containing my questions and his answers. This would then be posted on Carpenter’s website, BSyou.net. I granted permission. The dialogue was posted there as well as Frontpagemag.com and it eventually made its way into the pamphlet. At the time I accepted Mock’s version of events, never accusing him of being inaccurate or dishonest. As shall soon be demonstrated, I no longer hold that view.)

It was around this time that the target of SAF’s energies and the nature of its attack shifted. The issue moved an hour’s drive south to Indianapolis. Acting on Horowitz’s stated plan, on December 7, Dogan sent a letter to Indiana’s legislators at the Statehouse. She described a “troubling situation” at BSU and encouraged a reading of their pamphlet. The letter focused on a few specific accusations: Wolfe was not qualified to teach the course, the assigned text was not academic but biased propaganda, and PeaceWorkers was aligned with groups that supported terrorism and communism. A sizable chunk of Mock’s Front Page article was included. Ultimately the solution to these alleged problems was provided: “we call upon the legislature and state education officials to adopt the Academic Bill of Rights.” SAF was not the only one lobbying the Indiana legislators. During the 2005 spring semester Mock was an intern at the Statehouse. Losco said, “Brett used the Wolfe case in going down, quite contrary to the rules of being an intern from this university, and pushed an agenda – which was in violation of intern procedures – with some legislators and got them interested in the academic bill of rights.”


The final shot from Horowitz would not come until one year later. On February 13 2006, the conservative book publisher Regnery released Horowitz’s book The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America. Wolfe’s entry is on pages 354-357. Horowitz dubs Wolfe a “controversial figure on campus,” claims him to be unqualified to teach Peace Studies, and accuses him of being a “fierce critic of Israel.” Horowitz also tries to discredit the Toda Institute by linking it to a “cult.” There is also a new allegation alongside all the repeats. Horowitz notes that the textbook used in Wolfe’s class makes an exception for “revolutionary violence.” Then he says “Wolfe’s fervent advocacy of Gandhian non-violence evidently only goes so far,” assuming without any evidence that Wolfe agrees with any random idea found within the book. Horowitz then cites Mock claiming that Wolfe gave lower grades to students who “did not share his ideological disposition.” Finally, Horowitz then describes the introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution as a course “on international politics and the economic social causes of war and peace.” 

Facts, Rebuttals, and Actions of Ball State University as a Result of Attacks


Several individuals and groups contributed to helping defuse this situation. BSU faculty and administrators included Pitts; Losco; Wolfe himself; President Jo Ann Gora; Randy Hyman, interim vice president for student affairs and enrollment management;  and Heather Shupp, the Executive Director of the Office of University Communications. Students also came to Wolfe’s defense. These included the Peace Workers, Amy Whyde and Maggie Sobotka who were in the same class as Mock, and the former President of PeaceWorkers, Tony Piazza. Efforts at the Statehouse were headed by BSU’s lobbyist Jeff Linder. Media that supported Wolfe and BSU included the Fort Wayne Journal Gazette, The Muncie Star Press, and Indianapolis Monthly. Supportive organizations included the AAUP and Free Exchange on Campus, a coalition of 12 organizations.


The BSU leadership was aware of these kinds of things going on around the country with Horowitz and SAF. In an interview for this paper Shupp said, “There are certainly higher education publications or press that covers trends – the Chronicle of Higher Education or Inside Higher Ed, things that professionals in my field or presidents or vice presidents can read and get an idea of certain trends that are going on. That’s one way you can keep abreast of what are the issues and what might be bubbling up.” However, that BSU might be targeted seemed highly unlikely. BSU is a Midwestern university whose big claim to fame is its superstar alum David Letterman. The school does not employ any former members of the Weather Underground, anti-Semitic Beat Generation poets, or high-profile leftists like a Noam Chomsky or a Howard Zinn. Losco noted, “In all the universities in the state I don’t think Ball State would be the first institution in people’s minds to be too liberal. I think the other universities in state thought it was a very strange curiosity.” Pitts agreed, saying “And the underlying assumption that [leftism] is how the universities are is an irony that I find. If you ever wanted to find a non-left area of higher education you go to the Midwest. I mean, we’re the last to have leftist leanings.” 

Hence Horowitz was really not expected. “Well I guess the conflict started really as a total surprise,” Wolfe said.  “There came this accusation of liberal bias directed not only toward me but toward other programs and faculty at the university. And in some cases this was not done in a very respectful manner. I’m thinking particularly of a wanted poster that was put up… I personally thought that the question of liberal bias was a rather interesting question and that it would be worthy of discussion. However, because of all the extremist rhetoric and disrespectful strategies that were being used – more towards other people than towards me actually – and because of the very clear political tone that was being injected into it, the real value in that issue to foster discussion never really took place.”

Before the attacks became more high profile, the administration’s initial plan was to keep quiet, it being quite possible that the allegations would be ignored and pose little danger. Losco said, “I spoke with Dr. Wolfe because I’m on the national council of AAUP and Academic Freedom is what we’re about. He told me what was happening, told me that he had discussed things with the Provost. The Provost said we ought to just keep a low profile and not do very much. I said ‘that’s fine for you but AAUP has a position here.’ So AAUP came out in its website and supported both professors Alves and Wolfe. And then I wrote another piece for the Muncie Star Press in which I defended their Academic Freedom and tried to explain what Academic Freedom was. I tried to explain how Brett Mock’s Academic Freedom was not threatened at all because, first of all, Academic Freedom lies with the institution and the faculty, but secondly because we have procedures in place which if he had followed he could have had a redress of grievance.”


As the publicity from the articles and Horowitz’s involvement increased, local media sought for Wolfe to respond to the allegations. Wolfe was certainly ready and willing to dive right in and fight to clear his name and maintain his professional reputation. However, BSU’s administrators felt that there were more effective ways to deal with the situation. Pitts took the lead. “He kind of wanted to go at it,” she said of Wolfe. “I said this wasn’t about fairness or honesty or openness. This is about finding a political agenda and I didn’t want him to do that. We didn’t want to put him in that vulnerable position [of] defending himself for something he didn’t do. So we actually worked with our media people and made sure we made some very specific positions on who’s going to speak on this. It was going to be me, and in the case of providing information it was going to be Heather Shupp, our media person. And we were not going to put George forward. Of course after things were over, George was totally open. And we never told him he couldn’t do it. We just told him, ‘George, it’s in your best interest to let the university fight this battle, not you as an individual faculty member.’ And that’s the position that we took, that we were defending our system, we were defending our curriculum, we were defending our ability to monitor curriculum, we were defending the way the course was constructed, and we were defending our right to select faculty to teach a course.”

Shupp said, “The first thing you always do in any negative situation is gather facts, you figure out what has happened, what is happening, what is the situation.” Thus when Pitts received a letter from Dogan that echoed Mock’s charges she did what she described as “a review of the situation” – not a deep investigation. Pitts explained that by stressing that “you don’t let external forces drive you to go out of the realm of your formal operations. There was no complaint to me from a faculty member, a student or to a dean or anyone else about any difficulty with this class.” 

Pitts’s review of the situation entailed finding out some of the basic facts relating to Wolfe’s course. “What I did do was I talked with Dr. Wolfe, I asked for materials, I took a look at the syllabus, I took a look at the book. I did kind of a general review. I asked the member of the advisory committee of the Peace Studies minor about how the curriculum was developed and [for] information about how the class was run.” Pitts did what Horowitz and SAF had no interest in attempting: search for additional sources beyond one student’s allegations to try and find out what actually happened in that class. “The response I got from Dr. Wolfe and some of the students and other faculty members: clearly these accusations had no merit. They just did not happen and the students indicated that, as did Dr. Wolfe.”

SAF and Mock were particularly critical of Pitts’ investigation due to the fact that she did not summon Mock to be interviewed about the situation. This was a conscious choice. “That’s where I took a stand as a Provost,” Pitts said. “And the stand that I took was [that] I would always talk with any student who asked to speak with me. He never did. I would always follow through with our normal due process for any complaint about a course or any mistreatment by a faculty member. And we have due process for that. We have opportunities for that. But I would not call a student in for inquiry or investigation based on an external allegation. Brett Mock never, ever made any accusation to me. So my first position was that the university is going to defend its processes and we’re not going to be manipulated by external forces, whether they be conservative or liberal. We’re going to follow our own processes… I didn’t talk with that student because I didn’t want to. If he had called me anytime during this entire process and said ‘I want to talk with you’ then I would have done it. But I was not going to initiate calling him in. Think about the precedent you set if you do that. Anybody external could make any accusation and all of a sudden the institution is in a position of having to investigate it… He had all sorts of opportunities to bring that forward. If he had that complaint and it was a legitimate one [then] he had all those opportunities to bring that forward through the institution. And he didn’t choose to do that.”

The evidence against Mock’s allegations is substantial. Before the specific charges are answered and errors exposed, one has probably already observed significant holes in Mock’s claims. The first portion of the case study’s thorough description of the course’s contents make it abundantly clear that Horowitz and Mock’s representation of the class is a brazen distortion. Right at the beginning of Mock’s original article he states “The class was designed entirely to delegitimize the use of the military in the defense of our country altogether.” Returning back to the descriptions of the components of the course, one observes that international relations, the military, and the broader themes of global war and peace are a minute portion of the class compared to the other subjects. Wolfe stressed that in Peace Studies the vast majority of the discipline is focused on domestic issues. The class is about nonviolent movements, their successes and failures, and the philosophy behind them. In the twentieth century, the world saw two world-changing, nonviolent triumphs in the successes of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and Mahatma Gandhi. Wolfe further justified his course, saying “This is the only course we have on the philosophy of nonviolence. If you want to take a course on military history in the 20th century, Phil Zimmerman, the previous director, teaches a class called ‘US Military Interventions in the 20th century.’ If you want to study General Patton, that’s the best place to study General Patton, not Mahatma Gandhi. If you’re in a military science course here you’re not going to learn about Mahatma Gandhi. So I’ve said ‘Well, I’ll teach General Patton in Peace Studies class if the military science people include a part on Mahatma Gandhi.’ Well, if you’re in a military science class, that’s absurd. So we have very much a balance in the curriculum. In fact, I don’t think we have enough courses about the history and philosophy of nonviolence.”
There are many places one could start in providing a more accurate picture of Wolfe and his course. One of the strongest pieces of evidence is a letter written by Whyde and Sobotka, Mock’s classmates in Wolfe’s class. After introducing themselves they proclaim “We were outraged at his false portrayal of Dr. Wolfe’s class and were extremely offended at his assumption that everyone in the class agreed with his opinion.” They especially disagree with his use of phrases like “we all” to ascribe his viewpoints to the entire class. His attendance is heavily criticized: “There were times when we wondered if he was still enrolled due to not seeing him in class for many days at a time.”

Whyde and Sobotka were two of the three students that Mock claims went to Washington D.C. to protest the war. Instead they write, “If Brett would’ve attended the class in which we reported on what we actually did there, he would know that the trip had NOTHING to do with protesting the war in Iraq.” Instead, they attended “Spring Lobby Weekend 2004,” a seminar that taught lobbying skills. After the teaching sessions, students were then free to lobby for whatever cause they wanted. On the lobbying workshop, Wolfe noted that students could participate and then lobby in favor of the Iraq war if they wanted. Thus Mock was 100 percent incorrect when he claimed that “No funding was offered to those students who would have liked to go to Washington to support the war to end terror and bring about peace.”

Whyde and Sobotka have a different take on the classroom dialogue in which Wolfe allegedly insisted that one could not fight back if a gang was massacring students on campus. The student asking the questions was actually Whyde. She clarifies that “Brett falsely presents this situation to strengthen his argument, and does not accurately portray how this conversation took place during a class when we were discussing how Gandhian principles could be implemented in modern situations.” Mock’s characterization of Wolfe as a classroom tyrant who will not tolerate other viewpoints is also rejected. Rather, the letter describes Wolfe inviting students to share their views and fostering an open, friendly environment. Whyde and Sobotka also insist that Wolfe was reluctant to give his own personal opinions in class. Finally, speaking of the field assignment requirement for the class they note a fact that Mock conveniently omitted from his description of the course: “We received credit for the lobby weekend; Brett received credit for attending a meeting in which Dick Cheney was speaking, although he does not mention this in his article.  How does this exemplify Brett’s accusation that if we did not do something that supported Dr. Wolfe’s own personal agenda we would not receive credit?”   

PeaceWorkers, the group that Mock claimed Wolfe founded, leads and forces his students to join, also spoke up. On October 8, 2004, former PeaceWorkers President Tony Piazza wrote a “Your Turn” opinion column in the Ball State Daily News. Piazza corrects several of Mock’s misstatements. First, Wolfe did not found PeaceWorkers. Like other student organizations, its origin was with a group of students. Also, as faculty adviser he is not involved in its leadership: “Dr. Wolfe does have a role within this organization. He provides insight, aid and ideas as the advisor. However, his role ends there.” In a second “Your Turn” on December 10, PeaceWorkers addressed the claims against it and defended Wolfe. “We are extremely offended by being called terrorists, anti-American and anti-military because that is obviously not a truthful portrayal of our group. However, we were most offended that those writing articles discrediting Peaceworkers never contacted anyone from our group about our activities, attended a meeting or verified their allegations in any way,” they wrote.


In the interviews for this paper Wolfe spoke extensively on the allegations against him, calmly, carefully debunking them. One point of controversy is the class’s field assignment requirement. Students had a choice of attending three meetings of PeaceWorkers, a meditation class, or Interfaith meetings. Those who could not or did not want to participate in those activities had additional options. Wolfe said, “They were given several choices. They could come up to me and say ‘I’d like to go to such-and-such.’ It might have been something that just came up somewhere. Dick Cheney speaking would be an example. Or they could go to the food pantry downtown which is run by the Friends Church… There’s an interfaith dialogue meeting which is a peace building effort in the Muncie community between religious traditions. Particularly students who might be interested in religious studies – they could go to that. So they had many choices and PeaceWorkers was just one choice.”  In the second interview, Wolfe further explained this requirement: “And if they couldn’t do any of those they could choose three things which they would have to clear through me. I did that for people who might work every night or not be able to go to the peace workers or… maybe they commute or whatever. So they had an option where they could choose other things to do as long as they told me what they were.” 


The book report was another controversy. Mock claimed that he was forced to read a book with which he disagreed – Hegemony or Survival: America’s Quest for Global Dominance by Noam Chomsky – and then report on it as though he agreed with its ideas. Allegedly one could only choose books that expressed views with which Wofle agreed. Wolfe said, “Students had a very broad latitude as to what book they wanted to read. I just said it had to have something to do with the course, something that related to Peace Studies… The student came to me and said he’d went to the library and couldn’t find anything so I said ‘There’s probably something in the library but if you go to the bookstore – whatever you like.’ So he brings a book by Chomsky and he asked ‘if this would be ok.’ and I said ‘fine.’ And I said ‘I’ll gladly reimburse you for the book.’… But there was no effort to require him to read that book. So again – a misrepresentation, an exaggeration of what was happening in the class.” Wolfe even goes so far as to say that students could have written a report about a book that looked at peace movements critically or a book about instances when nonviolence had failed: “There are plenty of books about nonviolent success stories but also nonviolent failures. I mean, Tiananmen Square was a nonviolent failure.” The claim that the student had to agree with the book’s argument is also false: “He never had to agree – that’s nonsense. And the reason he got extra credit was because the book report was six pages long and his was ten pages,” Wolfe said.


Wolfe also defended himself in writing. One of Mock’s claims was that the class failed to even consider reasons that would justify a country engaging in military conflicts. Wolfe proves that this was not the case by providing questions used in class discussions and on tests. Examples of class questions included “Compare liberal and conservative views of issues related to war an peace” and “What are some general justifications for war?” Test questions also involved reasons for going to war: “Before and during the 2003 war with Iraq, both those supporting and those who were against the war occasionally referred to components of just war theory to support their positions. Explain how just war theory can be used to both support and criticize the war with Iraq.” Given that all questions on tests come from ideas and concepts presented in either classroom lectures or assigned texts, one cannot say that the justification of violence was never discussed. 


On December 15, 2004, BSU President Jo Ann Gora wrote a guest column for The Star Press that sought to give the Muncie community the facts regarding the accusations. She recognized that the potential for professors to act in an unfair or inappropriate manner exists but “Ball State has extensive policies dealing with issues of ethics and conduct, and the regard with which administrators and faculty hold these policies is reflected in our diligent review of situations in which there may be problems.” Gora then provided numerous examples of Mock’s and Horowitz’s false statements, all of which have been discussed.   


Armed with the truth, it was time for the most vital battle to be fought down at the Statehouse. With as important as it was to defend Wolfe, the Peace Studies program, and BSU itself, arguably the most influential of Horowitz’s targets to defend was Academic Freedom in Indiana’s universities. “As this continued to move forward – at that point they were very much trying to get the legislature to act on this student bill of rights. They were kind of ginning up the story so that everyone could see how awful it is. So actually what we did is we got our facts together, we responded to everything that was said about us,” Pitts said. “I wrote a lot of individual letters and a lot of letters to legislators explaining the situation. The other thing we did, Jeff Linder, our lobbyist at the time working at the legislature, actually talked with a lot of legislators face to face. And Jeff is a respected Republican so that actually helped us a great deal with things: ‘This particular action is quite outside the norm. Here’s the real story.’ And that really helped to cool some of that legislative antagonism at the time. So actually what we did, I wouldn’t call it going on the offense, except in the places where we felt we were vulnerable to being manipulated. And that was the legislature because he wanted this bill of rights passed. And this was hot. When that was not going to happen, he moved on. He moved to other places… and so essentially it just sort of died.”


In April of 2006 Mock wrote another piece for Front Page Magazine where he responded to the rebuttals. Specific questions were presented to Wolfe in the second interview regarding these new, recycled, and repackaged claims. Many of the answers regarding the original issues have been incorporated into the case study. However, an article was written that specifically targeted this new article and presented Wolfe’s answers as well as additional facts and concepts. The purpose of the article was so that it could be submitted to places involved in the fight against SAF and Horowitz. Given that this most recent attack is so far removed from the situation discussed in the case study, the full text is included in an appendix that follows the bibliography.

Analysis

Not to give away the ending, but the most basic analysis of BSU’s actions shows a clear success. The reputations of Wolfe and BSU are wholly intact. Wolfe’s inclusion in Horowitz’s book could even be seen as a badge of honor – it puts him in the company of some of the country’s most talented, intelligent, and courageous academics. As a result of Horowitz’s free advertising the Peace Studies program saw a substantial boost in enrollment. In an article Wolfe wrote in Academe, a publication of the AAUP, he reported that “The number of students enrolled in the Interdisciplinary Peace Studies minor grew from only six in September 2004 to seventeen by the end of the fall semester. Similarly, enrollment in ‘Introductory to Peace Studies’ doubled between spring 2004 and spring 2005. The campus student activist group Peace Workers also grew and several people in the Muncie community made significant contributions to the Peace Studies Foundation Account.”

SAF also did not make any inroads at BSU. Mock sought to start a chapter and failed. Carpenter passed her site on to another student upon her graduation. After one semester it posted a “site temporarily shutdown” notice. Also, as Pitts notes, Horowitz’s efforts did not leave much of an impression on the BSU student body at large: “And actually half, maybe 90 percent of the students don’t even know that it happened or remembered that it happened… Six months later it was all gone. It does not have a long-term effect on institutions. If anything the reputation of the institution went up.” That being said, it is still important to reflect on the incident and put it in the context of some of the ideas regarding campus leadership and crisis management. Organizationally the various concepts will be considered in chronological order, just as they were placed in the literature review.


In Maintaining Campus Order and Integrity, an important distinction was made: “Their [presidents’ and administrators’] concern was not the repression of student dissent but finding ways of dealing with disorders so as to protect students’ rights and lives and yet satisfy the need for order on the campuses.” One can say with some confidence that the leaders, administrators, and faculty at BSU embrace this concept. Dissent and criticism of the university is welcomed. One of the statements that Wolfe made early in his first interview was that he found the issue of alleged liberal bias at the university to be an interesting question worthy of discussion. Had the conservative activists been interested in laying out the issue of bias for a vigorous, engaging, campus-wide discussion, they could have done that. However, they chose not to. The nature of the rhetoric sidelined any possibility of that taking place “The real value in that issue to foster discussion never really took place,” Wolfe said. Maintaining Campus Order and Integrity implores administrators to attempt “to channel student unrest into positive channels toward positive objectives.” The point in question here is whether or not Pitts, Gora, Shupp, Wolfe, and Losco could have done that. How could that have been accomplished? A strong case could be made that once Horowitz’s aggression was pulled into the picture, it would be very difficult to turn the situation into a positive one. In calling upon Horowitz and SAF, attempts to redirect Mock’s grievances or create legitimate, mutually-beneficial dialogue were futile. BSU was not dealing with Mock anymore but rather a very passionate, well-funded political activist. Hence the focus of Pitts’ and the others’ efforts had to be focused entirely on getting the truth out and preventing Horowitz’s legislation from passing.


The next point from Maintaining Campus Order and Integrity involves managing information and fighting the battle of truth. It stresses the importance of keeping rumors from spreading and suggests that “the president shouldn’t spend too much time dealing with the press.” In many ways a crucial part of this situation was a battle regarding who could use the media more effectively. Pitts said, “[Mock] chose to use Horowitz and the media. So that was what I chose to use too.” There were a few specific media targets where rumors needed to be zapped. First was the Muncie community – both Losco and Gora wrote columns in The Star Press explaining the concept of Academic Freedom and laying out the facts of the case. Second was the legislature, a task done primarily through lobbying and letter writing. The student body was not very much of a concern. Two students can only do so much. As Pitts noted, the number of students aware of the situation was likely quite low. Mock and Horowitz seemed to have little influence – if any – on the student body. Those that were interested would still be able to find out the truth relatively easy. But special efforts for students were not necessary. In fact it might have even backfired – no need to give Mock’s libels any more exposure than necessary.  Gora’s involvement in the issue was a good amount. Her main public contribution was the guest column. Had Gora been more involved in the matter – at least in the visible, media portion – it could have given the impression that this threat was more serious and threatening than it actually was.


In Clyde J. Wingfield’s The American University: A Public Administration Perspective, the first essay, by Wingfield, claims that university leaders are “expected to behave in a ‘preferred manner’ and even to pursue personnel policies that are not offensive to the established political order.” For BSU, that “established political order” would be the conservative character of both Muncie and Indiana as a whole. It is quite probable that part of Horowitz’s and SAF’s motivation to pursue this case was that Indiana’s red state status would facilitate more likely passage of the student bill of rights. Multiple factors, though, prevented that. Foremost is that the alleged offenses by Wolfe were not particularly monumental. Pitts said “We really weren’t a big enough case for him. The bottom line was, as much as they tried to make of this case, about the only thing they thought they could use was ‘Brett’s ideas weren’t treated well.’ They accused George of using funds to send kids to a left-leaning conference or to march or protest the war, something that wasn’t true. They really didn’t have much of a case except the student saying ‘I wasn’t treated fairly.’… There was no clear evidence that the course was not what it said it was. And it’s clearly exactly what it said it was in the catalog. So I think the bottom line was it looked like it was going to be something good but it wasn’t.” Wolfe was not a Ward Churchill. He did not label 9/11 victims “little Eichmanns.”

Wingfield then divides two kinds of dissenters. There are “anarchists colliding head-on with the social system and those genuinely concerned student activists attempting to induce adjustment into a new social equilibrium.” Likewise, those two groups use either “vigorous criticism” or “unlawful acts.” In the case of today’s activism, one could consider “unlawful acts” as speech or behavior of a particularly offensive, unnecessarily inflammatory nature. In this situation, one can say assuredly that Mock, Horowitz, and SAF fit into the first category – “anarchists colliding head-on with the social system.” The nature of the anarchist – at least in this context of the word – is one who has no interest in using the existing protocols and social order to resolve his problems. Mock did not utilize the due processes and procedures of the university; he had no respect for them. Therefore the university cannot respect his perspective as they would someone who sought redress of a grievance through the university’s procedures. So, obviously, he did not receive the same treatment he would have received had he gone to a dean or the Provost. As Pitts said, an outside organization cannot push the university beyond or outside of its standard operations. Willis M. Tate also makes this point later in the book in his essay, encouraging the university’s openness to criticism but cautioning that “disruption of the university is another matter… Any person who exploits his relationship to this university in such a way as to disrupt or destroy is no longer, in spirit, a contributing member of the university.”

Wingfield’s last point to be considered regards the maintenance of order on campus. Not only must an administration maintain order on campus, but it also must protect the university’s legitimacy. This concept is reminiscent of something Wolfe said about Peace Studies that would be applicable in this analysis: “There are two definitions of peace: positive peace and negative peace… Negative peace is simply the absence of conflict but positive peace is building cooperative relationships and living in a state of reconciliation where you’ve restored the working relationship. And so that can occur between individuals, it can occur between groups in a community, it can occur between companies.” Merely fighting off threats like Horowitz and SAF is not enough. The university needs to establish a campus which can reduce the likelihood of such threats. The management of this issue was done in a way that reaches toward that goal. “And I think everyone was in agreement that that was in our best interest and in the faculty’s best interest that we were honest, open, responsive in every case. You can’t hide it. That’s a mistake,” Pitts said. A sense of openness projected by the administration was what made all the difference. Openness fosters university cooperation and honesty creates legitimacy. The importance for openness is also expressed in Ferrel Healy’s essay “The Role of the President Today,” featured later in the book. (Later in the book Tate also writes adamantly about openness.)
In Healy’s essay he employs a metaphor in the conclusion that likens a President to a rubber band. When a part of the university tries to pull itself away, efforts must be made to pull them back. Unfortunately, Mock not only pulled away from the university, he cut himself loose. There is nothing the university could have done within its standard procedures to try and heal the divide. Given that Mock had no student support behind him, it was not a tragedy.


In Power and Conflict in the University, by Victor J. Baldridge there are some very interesting concepts that apply to this case study. First is the observation that all too often scholars fail to apply their own talents and disciplines to the study of the problems within their own universities. He then writes, “Of special concern is the type of conflict that develops when interest groups try to influence policy decisions. Thus the study of conflict processes is at the heart of this book.” That certainly sounds rather familiar. One can consider the irony: in this case, the one who came under fire was a scholar who has made one of the focuses of his life the study of positive, effective methods of resolving conflict. In his article in Academe Wolfe describes how he utilized the very concepts he teaches in his classes to triumph over his attackers. He breaks it down into three parts. First, he laid out the substantial documentation and evidence – “I ‘spoke truth to power,’” he said. Next, Whyde and Sobotka composed their letter – really one of the key pieces of evidence. “Third,” Wolfe writes, “I allowed Horowitz to get as extreme and hostile as possible with his accusations against me until he provided me with an ‘uncompromisable injustice’: his accusation that I was supporting terrorism. I could then seize the high moral ground by showing how this accusation was politically motivated and absurd.” This whole incident serves as evidence to support Wolfe’s peaceful convictions. The claim of Wolfe as terrorist is akin to rhetorical violence, ironically employed by people who proudly support the use of violence. Had their rhetoric and methods not grown so violent, if they had made their arguments peacefully and respectfully, they would have had a much better chance of getting their legislation through the Indiana Statehouse or having some kind of lasting impact on BSU. 


In Baldridge’s case study he reports that the demands of the students grew more and more expansive. The participation on the original issue branched into a larger grab for power. The NYU students started out wanting to have some input on the tuition increase; rather quickly it developed into wanting greater power in university decision-making in general: “This expansion from the specific issue to the general question of power and decision making is a pattern that repeated itself in almost every critical event that was observed in the year and a half that the NYU study was under way.” In many ways the campus has changed over the past 35 years. In others it most certainly has not. This is the same pattern utilized by SAF and Horowitz. The initial issue is a student’s specific grievance that may or may not have some merit to it. Gradually the answer evolves beyond just resolving the specific issue – a much stronger grab for power is made. In the Wolfe case a strong argument could be made that redress of grievances was never the true interest of Mock and Horowitz. Never the less, the progression and technique remains the same. In both the NYU case study and this paper’s, the activists’ failure to achieve the desired power has been a result of their zealotry. The university power structures have time-tested methods and procedures for dealing with issues. The rebellious students do not. The administration has instructions for defusing these bombs. The defense is almost entirely intellectual in its character. Horowitz’s use of inflammatory rhetoric and imagery is based in emotion. Considered in the terminology of Aristotle’s three modes of persuasion, Horowitz chose pathos – the appeal to the emotion. BSU utilized logos – the use of logic and facts. Given that Horowitz’s ultimate goal is the persuasion of lawmakers, the use of an intense, emotional technique pales in comparison to a series of facts laid out coolly and calmly on the table.   


In Baldridge’s case study he describes the university’s careful understanding of the use of language to maintain control of a situation. When the newspapers reported that the administration was “negotiating” with the students, a quick, important clarification was made: there was no negotiating going on. The administration was “discussing” and “communicating” with the students. “Negotiating” indicates more of a level playing field in which changes are probable – undeserved power would be given to the students. BSU would have to do the same thing were it described to be “negotiating” with Horowitz and SAF. In all communications with SAF, no concessions were given nor was there ever any plan to.


Baldridge reports that after the situation had cooled down, the NYU administration did decide to extend additional policies so students could have greater impute. Of course it’s important that those new policies were not implemented during the conflict. Were that the case then the claim “negotiating” might have been more applicable. A problem was recognized and it was determined that it would not hurt to extend a little bit more input for students. Something similar happened at BSU as a result of the SAF affair. Losco said, “Well, one thing we’ve already done is the governance system has passed much more explicit rules about how students can go about appealing any problems with instructors and grades. And that’s good. We should do that. Student positions have to be protected but so does Academic Freedom. Now once I think those protections are in place I think we’ve done what we have to. We have to monitor that they’re working correctly. And it’s possible you’ll have professors abuse their academic freedom by taking it out on students. So we’ve got to watch that and make sure that it doesn’t happen. But there are procedures in place encase it does.”


In Baldridge’s final chapter he has the concept of the “communication fallacy” in his crosshairs. Baldridge describes the rather utopian idea as the belief that if people just sat down and communicated with each other properly then all problems would be solved since problems are based in miscommunication. This paper’s case study is pretty solid evidence that there are conflicts that cannot simply be resolved by people sitting down together and trying to come to understand the other person’s truth. Consider the possible outcome had Pitts, Shupp, Wolfe, and Losco believed fervently that the conflict could be resolved if there was just enough communication between them and Horowitz. It would have been an absolute disaster for one simple reason: Horowitz had no interest whatsoever in pursuing truth. One can go as far to say that that conclusion is not mere opinion. It’s fact. Pitts was compelled to do a little digging to try and determine if Mock’s allegations were legitimate. She took Wolfe’s documentation, the reports of other students, and surveyed the content of the course. SAF did nothing of the sort. They took Mock’s claims as Gospel and ignored any and all contradictory evidence. The motivations of SAF and Horowitz were not about redressing Mock’s grievances. Horowitz does not go from school to school, approach administrators politely and say, “Look, I think you’ve got a problem here, let’s see how we can solve it.” With each case he seeks to use it as an opportunity to push his bill of rights. Had Mock been interested in resolving the situation and setting things right then he would have approached a dean or another administrator. Losco said, “If it was a genuine concern of Brett’s I think everything would have been resolved to everyone’s satisfaction because there are procedures in place. And because… at least in the case of Dr. Wolfe and Provost Pitts, you’re not talking about malevolent people. You’re talking about people who are committed to the free flow of ideas.”


In Crises in Campus Management: Case Studies in the Administration of Colleges and Universities, edited by George J. Mauer, John D. Williams’s essay The Right to Know posits the goal of the administrator: to keep the university “free and growing.” Williams recounts all-too-familiar problems: the communist witch hunt of the ‘50s, controversial publications made by faculty, unpopular invited speakers, integration, and unpopular articles in the student paper. This is relevant to be brought up because 50 years later the university is still dealing with the exact same attacks. Pick up Horowitz’s The Professors to see individuals attacked and labeled “dangerous” simply for being Communists, Marxists, and Leftists. Wolfe said, “So I think when it comes to the ‘recruiting for terrorism’… it became apparent that he was using language in the Patriot Act to intimidate and make it look like I was violating the Patriot Act – which means I could be arrested… And I realized about that, after I’d done some research. That was very similar to what McCarthy was doing in the 1950s only the law at that time was the Smith Act which had a clause in it saying you couldn’t belong to an organization that advocates the violent overthrow of the United States government… Later the Supreme Court clarified and said… that you could not participate in a plot. So I came up with the concept of the new McCarthyism, which I started to talk about. Other people had pointed out the McCarthy style. After researching the Smith Act I really had picked up on that quite a bit.” With these problems remaining constant for decades, plenty of literature should be available for these specific attacks.

 
In Robert Birnbaum’s How Academic Leadership Works: Understanding Success and Failure in the College Presidency, one of the most important traits of a leader is the ability to define reality. He writes, 
Each individual who takes part in the life of a college will have a somewhat different sense of what is going on because he or she followed different actors and witnessed different scenes. When college constituents engage in behavior others find bizarre, those others tend to blame it on the constituents’ personalities; but if you really want to know why they do what they do – and to influence it – it is more useful to try to find out what part of the play they have been watching and what models they are using to try to figure out the nature of reality.

That was the battle fought at BSU: who can define the reality of this situation? With this situation, though, trying to understand the particular realities of Mock, Horowitz and SAF would not have been the best expenditure of time and effort. It would have been fruitless to wonder about how they developed their perceptions or whether they genuinely believed what they were saying. This issue goes in tandem with Baldridge’s writing on the communication fallacy. If this were a problem that was based in the misperceptions of Mock and Horowitz and they were interested in trying to search for truth then the attempt to shape their realities might have some merit. However, in this situation, what they believed was irrelevant. The opinions that mattered were the ones in the legislature, Muncie, and academia – maintain Indiana’s Academic Freedom, maintain BSU’s legitimacy in the eyes of the community, and maintain both Wolfe’s and BSU’s national reputations. It mattered not if Horowitz genuinely believed a student of Gandhian philosophy would support Al Qaeda.


Frederick E. Balderston writes in Managing Today’s University that the modern university must deal with a problem: they must justify themselves. That was a serious component in the Wolfe case. It’s as Pitts said, the university was facing the task of defending the curriculum, its responsible monitoring of the curriculum, how curriculum is planned, and who has the right and the skill to teach specific curriculum. But there was more than that – Wolfe had to justify his assignments, his grading, his field assignment, and the way he conducted his class. And that was on top of correcting the errors in the allegations. This is something colleges need to be prepared to do. In this age, someone like Horowitz, who is not a part of the academic community – who in fact loathes it – can evaluate a course and a program he has no firsthand knowledge about, determine if a man he has never met is capable of teaching it, and have his judgment taken seriously by a significant number of people. Individuals who are non-academics believe the university is broken and that vague legislation is the remedy to fixing it.


Higher Education Administration: A Guide to Legal, Ethical, And Practical Issues by Norma M. Goonen and Rachel S. Blechman, offers some views regarding legal, ethical and practical questions relating to students. None of the issues they raise, both legal and ethical, would support Mock, Horowitz or SAF. In fact there is only one that would apply to the situation: universities need to have due process for dealing with problems and issues that might arise. Particularly important also is the book’s chapter on Academic Freedom. The authors support Losco’s characterization of the subject: a concept almost entirely about professors’ rights. 
Conclusion

By all accounts of those involved, BSU succeeded in protecting Academic Freedom both at home and throughout the state. Further, a coherent strategy has been developed that can be utilized by other schools who must confront SAF.

Pitts believes that her fellow college leaders across the country would handle the situation as she did. In asking if other schools might respond differently than BSU, she said, “I don’t think so. I guess it all depends on what kind of written guidelines an institution has for the way it carries out its due process… I think of the administrators I know, all of them would have applied it to this situation. In other words, they wouldn’t go outside those realms even if it became a very public and kind of political argument.” The key is to simply follow the university’s codes and due process – to remain in a fact-based, open, intellectual role and allow SAF to stumble into such silly, bizarre contradictions as a pacifist supporting Islamist violence. Wolfe is pleased with the way BSU’s leaders dealt with Horowitz: “Yes, I’m satisfied, particularly with the way the events unfolded last year. The Provost stepped up to the plate.”

The final questions to consider: What is Horowitz’s next step? Is SAF a serious threat? What new methods might they attempt to utilize to accomplish their goals? There is not a whole lot of anxiety regarding Horowitz. Losco said, “Horowitz has not been able to gain a whole lot of traction nationwide. The academic bill of rights has come up in something in the order of about half the states. None of them have put it into law as he wants it. Some of the states you’ve got heads of colleges saying ‘yeah, we’ll monitor things.’ Of course they’ve been doing that anyway. You’ve got some language in the new authorization of the higher education act in Washington. The house version is fairly friendly to Horowtiz’s position, the Senate version is not. We’ll have to see how that goes. But it looks like he’s been losing steam. Now having said all of that, he’s got very deep pockets – the Scaife foundation, the Mellon foundation – they will continue to fund this and look for new ways to attack academia. I think the immediate threat is over but the long-term threat remains.” Regarding new techniques for trying to achieve his goals, Losco predicted that a likely target might be tenure – a concept that is an important component of Academic Freedom. If Horowitz framed the argument as removing tenure as a way to cut costs or apply college money in a different fashion, he could have more success than he has had with his wild, emotional claims.

Reflective of the lack of interest in SAF at BSU, Wolfe notes something he learned from Craig Smith, who has helped to contact the professors in Horowitz’s book and set the facts straight: “This is not really a groundswell type of phenomenon. They had this national convention in Washington D.C. or in that particular area of the country in April…  I asked him ‘Well, how many people were there?’ And he says, ‘Oh, there were about sixty.’ And ten of them that were there were from the coalition who report on it and are able to write articles refuting what is going on. So that means that there were 50 people there and hardly any of them were students. And they went around to all these organizations called ‘Students for Academic Freedom’ on campuses and said that there is very, very low participation. So this has really been blown up, mostly by David Horowitz’s effective use of the media and by conservative networks who invited him on the air and get him to talk… So it really isn’t something that’s having a lot of impact.” Wolfe then noted that several of the professors featured in the book have been “feeding the impact more” by going after Horowitz. All that does is continue to give him opportunities to push his ideas.

It’s that point especially that the university must keep in mind, a particularly difficult axiom: when you fight something you empower it. “Well that’s exactly what we decided with the Horowitz case,” Pitts said. “As hard as it was, if we kept answering Sara Dogan we gave her one more thing to put up with. And so we stopped. That was very hard for George. He really wanted to let them have it, so to speak. But we just said ‘there’s nothing more to say, we’ve said what we had to say.’… She wanted us to change our faculty handbook, she wanted us to change et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. After the point of laying the facts out there, of sending them copies of the materials from the handbook, we just had to stop. In every case there was a point at which you say what you have to say and then you just have to stop.”

In the end, it comes down to one of the driving forces behind the university: the Truth. Chase it. Grab it. And lay out the Truth for all to see.    

“When I despair, I remember that all through history the way of truth and love has always won. There have been tyrants and murderers and for a time they seem invincible, but in the end, they always fall - think of it, always.”

-- Mahatma Gandhi
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Appendix
A rebuttal to a rebuttal of a rebuttal

Prof. George Wolfe again responds to charges made by 

former student Brett Mock (7/9/2006)

By David Swindle


In Brett Mock’s newest Frontpagemag.com article, he claims that Prof. George Wolfe is misrepresenting the events that allegedly took place in his spring 2004 Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution course.


Unlike Mr. Mock’s approach, this rebuttal will refrain from insults or attacks on his character. It will simply correct his article’s factual errors. Prof. Wolfe addressed each of these claims in a July 3rd interview. Comments by the author to clarify, pose follow-up questions, or offer additional facts or commentary are included in brackets.

Claim One

“By their own account, these students went to Washington for the purpose of protesting the war in Iraq--their main issue. That Professor Wolfe now presents this as an innocent lesson in the workings of politics is yet another symptom of his serial allergy to the truth.”

Prof. Wolfe: As I stated in my original rebuttal (see www.freeexchangeoncampus.org), the students who went to Washington attended a lobbying workshop. A letter from two of the students who participated, Maggie Sobotka and Amy Whyde, prove this to be the case. They learned lobbying skills, then had an opportunity to contact a representative or a senator and apply those lobbying skills to whatever they cause wanted to lobby for. The workshop was open to anybody in the class. There was nothing stipulating that the students had to lobby for any particular cause, one side or the other. There was not even a war protest going on at the time. This is a fact verified by the letter written by the two students who attended the workshop.  [See appendix for entire letter by Sabotka and Whyde.]

[The students who went to Washington did not claim they were going to protest the war. In Maggie Sobotka’s and Amy Whyde’s letter regarding Mock’s claims, they wrote of the workshop, “If Brett [Mock] would’ve attended the class in which we reported on what we actually did there, he would know that the trip had NOTHING to do with protesting the war in Iraq.  The title of the seminar that we attended was ‘Spring Lobby Weekend 2004.’ At the seminar, we learned how to lobby our senators and representatives about ANY issue, not necessarily one having to due with peace.  The reason the Peace Center sponsored the trip is because lobbying for your ideas is a peaceful way to bring about changes in the government, which is in line with the beliefs of the Center. Any student had the opportunity to attend this workshop. Dr. Wolfe simply mentioned the seminar in class and then we approached him with our interest in attending. In addition to classes on lobbying, the seminar did present information on topics such as war profiteering, nuclear weapons, and freedom of Native Hawaiians; we felt no pressure whatsoever to lobby for these issues.”]  

[Regarding Mock’s claim that the lobbying workshop is liberal:] 

Prof. Wolfe: The lobbying workshop is run by the Friends Committee on National Legislation . Again, if you look at the letter that the students who attended wrote, they spoke of specific topics that were used to practice their lobbying skills. The Iraq war was not a topic on which they focused. But even if they had, the students had a right to lobby for or against any issue of their choice. (See appendix for entire student letter). 

Keep in mind, peace studies is defined as “conflict resolution through nonviolent means” – that’s the definition of what we study. A student should expect to be involved in some kind of progressive environment if they pursue the discipline of peace studies. David Horowitz’s insistence that my peace studies class should include military options is as ridiculous as requiring Ball State Military Science professors to teach units on Gandhian philosophy or on the successful nonviolent strategies of Alice Paul, Caesar Chavez, Martin Luther King or Lech Walesa. If a student wishes to learn about military strategies, I suggest a course entitled US Military History in the 20th Century which is taught by Dr. Phyllis Zimmerman, a past director of the Peace Center at Ball State. 

[The attempt to paint the lobbying workshop as some kind of liberal endeavor still does not change the fact that what Brett described in his original article – Wolfe taking students to Washington D.C. to participate in anti-war protests – is untrue. There is a substantial difference between attending a lobbying workshop and being out on the streets yelling and waving a sign. It should also be noted that in Mock’s original article he claimed that “No funding was offered to those students who would have liked to go to Washington to support the war to end terror and bring about peace.” This is another false claim given the fact that he could have gone to the lobbying workshop in Washington D.C., learned how to lobby, and then lobbied in favor of the war or any topic of his choosing.]

Claim Two

 Students are required to choose two out of three options for their field assignments. One option is to be an active member of the Peace Workers Organization directed by Professor Wolfe; another option is to pay for and attend three meditation training sessions conducted by Professor Wolfe; the final option is to attend a set of "interfaith fellowship meetings" directed by Professor Wolfe. None of these activities, it should be noted, represents an academic approach to the questions of war and peace or conflict resolution – which was the basis of my complaint.
[We will break this down into specific claims.]

· One option is to be an active member of the Peace Workers Organization directed by Professor Wolfe
[For the field assignment students were not required to “join” Peace Workers. Attending an organization’s meeting and joining it are two very different things.]

Prof. Wolfe: As I stated in my first rebuttal 18 months ago, I do not direct this student organization. I merely have served as faculty advisor.  If you go to a peace workers meeting, there is a lot of dynamic give and take going on about what they’re agenda is and what they should be doing. There are many different opinions about issues which emerge for consideration. These issues are discussed very openly and freely.
· Another option is to pay for and attend three meditation training sessions conducted by Professor Wolfe
Prof. Wolfe: If a student elected to take the meditation class, there was a $15 charge for materials the student received, which included two compact discs. So I was simply being reimbursed for the materials I use to teach with.

In truth, students were asked to choose one out of the three options, not two out of three. I have several field assignment options because some students do not wish to take the meditation course, or perhaps already have learned a form of meditation.  Other options include participating in the student social justice organization Peace Workers, or attending meetings of the Muncie Interfaith Fellowship. The Muncie Interfaith Fellowship meets once a month for interfaith dialog and is devoted to building cooperative relationships between diverse religious and humanist groups in Muncie, Indiana.  If none of these options appeal to the student, they can request other field activities. This is what Brett Mock did when I approved his request to go hear Dick Cheney speak in Indianapolis. This fulfilled part of his field assignment, but Mr. Mock failed to even mention this in his initial Frontpage.com article published in September of 2004.

· None of these activities, it should be noted, represents an academic approach to the questions of war and peace or conflict resolution – which was the basis of my complaint. 
Prof. Wolfe: University professors frequently require field assignments. I know a professor who taught a world religions class at Ball State. For this class the students were required to go to a religious service outside their own religious tradition. That religious service itself would be considered a field experience. A field experience is meant to expose a student to an idea or practice outside their intellectual “comfort zone” and to challenge the student to consider alternative viewpoints. Such assignments have long been a part of the academic experience.

[The claim that the field assignment activities have nothing to do with the course is factually incorrect. In all of his writings regarding the class, Mock depicts the class as though it were a political science course whose primary purpose was to undermine the justification for war. This characterization is wrong. The course is much broader and most of its content does not focus on international relations. Here, from the course’s syllabus, are the four components of the course:

1. Philosophy component: examines Gandhian philosophy and the influence of Mahatma Gandhi on nonviolent activists such as Dorothy Day, Thomas Evans, A.J. Muste and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Philosophies pertaining to negative peace versus positive peace, religiously motivated violence, Taoism, and psychological models pertaining to personal peace are also examined. 

2. Global studies: Peace in the context of global trade, ecology, demographic shifts, and structural violence. 

3. History of Nonviolence in America: An overview of successful nonviolent strategies to call public attention to injustice in various arenas. Includes the antimonium controversy and movements relating to freedom of conscience, women’s suffrage, the United Farm Workers, conscription, nuclear disarmament, the civil rights movement, and the Vietnam War and lowering the voting age to 18.  

4. Introduction to Mediation: Understanding the difference between mediation, arbitration and litigation. Includes mediation exercises and role-playing.
For whatever reason, details such as these regarding the content of the course have thus far been absent from the writings of Mock and David Horowitz.]
Claim Three

But the larger point I was making was that Professor Wolfe, as the sponsor of a sectarian political organization with clear political agendas on the war, should not have been giving students credits to join it.

Prof. Wolfe: A student chooses their field assignment, and can even propose their own as Brett Mock did when he asked to attend a speech by Dick Cheney. If a student elects to attend meetings of Peace Workers, they are not required to “join” the organization (i.e., pay dues, and become an active member).  They simply go to at least three meetings to find out what a social justice organization is like. 

Claim Four

He also funds their activities, using university bank accounts provided conveniently by the taxpayers of Red-State Indiana. He also actively promotes and develops the Peace Workers' left-wing agenda as the faculty advisor and Chairman of the Peace and Conflict Studies Center.
Prof. Wolfe: No, I don’t direct, nor do I fund this organization. It’s an official Ball State student organization. I go to maybe one of every three meetings and serve as a faculty adviser.

This student organization, like other Ball State student organizations, has its own student account. They have raised money in a variety of ways, through selling items such as t-shirts and earth flags. Members also pay dues. Nothing that goes into that organization’s account comes from a university account. The organization’s account records prove this to be the case.

Now there’s another account which the peace center has which is for private donations. Anyone one who wishes can make a donation into this center account. Donors can also specify that their contribution be used for a specific purpose, such as helping students attend a conference, or pursue a particular line of research. But that is not an account which state funds or taxpayer money goes into. It’s an account for donations from private individuals. 

Claim Five
There is, in fact, no single person involved with the group who has a bigger hand in its direction, its growth and its ability to commandeer university resources than Professor Wolfe. Whether he actually founded the organization pales into insignificance beside
these activities. 

Again, Mr. Mock is totally misinformed. In fact, there were two semesters where another faculty member, Jerry Waite, who is a Vietnam veteran and a member of Veterans for Peace, was actually the adviser. I do not micromanage Peace Workers and never have. It is surprising Mr. Mock would make this claim given the fact that he never once attended a Peace Workers meeting! Like any other student organization, the advisor is there to answer questions and guide the students along. 

Claim Six
His response contained no ambiguity: The book [which students had to choose for a book report] could not defend violent forms of conflict resolution. In keeping with the theme of the course, the book had to be critical of violent forms of conflict resolution while defending non-violent approaches.
The book had to relate to the topic of the class, which is the history and philosophy of nonviolence. That doesn’t mean that the book couldn’t take a critical look at peace organizations or past movements.  In fact, even the text I use for my class (Peace and Conflict Studies by Barash and Webel) contains sections critical of peace organizations and discusses times when nonviolence has failed! (See Barash and Webel pages 45-54; 527-528).  

In his September 2004 Frontpage.com article, Mr. Mock complains that he had to “read and report on a book he disagreed with.” Well I’m sorry Brett, but that is what Higher Education is all about. I can remember numerous times as a student having to read and even be tested on material I disagreed with. University professors cannot be expected to lower their academic standards to appease a student who is uncomfortable with viewpoints contrary to their own.

Claim Seven

On the other hand, a report I wrote on Noam Chomsky's book “Hegemony or Survival,” in which I deliberately gave him the arguments he wanted to hear (and suppressed my own beliefs) miraculously resulted in extra-credit.   

[Brett Mock claims that he had to agree with what Noam Chomsky was saying. As a book report, one does not have to assert that they agree with the views expressed. They just need to report on the ideas and opinions expressed by the author. Also of note is the fact that Brett himself chose the Chomsky book.]

As I said in my previous rebuttal a year a half ago, Mr. Mock “received extra points for his book report because his report was ten pages long when only six pages were required. In other words, he received points for the extra effort he made, not because of the ideology he presented.” 
Claim Eight
Professor Wolfe also points out that he is a trained mediator. This may be commendable, but the fact remains that mediating disputes between individuals is a far cry from mediating disputes between states, let alone disputes between democratic states and terrorist organizations (a difference that, admittedly, may be over Professor Wolfe's head). For an in-depth college-level course about conflict resolution it is no qualification at all.
Prof. Wolfe: Again Mr. Mock is making the incorrect assumption that my class is a political science course. Peace Studies is not Political Science. There are principles that apply from mediation directly to negotiation. He should know that because he took a class from Political Science Professor Roger Hollands entitled “Alternative Dispute Resolution.” I know he took this class because I spoke to the class in the spring of 2004.  Professor Hollands’ class covers negotiation and mediation in great detail. That’s the class where you emphasize political and organizational negotiation. Brett Mock repeatedly takes subject matter that’s meant for a class in the political science curriculum and imposes it on a class that explores the history and philosophy of nonviolence. Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution (ID 301) is not a political science class. Rather, it is a general overview of the peace studies field, a gateway class, so students can decide what direction they want to go within the discipline of peace studies. 

Claim Nine

The Toda Institute is the creation of the Soka-Gokkai cult, a Buddhist sect that believes chanting is the key to world peace.

Prof. Wolfe: There is a Buddhist organization which helps sponsor the Toda institute in much the same way the Quaker Church supports the Friends National Legislation Committee. But it is nonsense to say the Toda Institute is a Buddhist cult. In actuality, the Toda Institute is headed by Majid Tehranian at the University of Hawaii and publishes “Peace and Policy,” which is one of the most respected journals in the field of Peace Studies. Tehranian is a professor of international communications at the University of Hawaii and guest lectured at Ball State in the fall of 2003. 

[Prof. Wolfe then produced a copy of the Toda Institute’s journal which is just as professional and scholarly as one would expect from a serious institution. It did not look like the product of a cult. ]

Prof. Wolfe: Let me conclude this interview by saying that Mr. Mock's claims illustrate how David Horowitz and "Students for Academic Freedom" misrepresent classroom teaching and course content.
The irony in all this is that student enrollment in Peace Studies at Ball State tripled! The Interdisciplinary Peace Studies minor grew from only six students in September of 2004 to seventeen enrolled by the end of the 2004 fall semester. The spring semester Introductory to Peace Studies class has more than doubled in size from 13 in the spring of 2004 to 33 at the beginning of the spring semester of 2006. Peace Workers, the student activist group, increased its membership to as many as 20 undergraduate students. Job placement for graduating Peace Studies students has also been good, one student accepting a position in the US Defense Department, while another was selected for an internship with Senator Richard Lugar. 

What began in September 2004 as a concern over liberal bias grew into the absurd and shameful accusation by Mr. Horowitz that Peace Studies at Ball State was anti-American and was supporting terrorism. In response, two newspapers within Indiana, the Fort Wayne Journal Gazette and the Muncie Star Press, ran editorials criticizing Mr. Horowitz. Both newspapers also agreed that state legislators should ignore requests for an “Academic Bill of Rights.”  At Ball State, therefore, university faculty should not be intimidated by Mr. Horowitz or his organization. Nor should professors feel they must compromise their freedom to teach, as they deem appropriate.

[There are a few other facts that need to be brought up:

1. The first sentence on the syllabus for this class is: “Peace Studies is commonly defined as the study of conflict resolution through nonviolent means.” Thus, it is clear upon the very first day of class that the course is about nonviolence.

2. If a student believes there is something fundamentally wrong about a course, whether it be the content, the class environment, the grading, the behavior of the professor, etc. there are specific university procedures that a student can take advantage of to improve the situation. (To claim that there are not or that there are only procedures for dealing with unfair grading – as Mock has claimed before -- is wholly incorrect.) At the end of his first Frontpagemag.com piece Mock wrote, “They should get involved in the campaign for academic freedom and take their grievances to their school administrations. That’s what I’m going to do.” Mock never did that. He never contacted the Ball State administration.

3. Mock has been unable to produce anyone who can support his allegations and perspective on the class. Perhaps this is because according to President Jo Ann Gora’s December 15 2004 guest column in the Muncie Star Press, at the end of the spring 2004 course Wolfe did not receive any negative evaluations by his students.

4. Mock has also complained that when the university investigated the situation they did not contact him. The reason he was not contacted was because it would be a breach of university policy. An administrator does not summon students and cross examine them as a result of allegations made by an outside organization, in this case Students for Academic Freedom – who was the only one to actually contact Ball State.]

Sub-Appendix

Letter by Maggie Sobotka and Amy Whyde refuting

Brett Mock’s Allegations

To Whom It May Concern:

Our names are Amy Whyde and Maggie Sobotka.  We are students at Ball State University in Muncie, Indiana.  We attended the same Introduction to Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution class as Brett Mock, although you could never tell from the explanation of the class given by him in an article on FrontPageMagazine.com and various other postings around the internet.  We were outraged at his false portrayal of Dr. Wolfe’s class and were extremely offended at his assumption that everyone in the class agreed with his opinion. Brett used phrases such as “we all” and “all of the students in class,” although neither of us was contacted by him about our opinions of the class.  Perhaps Brett’s feelings and interpretations of the class were due to his poor attendance.  It would be difficult to follow and feel comfortable in the discussion atmosphere of the class if a student hardly ever attended or spoke up when invited to present ideas. There were times when we wondered if he was still enrolled due to not seeing him in class for many days at a time. 

Brett states in his article that “Professor Wolfe took a group recruited from our class to travel to Washington, D.C. to protest the war in Iraq.”  If Brett would’ve attended the class in which we reported on what we actually did there, he would know that the trip had NOTHING to do with protesting the war in Iraq.  The title of the seminar that we attended was “Spring Lobby Weekend 2004.” At the seminar, we learned how to lobby our senators and representatives about ANY issue, not necessarily one having to due with peace.  The reason the Peace Center sponsored the trip is because lobbying for your ideas is a peaceful way to bring about changes in the government, which is in line with the beliefs of the Center.  Any student had the opportunity to attend this workshop. Dr. Wolfe simply mentioned the seminar in class and then we approached him with our interest in attending. In addition to classes on lobbying, the seminar did present information on topics such as war profiteering, nuclear weapons, and freedom of Native Hawaiians; we felt no pressure whatsoever to lobby for these issues. Students from all around the country were there and many already had issues they were interested in lobbying for before the seminar. As part of the curriculum of the class, students were required to attend at least two field assignments. We received credit for the lobby weekend; Brett received credit for attending a meeting in which Dick Cheney was speaking, although he does not mention this in his article.  How does this exemplify Brett’s accusation that if we did not do something that supported Dr. Wolfe’s own personal agenda we would not receive credit?


Brett chronicles a conversation between Dr. Wolfe and a “student” (Amy Whyde) in which she asks about how Gandhian principles would be applied in the situation if students were randomly shooting others around campus.  Brett falsely presents this situation to strengthen his argument, and does not accurately portray how this conversation took place during a class when we were discussing how Gandhian principles could be implemented in modern situations.  


Another aspect of Brett’s article that offended us were his use of phrases such as “hostile professor” and “alienated every student in the room who disagreed and made us feel silenced together,” and the accusation that if we all didn’t agree with Dr. Wolfe’s every view that our grade and our relationship with him would be in jeopardy.  We can recall that in almost every class, Dr. Wolfe would invite anyone to express their opinions or present the other side of the issue.  We personally never felt alienated or uncomfortable speaking in class, because Dr. Wolfe made it clear that he welcomed our opinions. This is not to say that Dr. Wolfe never argued the other side.  He even stated sometimes that he was playing Devil’s Advocate to help us look at all angles of the issue. Again, Brett never mentions these situations in his article.


Brett states that “Professor Wolfe actively promoted his own political stances in class, concerning the current policies in the United States.”  We can remember many occasions where we would ask Dr. Wolfe about his own personal opinions or what he would do in a certain situation, and he would not respond because he wanted to focus on the non-violent principles we were learning in class.  If he did present his own opinions, it was usually because one of the students in class prompted him. 


As mentioned before, we were required to attend two field assignments as part of the curriculum for our class.  Attending Peace Workers meetings was one of many options that would be accepted for the assignment.  The focus of the assignment was to prompt us to explore activities that we would not normally attend. The two of us became very interested in the Peace Workers organization, and continued to participate after the class was completed.  Dr. Wolfe did not prompt, require, or recruit us to continue with the organization.  The requirement for class was only two meetings, if we chose this option for our field assignment.  Brett also states that Dr. Wolfe founded Peace Workers.  This is not true.  While he is the faculty sponsor, students founded the organization in 2002 as a student activism group. We know these students personally. 


If Brett was not interested in learning about the history of non-violence and peaceful solutions to conflict, perhaps he should have reconsidered taking this class, as the class description was available online and Dr. Wolfe presented a syllabus on the first day. We can only hope that his motivation for taking the class was not just to gain ammunition which he could use against the entire Peace Studies program that he obviously disagrees with.

