








feet.” She whispered back that I was
being selfish, so I mentally broadened
my prayer to include everyone’s feet.

Apparently, the fire symbolized
many things to different people. To
some it represented fear, illusion, obsta-
cle; to others it represented transforma-
tion, growth, or mystery. As a former
liberal arts major, I was very comfort-
able with all of this. Fire-as-metaphor
was my friend; I was just not so sure
about fire-as-chemical reaction.

inally it came time to walk. Chick
broke down the bonfire and raked

[David Wysotski]

crazy, that they do it to the pounding
beat of a drum.

As we drummed, and rattled, and
danced around the fire, whooping and
blowing the conch shell, the collective
mood rose to a feverish pitch. 1 felt like
one of the little savages in Lord of the
Flies. Kill the pig! Slit his throat!
Drink his blood!

Suddenly, someone stepped out of
the circle and stood facing the bed of
coals. The darkness obscured his fea-
tures, but we all saw him take a deep
breath and walk toward the fire, palms
facing the sky. Without hesitating, he

walked together. The man who
believes that life is an illusion walked
really, really slowly. And aside from
the rare blister, no one was burned.

Afterward, we each had our theory
as to how it worked. I reasoned by
analogy with the Hot Sand on the
Beach Principle, whereby the steady
pace of walking ventilates your soles
and limits their contact with the hot
sand, allowing you to reach the ocean
without burning your feet.

But the important thing, Chick
insisted, was not how it worked, but
what you gained from the experience. I

the coals into a flat bed about nine feet
long and four feet wide. We watched
them flicker and listened to the hiss
and pop of escaping gas. Here and
there, little tongues of flame licked the
air.

Some of us had brought along
conga drums and rattlers, and Chick
even produced a conch shell. This was
an excellent idea. I highly recommend
to anyone who wants to try something

4 - ORIGINS - NOVEMBER 1998

stepped onto the coals, and strode
across in five or six steps.

We all cheered, and one by one,
followed his lead. Stephanie got in
touch with her Buddha-nature before

“her turn; I got in touch with my lem-

ming-nature before mine. After every-
one crossed the coals once, some of us
became cocky. One woman danced
across, a guy walked backwards, and a
few couples, including Stephanie and I,

thought about that on the way home,
and realized that I actually had learned
something.

I firewalked five times in all, and
only felt the heat once. The reason was
that halfway across the coals I noticed a
photographer out of the corner of my
eye, and instinctively came to a stop so
that she could get a good shot.

I learned that night that fire may be
an illusijon, but vanity 1s very real. L




HERE IN NORTH AMERICA

Racism, Hate and Free Speech:
The Search for New Boundaries of Sensitivity

Throughout North American society calls for the creation of legal limits to the range of
permissible expression in order to protect against racism and hate propagation are being
countered by staunch defenders of the principle and practice of freedom of speech. While the
debate is far from new, the parameters of the conflict appear to have changed. With such a
volatile and sensitized atmosphere, is the room for meaningful debate disappearing?

by Brent Barclay

n 1990, Michael Levin, a professor of philosophy at the City

University of New York (CUNY), came dramatically into
the public spotlight for his belief that “‘on average, blacks are
significantly less intelligent than whites.” In print, his racial
views had already appeared in a book
review published in Australia as well as in
letters published in the New York Times
and a philosophical journal. Levin’s decla-
rations led to protests and demonstrations
at CUNY, and college officials formed a
committee to investigate.

Despite committee findings that Levin
had not expressed the questionable views
in the classroom, the CUNY administra-
tion made little effort to discipline
protesters who violated school rules by
disrupting Levin’s classes, and further
established separate course sections for
students who might have been offended by
the professor’s ideas. In response, Levin
sued the college president and dean for the
violation of his civil and constitutional
rights. Presiding Judge Kenneth Conboy
found CUNY in violation of Levin’s free-
dom of speech and barred the university
from taking any disciplinary action against
him for his beliefs.

Not more than a year fater (July  homas Jefferson (1743-1826): “A bill of
1991)—in a separate, though ultimately  righss is what the people are entitled to.”

sidered anti-semitic and otherwise racist statements. A public
uproar followed Jeffries’ speech, and high-profile figures from
Governor Mario Cuomo, to several New York state legislators,
and at Jeast two university trustees joined in a groundswell of
criticism. Further accusations popped up that Jeffries had, on
other occasions (including in his classroom), espoused racist
theories about black superiority. Support-
ers of Jeffries claimed that the purported
comments were taken out of context and
were not, in any case, anti-semitic.

A panel convened by CUNY recom-
mended that Jeffries’ choice of words be
criticised, but that the university should
defend his right to express his beliefs
without initiating further punishment,
Despite the panel’s decision, university
trustees removed Jeffries as chair of the
department on the grounds that he was a
“poor administrator.”

When Jeffries filed suit challenging
the removal, Michael Levin—not surpris-
ingly, though ironic nonetheless—support-
ed Jeffries’ right to make his speech. A
federal jury ruled that CUNY had
removed Jeffries from his position not for
poor administration, but due to his speech
and the public pressure that had ensued.
CUNY had violated his rights to free
speech under the first amendment.

The Levin and Jeffries cases point out
the challenge faced by universities to

related case—Professor Leonard Jeffries,
chairman of the African-American studies
department at CUNY, delivered a speech on high school cur-
riculums at the Empire State Black Arts and Cultural Festival
in Albany, New York. The speech contained what many con-

Brent Barclay is a Masters student in English at the University
of Toronto.

uphold academic freedom while meeting
the demands of the academic community to curb racist or hate-
based speech. Yet, these cases reflect more than the battles
raging today on college campuses. The social struggle to find
an acceptable compromise between the cherished, and consti-
tutionally enshrined, ideals of free speech and the need to fos-
ter a non-threatening environment for all members of a nation
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is prevalent in North American
society as a whole.

How are we to interpret the
intentions of people speaking of
race, and who is entitled to do
so? How do we encourage
communication yet remain sen-
sitive to the concerns and fears
of all involved? Is it better to
suppress racism and hatred by
restricting speech, or should we
expose it so that it may be con-
fronted and defeated by educa-
tion and the superiority of
argument?

WE NEED SPEECH LAWS TO
KEEP TUESE HATE-MONSERS
AND BIGOTS FROM SAYING
THINGS THAT OFFEND #ME,
HANGING FLASS TRAT
DISTURA ME AND WEARWNG
T-SHIRTS TUAT (INFLAME Mz

the university’s administration
announced its intention to sus-
pend—and consider perma-
nently rescinding—the school’s
existing speech code. In sup-
port of the established legisla-
tion, a student group put up
posters throughout the campus
on which racially derogatory
names and unsettling gender
stereotypes were printed in no
uncertain terms. The posters
strove to demonstrate the need
for codes to prevent such
speech from threatening com-

[STT-TRENEY

Freedom of Expression
Meets the Speech Code

Free speech: creating an atmosphere of fear?
[Kirk Anderson]

munity members.
Reaction to the posters
underscored the complexities

In response to speech consid-
ered racist or intolerant towards other dispossessed groups in
society, certain restrictions of expression have been codified
and put in place. Anti-hate laws and speech codes are predi-
cated on the notion that there are identifiable speech acts that
can and must be suppressed in the interests of equality and
eliminating discrimination. Over three hundred universities
across North America have instituted speech codes. Racial and
sexual harassment have come under media scrutiny and the
boundaries of acceptable speech are changing.

First Amendment advocates, while careful to appear sensi-
tive to minority and racial issues, cite the dangers of the
restriction of questionable speech to individual liberty and are
concerned over the creation of an atmosphere of fear on cam-
pus and in society as a whole. They worry that this “political
correctness” or “new puritanism,” and the consequent “expres-
sion chill,” will suppress potentially valuable additions to dis-
course on a wide range of topics and result in a rigid and
stagnant conformity. Nat Henthoff, author of Free Speech for
Me—But Not for Thee, argues that “when [a speech code]
reaches the point where sensitivity stifles communication, it
has gone too far.”

In turn, supporters of speech codes and restrictions on hate
propaganda accuse First Amendment devotees of avoiding the
still-prevalent issues of discrimination and prejudice. Allow-
ing for the expression of racism
and hatred, they argue, does not

confirm the principle of liberty, P D)_'KES 6
but restricts the liberties of the | ’

individuals and groups targeted. | Q

The atmosphere of fear and A

social denigration that results =

does much greater harm to the

society as a whole than would

the imposition of certain restric-

tions of expression. They

counter the charges of the tyran-

ny of a “new orthodoxy” by

pointing to “media hype” and

“right-wing disinformation.”
Events on a U.S. university

campus recently brought the

speech code debate into sharp Speech codes: creating an atmosphere of fear?

relief. In an unexpected action, [Kirk Anderson]

of the free speech/speech code
debate. Many avowed “free speechers™ agreed that while they
supported the rights of individuals to speak as they wished, it
could not be denied that there existed speech which was simply
unacceptable. At the same time, one student, arguing from the
free speech perspective, pointed out the ironic reality that
under the speech code in question, those students who had put
up the posters would have been guilty, and punished, for vio-
lating the very code they strove to protect.

While the free speech/speech restriction debate rages on
throughout North America, the juridical underpinnings and his-
tory of the conflict show that it is far from new. The legal his-
tory of free speech in the United States has been alternately
charted by vindications of, and exceptions to, the First Amend-
ment. Despite the apparent clarity with which this amendment
was set forth, it has been interpreted, re-interpreted, ignored,
manipulated and abused throughout its more than two hundred
years of existence. Likewise, the legalities of free speech in
Canada have also been complex and inconsistent. Tensions
between the recent Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the
Criminal Code reflect the complications in combing the right
to expression and the freedom from hatred based upon color,
race, religion, ethnic origin or gender.

Congress Shall Make No Law...Abridging the
Freedom of Speech

Even while the Constitution of
the new United States awaited
ratification in the late 1780s,
questions whether this docu-
ment would go far enough in
protecting civil liberties persist-
ed. Many state constitutions
already provided protections
for individual rights, but advo-
cates for a federal bill of rights
worried that it was dangerous
to leave unchecked the poten-
tially coercive powers of the
Y federal government. Thomas
<l _rmeon N | Jefferson, writing to James

Madison in 1787, expressed his
conviction that a federal bill of
rights was necessary: “I will tell

THE INTOLERANCE. OF THE
SPOLITICALLY CORECETT™ "
MOVEMENT CONTINUES TO

CREATE AN ATMOSPHERE OF
INTIMIDATION ON CAMPUS -
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you now what I do not like. First the omission of a bill of
rights...[A] bill of rights is what the people are entitled to
against every government on earth...and what no just govem-
ment should refuse, or rest on inference.”

The shapers of the United States’” Bill of Rights, no doubt
with their own struggles for individual liberty firmly in mind,
set out to guarantee that government power would be suffi-
ciently limited in the newly-formed nation. After a orolonged
process of debate the first ten amendments (the Bill of Rights)
were ratified on December 15, 1791. Underlying the First
Amendment’s support of free speech was the conviction that
falsehood would be struck down and truth would prevail as
ideas and doctrines found expression in the public domain.

However, for nearly one hundred and thirty years after the
ratification of the Bill of Rights, no definitive expression or
application of the meaning of the First Amendment was
achieved, nor, for that matter, were definitive standards to deal
with free speech established. In this environment prosecution
of certain types of speech continued unabated.

Curbing Opposition: Sedition and Politics

Like most of the legal
framework of the
newly-inaependent
United States, early
American notions of
freedom of speech were
derived from the
English system, particu-
larly the English Bill of
Rights (1689) and the
common law. Under
common law, free
speech was considered
a parliamentary privi-
lege, not the absolute
right of all citizens.
Furthermore, the liberty
of the press was under-
stood only as a freedom
from prior restraint (i.e.
freedom from censor-
ship), but not immunity
from later prosecution. As a general rule, issues of freedom
and censorship of speech were only of importance with regard
to politics, where the intent of the government was to protect
itself from seditious libel—often broadly defined to include
any criticism of the government.

James Madison (1751-1836): Helped
frame the Bill of Rights.

America’s Founding Fathers upheld this pattern even
while they enshrined free speech in the First Amendment of
the Bill of Rights (1791). Historian Arthur M. Schlesinger has
succinctly described the paradox of free speech in revolution-
ary America: “liberty of speech belonged to those who spoke
the speech of liberty.” All of the former colonies, save Con-
necticut, included a right of free speech in their new state con-
stitutions, but Loyalists and pacifists (such as the Quakers)
were relentlessly censored and intimidated in spite of these for-
mal guarantees.

This pattern continued as the Federalist party, which con-
trolled the presidency and Congress until 1800, attempted to
censor the rival Republican party. The culmination of this pol-
icy lay in the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798, which broadly

construed seditious speech as any criticism of Federalist poli-
cies or personalities. QOut of this conflict, and with the triumph
of Thomas Jefferson and the Republicans in the election of
1800, came a more libertarian interpretation of the First
Amendment.

The fact that no firm guarantee of free speech existed was
demonstrated again during the next national political crisis: the
debate over slavery and states’ rights, which led to the Civil
War. From 1830 to 1861, the right of abolitionists to speak and
publish their views, and to disseminate these views through the
postal system, was consistently violated in northern and south-
ern states alike. On top of which, the federal government often
exercised prior restraint over abolitionist literature. The sup-
posed inflammatory nature of abolitionists’ pamphlets and
speeches were regarded as just cause for preventing their
expression,

The crisis of the Civil War itself also prompted federal
limitations on the right of free expression. Speech and litera-
ture deemed damaging to the Union cause was often censured
and/or prosecuted. Constitutional scholar Robert E. Cushman,
noting that President Abraham Lincoln (1861-1865) himself
initiated much of this activity, claims that “no President has
ever invaded private constitutional rights more flagrantly, or
from worthier motives,
than he.” On the whole,
the history of this peri-
od demonstrated that
without clear precedents
established by the court
to define and apply the
Constitution, the written
guarantees of personal
freedom and individual
justice promised by the
amendments meant very
little. Yet, as the fol-
lowing years demon-
strate, efforts at such
defined precedents did
not themselves settle
the problem.

Abraham Lincoln (1841-1865): Worthy
invasions of constitutional rights.

The Evolution of
First Amendment
Jurisprudence Since World War |

It is clear that government protection of the right to free speech
has long been dependent on the atmosphere of the times. Peri-
ods of real or imagined crisis prompted the most active attempts
by government to restrict speech deemed dangerous. A combi-
nation of crises in 1917 touched off a firestorm of free speech
controversy, and set the wheels of jurisprudence in motion
toward creating the current standards of freedom of expression.
Since World War I, the Court has made a much clearer
effort to construct definitive standards by which to judge
speech. Criteria such as “fighting words,” “bad tendency,”
“clear and present danger,” and culminating in the “incitement”
standard, were created in order to set down clear doctrines and
tests of what constituted unacceptable speech. The develop-
ment of these criteria marked a departure from strict control on
a variety of speech acts to an attempt to maximise freedom of
expression and provide less subjective restrictions on speech.
Sedition trials involving protesters against America’s
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elements. Slowly and with great ceremony, one walks along
the circle’s interior, sprinkling scented sand on the ground to
symbolize earth. Next, incense represents air, then a candle for
fire, and a fourth person circles the room with a bow] of water.
The elements correspond to the different directions: south,
west, north, east, respectively. This is known as casting the cir-
cle, or drawing down the moon.

Everything to this point is fairly universal to a witchcraft
ceremony, and with the exception of the chants, it rarely
changes. But what happens next does. Each ritual will have a
different theme, usually emphasizing earthly pleasures and
powers, cycles of birth, death and rebirth, and gods and god-
desses assuming natural forms. The group might simply
choose to invite a particular goddess to participate. To entice
the goddess into the circle, the group must generate energy by
chanting, focusing, holding hands, and sometimes swaying or
dancing.

beliefs and practices based partly on history, partly on anthro-
pological studies of the 1920s, and partly on imagination.
There is strong debate over the connections between modem
witchcraft and its medieval counterpart, primarily raised by
those who doubt that medieval witchcraft ever existed.

But the debate over the origins of Wicca has not tarnished
the tradition in the eyes of witches, precisely because it runs
counter to its premise—pantheism. In other words, the funda-
mental principle of the tradition is its decentralization, which
translates into an acceptance of individual interpretations and
expressions. Today, “witch” can describe anyone who labels
themselves as such, and traditions of witchcraft range widely.

There is, however, one ethic which all witches share,
known as the Wiccan Rede: An’ it harm none, do what ye
will—in other words, if it will not hurt anyone, go ahead. They
believe in what they call the “threefold law of karma”: whatev-
er they do, good or bad, will revisit them three times. Most

Waxing, full and waning moons: the goddess in her three incarnations—maiden, mother and crone.

During the ritual, no member can leave the circle without
the summoner’s permission. This is to prevent interruption of
the energy generated by the group. To leave, you must make
eye contact with the summoner, who will escort you from the
circle. To end the ritual, the group—Iled by the high priestess-
es—says goodbye to the elements, directions, and goddess,
turning to face each direction separately.

“We bid thee goodbye and farewell,” the high priestess
tells the goddess. Then she claps once to break the circle.

“So mote it be,” she says solemnly, ending the ritual with
the traditional, archaic Wiccan words.

Origins and Evolution of Modern Witchcraft

Modern witchcraft falls under the greater
category of paganism, now more often
called neo-paganism to distinguish it from
both the negative literal meaning (“‘coun-
try-dweller”) and from Buddhism, Hin-
duism and other religions considered
“pagan” by virtue of not being Christian,
Jewish or Islamic. As Margot Adler
explains, neo-paganism is pantheistic, a
“view that divinity is inseparable from
nature and that deity is immanent in
nature.” As a category, pantheism most
often refers to people who identify with
some sort of new or re-created form of
witcheraft.

In its modern carnation, witchcraft
draws heavily on the 1950s works of writ-
ers like Gerald Gardner, Robin Skelton,
and the Farrars, who built a system of

The pentagram: representing earth, air,
water, fire and spirit.

witches also share the belief that all living things have souls
and spiritual power, and that the world is composed of a net-
work of spiritual forces. Most worship a Goddess who rules
the universe with her male consort, the Homed God.

The Believers

For his first 15 years, Thorbjorn—his pagan name, meaning
“thunder bear"—was Catholic. Then, searching for something
different, he began to study Zen Buddhism. But that did not
suit him either, and one night he finally worked up the nerve to
drop in on a free Wiccan class.

The experience was more than he bargained for.

“When I showed up, they weren’t having a class so much
as they were going over to a house to
exorcise it,”’ he recounts, in a tone that still
reflects a sense of disbelief. “I thought,
okay, sure...I hung around, We went to
this house across the street, and they did a
ritual to banish any evil spirits.”

More intrigued than apprehensive, he
decided to stick around for more classes.
“I became more and more interested,” he
says. “l even wore a pentacle for a while.”

Several years later, Thorbjorn is an
Asatru pagan. As it turned out, witchcraft,
he says, was not really for him; something
was still “missing.” But through the con-
tacts he made in the witchcraft communi-
ty, he stumbled across the Asatru
tradition—a closely related form of pagan-
ism. He describes finding Asatru as a sort
of religious “coming home.”
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Women: “more ready to receive the influence of a disembodied
spirit.” [Woodcut, Albrecht Durer (Basel, 1493 ), Der Ritter von Turn]

Asatru, which means “true to the northern gods,” attempts
to reconstruct Norse paganism. Members brew their own beer,
wine and mead, produce all their own ritual tools, such as
runes and rings, and often share bank accounts. Many have
been witches and retain close ties with the witchcraft commu-
nity.

Now happily settled in the Asatru tradition, Thorbjorn
married another Asatru pagan last summer in a pagan hand-
fasting ceremony. His wife, Runreg—whose name means
“rune wisdom”—was once a handmaiden in the Ottawa temple
of the Wiccan Church.

“I went from neophyte to initiate, and [ got a lot of train-
ing from an Ottawa coven,” says Runreg. The handmaiden
allows the priesthood to focus on the ritual without attending to
the details of the ceremony—keeping the candles lit, the
incense burning, and the worshippers focused. But after eight
months, Runreg says, her heart was no longer in it, and she had
begun having “theological discussions” with the same person
who had first introduced Thorbjorn to Asatru,

“I just felt that his stuff made a lot of sense,” she says. “It
was like, hey, I put the right shoes on this time.” She was initi-
ated into the tradition the same day as Thorbjorn.

The stories of Thorbjorn and Runreg are typical: most
newcomers to witchcraft encounter it through the Wiccan
Church, dabble in it for a while, and then either move up the
ranks in Wicca or move on to a more suitable form of neo-
paganism. Their experience is just one example of the sheer
diversity within witchcraft and neo-paganism.

Image Problems: A Troubled History

Many practising witches refuse to “come out of the broom
closet” about their religious identities. Some do not call them-
selves witches, preferring the term Wiccan, which is generally
considered to be less threatening. Historically, it derives from
the Anglo-Saxon word “wic,” as in to bend, or “wicce,” mean-
ing wisdom or wise.

Within feminist branches of witchcraft, the term “witch” is
sometimes used to reclaim female power, in much the same
way some activists in the gay movement have reclaimed words
like “queer” and “dyke.” But within the broader Wiccan sys-
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tem, “witch” simply means an initiate of the religion.

Stereotypes regard witches as weird, flaky, spooky, yet
powerful—malevolent hags able to practice black magic, send-
ing evil spirits into the lives of their enemies. Centuries of lit-
erature and folklore have emphasized witchcraft’s most
dramatic aspects: “Double, double, toil and trouble; fire burn
and cauldron bubble,” cackle the three Weird Sisters in Shake-
speare’s darkest tragedy, Macbeth. “Round about the cauldron
go; In the poison’d entrails throw...”

Suspicion in the general public about witchcraft now
stems largely from misconceptions arising out of Halloween
stereotypes and misinformation. But these attitudes are also
fostered by the secret, mysterious nature of witchcraft. Most
witches are happy to clear up misconceptions about what they
do not do; but often, they will not (or cannot) tell you what it is
that they do.

Some theorists believe witchcraft’s much-maligned image
grew out of its competition with Christianity in earlier cen-
turies. Robin Skelton, a well-known British Columbia witch
and author who has been studying and practising witchcraft
since the 1950s, writes that witchcraft was at first “tolerated”
by early Christians.

“In the 11th century it was common for there to be a
‘pagan’ altar in the church, which was almost invariably built
on ground once used for pagan worship, and people would pay
their respects to the pagan altar by the north door of the church
as well as to the Christian altar in the east,” writes Skelton in
his 1991 book, The Practice of Witchcraft. “Later in the 14th
century the Church began to persecute witches. From the mid-
dle of the 14th century until the middle of the 20th, witchcraft
was illegal in most countries of the Western world.”

Although laws against witchcraft in Great Britain were not
repealed until 1951, by the end of the 17th century persecution
of witches had largely died in both the U.S. and Europe. With
the Enlightenment, new and more rational forms of inquiry
now questioned the use of witch hunts and superstition to
explain the natural and supernatural worlds.

But the legendary witch trials are not completely confined
to the history books. In 1972, a woman was “tried” by a group
of locals from her rural Nova Scotia town who found out that
she was a witch and decided she should be burned. The woman
claims she was accosted by a group of six adults on a deserted
beach, where they tried her “in the name of the Roman
Catholic Church” and sentenced her to death.

She says they accused her of “sacrificing infants, blighting
crops, interfering with livestock, casting the evil eye, causing
illness and death, and ensorcelling men.” Though she escaped,
when she returned to the town nine years later she was wamed
to leave within six months or someone would be hired to shoot
her.

Women and Witchcraft

Though many men have joined the movement, the modern
relationship between women and witchcraft has strong histori-
cal roots. In the 15th century, two Dominican priests, Heinrich
Institoris and James Sprenger, wrote the volume that for cen-
turies was used to explain the proclivity of women to
witchcraft, and then to justify the execution of alleged witches.

In their Malleus Maleficarum (“The Hammer of Witch-
es”), they argued that “[w]omen are naturally more impres-
sionable, and more ready to receive the influence of a
disembodied spirit...They have slippery tongues, and are















serve God and to support dynasties (not
‘the people’ or specific communities). The
monarch himself personified the state—
Louis XIV of France would say L’etat
¢’est moi—and the culture and language of
his people were irrelevant to his mandate
from above. Different communities and
“nations” were united into states by con-
quest and inter-court maneuvering
(alliances based on marriages between
members of different monarchies).

The Peace of Westphalia in 1648—
which effectively ended years of religious
wars involving England, France, the
Netherlands and the Holy Roman
Empire—introduced the beginnings of the
“modern” state. Such a state included a
more centralized political structure and
new notions of sovereignty: the state was
now understood to possess a monopoly
over the administration of justice and the

thrones.

Since customs and institutions cut
across ethnic lines, the foundations of
group loyalty were mainly religious and
dynastic, not national. However, during
the period of monarchical dominance, the
concepts of the nation and nation-state
were evolving. Parliaments were appear-
ing and, with them, the attendant belief
that they should represent the great collec-
tive interests of the people, rather than of
the monarch. The infrastructure created
by the monarchies—centralized state gov-
ernments with law, courts, roads, canals
and officials—were the foundations on
which the later nations developed. And
as the old structures which held ethnicity
in abeyance disappeared, the way to the
nation-state became cleared.

The 18th Century: Intellectuals

use of force within its territorial bound-
aries. The peace settlement also marked
the advent in international law of the mod-

Prussia’s Prince Otto von Bismarck (1815-
98): unification of Germany from above.

Debate Nationalism and the
Nation-State

From the perspective of intellectual

ern European system of sovereign states,
the system against which most nationalists
formed their rival vision of the world.

The social structure of the seventeenth century was seg-
mented into many different sub-cultures and classes which
inhibited the advancement of the nation-state. Peasants,
squires, burgesses and aristocrats were the distinctive groups
within such societies. Each had its own interests, customs and
traditions. While these different classes may have hailed from
the same ethnicity, their sense of shared community was very
different one from the other. The celebrated French historian
Alexis de Tocqueville observed that this period was “when the
provinces and towns formed so many different nations in the
midst of their common country.” In Russia, for example, the
court nobility spoke French among themselves and had a diffi-
cult time understanding the colloquial Russian of the peasantry.

In the old kingdoms, all the functions that we today expect
the state to carry out were usually provided by local govern-
ment. Feudal agricultural
estates and towns were the units

thought, the years preceding the French
Revolution of 1789 are commonly labelled the Age of Enlight-
enment. The Enlightenment was inspired by a revolution in
scientific and intellzctual thought. It was characterized by a
belief in the powers of human reason, science and progress.
The notion of the state during this time evolved from one
defined as an estate owned by a ruler and sanctified by divine
right, to one that belonged to an abstract and impersonal
authority—the people—and which was governed by public
officers, of whom the king was the highest. This fundamental
shift, that set the conditions for the rise of the nation-state,
arose from the intersection of the new forces of rationalism,
capitalism and the Napoleonic Empire.

One of the ideas that rationalists such as Thomas Hobbes
and John Locke developed was the criticism of divine right
monarchy. Gone was the pageantry and pretense of heavenly
mandate. Instead, rulers and ruled were to be bound by a ratio-
nalized contract. An enlight-
ened despot should not claim a

of production and trade, while
nobles and local parliaments
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mandate from God, they
argued. Justification for
authority was grounded in use-
fulness to the state and society.
The monarch was to be consid-
ered the “first servant of the
state.” This attack on divine
right monarchy extended to a
criticism of the whole social
structure of privilege and feu-
dal caste ranking.

The developing force of
industrial capitalism also con-
tributed to the coming of
tzz:%xﬂl:ﬁf]!)’;”‘""MM' *| nation-states. The pre-condi-
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serving as diplomats to French
and English Kings, as well as

German unification (1866-71). not ail Germanic peoples were
included. [Robert Gildea, Barricades and Borders, OUP, 1991, p. 199]

involved a steady labor source,
supply of raw materials and a
market. Changes in agricultural

Germanic princes on Spanish
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Moreover, Rowan has harsh words
for African-Americans such as Pendleton,
Steele, and Clarence Thomas who claim
to have “made it on their own,” calling
them “superblacks.” While Rowan is
right to point out the debt that blacks owe
to civil rights leaders who helped open
the doors, one wonders at what point this
“debt” will be paid off: at what point
African-Americans can make legitimate
claims to their own success, or to their
own political agendas. Certainly, we are
all a product of external support as much
as internal ambition, but at times
Rowan’s reminders of past debt sound
more like a punishment for those blacks
who have come to different conclusions
about politics and racial issues.

Not Simply Black and White

This complaint about the book extends to
a more general contention about Rowan’s
approach—in the final analysis, it is too
simplistic. Issues such as racial quotas are
complicated, bringing advocates and foes
from all over the racial, ethnic, and politi-
cal spectrum. Nor, for that matter, can
these policy problems be easily divided
into “conservative” or “liberal” camps.
To discuss an issue such as affirmative
action—as Rowan does—without at least
acknowledging the complicated moral
implications is disappointing, especially
at a time when we need so desperately to
discuss these issues honestly.

And Rowan does show an apprecia-
tion for complexity when he explores the
messy internal politics of the NAACP,
tracing the division between those who
fought for unconditional racial integration
and equality and those willing to settle on
the “separate but equal” doctrine. Sur-
prisingly, the villain of the story is
W_.E.B. DuBois—taught in history classes
as the African-American leader who
fought unflinchingly for integration. By
his own historical legwork, Rowan has
found evidence that casts doubt on the
sincerity of DuBois commitment to
desegregation.

However, this alleged “villainy” of
DuBois may need to be re-thought when
one realizes that the debate over integra-
tion versus separatism rages on within the
black community today. African national-
isrm, Afrocentric curricula, and even cam-
pus politics have all reflected the different
ideals of many younger African-Ameri-
cans who feel—after only a degree of
integration into white society—that their

UP BY THE BOCTITRAPS,
FROM CHILOHOOD POVERTY
TO The HIGHEST COURT
W THE. LANG 7

)1 HAVE PULLED MYSELF
e

A debt of énormous proportions, but when will it be paid off?

[Kirk Anderson]

identities are overshadowed.

Recently, cartoonist Garry Trudeau
devoted a few weeks of Doonesbury to
just these conflicts, depicting students
who have inherited a complicated conflict
between the ideal of social integration
and the reality of racial identity. In one of
these strips, a white college dean is
accused of racism (by students of all
races) for demanding that different stu-
dent groups integrate into the mainstream
of campus life. The dean recalls that only
a generation before, he would have been
called a racist for denying these groups
the opportunity to integrate. Trudeau’s
strip is just one example of the gulf that
exists between many younger students (of
all races) and their older counterparts who
fondly remember the social ideal of inte-
gration—not separation—that reigned in
the 1950s and early 1960s.

Though not a strictly generational
problem, Trudeau’s strips reflect the
changing definitions of racial equality
and justice. By contrast, Rowan sees the
battle lines relatively unchanged through-
out the latter half of the twentieth centu-
ry—what defined racial justice then,
defines it today. And this is not simply a
criticism of Rowan. We all need to adopt
a more flexible understanding of what
racial, ethnic, and gender equality mean.
With this, a more productive and mean-
ingful debate will emerge, one which
looks beyond simple categorization.

This should not be seen as a dis-
missal of the continuing threat of racial

and gender discrimination—it still
remains all too real. But little will change
unless we begin to question exactly what
race, ethnicity, and gender represent. To

Rowan, the advancement of the political-

ly unpalatable Clarence Thomas to the
highest court in the land as Marshall’s
“successor” means African-American
regression, not progress. The author skirts
the issues and leaves the basic questions
unanswered: what defines progress in
light of past injustice?

Marshall: The Last Word

The last few chapters of Rowan’s biogra-
phy focus on the post-Marshall Court,
where it is and where it is headed. Rowan
repeatedly asks Marshall what positive
decisions can come from a Court largely
nominated by Reagan and Bush, especial-
ly given the recent nomination of
Clarence Thomas. And here Marshall sur-
prises us: he has confidence in the Court,
he says, because the justices are nominat-
ed for life, and are bound to no one.

Marshall vindicates the power of law
to withstand political pressure. Yet,
Rowan is skeptical, wondering aloud how
hopeful Marshall can be of a court so
dominated by conservatives. And in a
way, Rowan’s confusion exemplifies the
overall flaw of his biography. For all his
empathy, Rowan does not see what Mar-
shall grasps intuitively. The future
belongs to those who recognize the com-
plexities of race and ideology. @
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[David Wysotski]

men.” For days we didn’t speak, for days
I wrote off my brother as a typical male,
for days I tried to understand why he
couldn’t see what I could see.

A few weeks passed and then some-
thing happened. My brother turned nine-
teen. “Nineteen, so young,” I thought as I
imagined myself at that age. Suddenly
my brother’s anger became clear. Around
nineteen I thought all feminists were les-
bians and that the movement was about
scary women with short spiky hair.
Remembering my nineteenth year made
me blush, it also reminded me that I was
not born a feminist.

Rapidly, images began flooding my
mind. First the memory of my friend’s
face as she told me of being sexually
abused as a child. Then the recollection of
my own anger when a university profes-
sor told me that women’s history wasn't
relevant enough to be brought into his
course curriculum. Finally, the feeling of
complete despair after hearing that four-
teen women, at the university down the
road were murdered because of their sex.

As these thoughts flashed against the
empty panel of my mind so did the real-
ization that the process through which I

became a feminist was gradual and
painful. It was one in which I had to com-
prehend and accept that men and women
do not have the same opportunity and
safety. Personal, sad experiences ushered
me into the world of feminism.

That, and the nurturing of feminist
friends, parents and teachers who taught
me that this ideology did not mean that I
couldn’t love men, nor celebrate my fem-
ininity, but that it would allow me to ful-
fill my greatest potential. Feminism, I
learnt, would encourage me to have
strength. Never once, while I was learn-
ing about this philosophy, was 1 told that
my questions were ignorant, or that my
behavior didn’t fit into an ideologically
correct mold.

The students at the World Affairs
Conference were not so lucky. From the
first moment of Morgan’s address, they
were put on the defensive. Their ques-
tions were labelled as ignorant and their
behavior as something out of the “twilight
zone.” Morgan told the students that she
was critical of them because, although it
is an honor to address the young, “to face
those who have not done their homework
is a disappointment.”

When I reflect upon what occurred
that evening, I wonder how much home-
work Morgan had done before speaking
to her audience. Did she know its age?
Was she aware that most of the students
had never heard a live feminist before
her? Morgan scolded the students without
offering an explanation as to how they
might alter their behavior and left out the
critical advice of how they might build a
better world. And like unfairly punished
children, many students left that evening
angry for not knowing what they had
done wrong.

I know that in the next few years a
number of those students will go on to
witness events which will allow them to
understand Morgan’s rage and the impor-
tance of feminism. I know that in time a
number of those students will look back
at the evening and feel embarrassed about
comments they made. But between that
time and now a number of those students,
including my brother, will have unneces-
sarily to regain their faith in feminists
because they witnessed a scrap fight
where cheap shots were thrown—from
both directions—which, like angry
punches, offered a fleeting sort of satis-
faction, but solved nothing. ©
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The Students’ Dilemma

Five years ago, in response to a professor’s pedagogical challenge, an entire class of sociology
students organized themselves and skipped their final exam. The author, a leading

conspirator, recounts the tale.

by John Kellogg Werner

¢ ¢Jf no one shows up to take the final

exam, everyone in the class will get
an ‘A’. If anyone shows up and takes it,
that person gets their grade, and everyone
else gets an ‘F’.” This was the challenge
sociology professor Dan Chambliss at
Hamilton College (in Clinton, New York)
had posed to his introductory sociology
classes for eight years in a row. For seven
of those years, students dutifully came and
took the final exam. Most years, they did
not even think he was serious.

"~ However, in the eighth year (fall,
1988), all sixty-two students in the
class—half of them in their first semester
of college—skipped the exam. And for
their truancy, an ‘A’ magically appeared
on their transcripts.

“It looks easy, but it isn’t,” says
Chambliss. “It only takes one person,
showing up for any reason, to blow it for
the entire class. And an ‘F’ on the final is
a serious risk.”

The challenge, reminiscent of the
famous “Prisoner’s Dilemma”—where
distrust is fostered and used by the police
to play on the fears of two co-criminals
that their partner has confessed, in order
to make each one confess to the crime—
is intended to actively teach students the
difficulties of organizing coalitions under
dangerous conditions. ‘Dictators, or any
unpopular leaders, often remain in power
not because everyone likes them, or even
because anyone likes them,” says Chamb-
liss. “It only takes one conspirator who
panics and turns everyone else in to the
secret police.”

Nonetheless, five years ago, a group
of conspirators believed that they could
galvanize their fellow students towards
unified action. Soon after Chambliss

John Kellogg Werner graduated from
Hamilion College in 1992 and now works
with special needs children in Boston.
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issued his challenge, they set about to con-
vince their classmates that it was possible.
After laying their hands on a copy of the
official class list from the college registrar,
the plotters began to discuss the project
with individual students Despite a strong
front of willing supporters, even the self-
appointed ringleader had his uncertainties.
“I didn’t take on any reai partners,” he
says. “l was afraid that if anyone knew [/
had doubts, everyone else would panic and
the whole thing would fall apart.”

To secure total boycott participation,
the plotters toyed with a variety of strate-
gies. They held meetings for the entire
class, but people did not show up. They
thought about chartering a bus to take the
whole class to nearby Albany on exam
day. They even considered just hiring a
bouncer to stand outside the door to keep
people out of the exam room.

Through all these schemes, most stu-
dents remained skeptical, if not actually
afraid, of attempting the boycott. As a
senior student put it: “this wasn’t
announced three days before the exam.
You had twelve weeks to sit around wor-
rying about what the other guy would do.”

One woman, planning to transfer to
another college, could not afford to lose
the course credit. A few other students
were in danger of failing, and needed to
do well on the final in order to pass. Two
star students were ranked highly in their
respective classes and while getting an
‘A’ would not be any special event for
them, an ‘F’ could destroy years of hard
work. Still another student, with less
honorable motives, gleefully suggested
that he would reschedule to take his test
after the official date and then blackmail
the rest of the class into paying him $10
each not to show up.

In one particularly tricky case, a
hockey player from Canada would actual-
ly end up potentially worse off by receiv-
ing a guaranteed ‘A’, than if he took the

exam. He had performed poorly on the
first two tests but had a chance to redeem
himself on the final because of Chamb-
liss* ‘2X’ policy. By writing 2X on a
completed final exam, the student would
have the final exam counted twice and
would replace the worst of the previous
tests. For the hockey player, a simple ‘A’
on the final was not enough, the 2X was
his only hope of a passing grade.

Even with all of these obstacles, the
conspirators—with the help of a book of
legal forms—finally hit upon a possible
solution. It was a contract, a legal docu-
ment that became valid only when all par-
ties to the agreement had signed. The
contract stipulated that all agreed not to
take the exam, and that anyone who
reneged on the agreement would be legal-
ly liable to everyone else. Copies of the
contract were passed around; eventually
everyone signed; and a photocopy of the
contract with all sixty-two signatures
appended and a wallet-sized photo of
every student next to her or his signature
(just to reinforce the commitment) were
distributed and posted on the wall.

That did the trick. As Chambliss
says, “[the conspirators] had to create that
entire scenario just to convince everyone
that no one else could back out.” On
December 7, ten days before the sched-
uled exam date, sociology student Heather
Russel went home for the vacation—and
everyone else knew it. Her actions sig-
naled that the boycoft was for real.

On December 17, the plotters—still
fearful that someone might succumb to
last minute nerves and appear for the
final—milled about in the building near
the classroom where Chambliss sat with
the exam. Half an hour after the appoint-
ed exam time, with no student having
come in the door—not even the failing
hockey player—Chambliss got up and
left. The last essay on the test that no one
took read: “Why did the boycott fail?” @
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