DIVERSITY AND IDENTITY *

| appredate this very much. Among the things that former deans miss— among the very few
things we miss— is easy accessto captive audiences. On the other hand, adive deans may have cative
audiences, but they rarely fed freeto speak their minds; usually they just say what everyone expeds
deansto say. It's been suggested that the dosest thing to red freedom of speed is enjoyed by tenured full
profesors approaching retirement. Former deans, too, can fed that sort of freedom: nolonger hampered
by administrative palicies or administrative loyalties or by wondering how the student newspaper might
garble what was said.

When | stopped being dean, | made an excdlent resolution: not to criticize pulicly any
administrative adions at my university. That resolution held goodfor half-a-dozen yeas; but it crumbled
in the fall of 1991,when radsm and sexism were made institutional palicy. We were told to label by race
and gender prospedive members of seach committees © that committees of the right “diversity” would
be seleded.

I’m going to argue that much of what’s being said abou “diversity” is sdly misguided. One
reason that people get away with that is becaise they're dl owed to talk in high-falutin abstradion and
generalization. | want rather to talk abou adual experiences of adual people.

| owe this oppatunity to my identity as Josef Martin, author of adear’s memoirs. But — like
every other human being — I’ ve got more than ore identity. I’'m an Austrian, by birth. By education,I’'m
an Australian. By choice— aswell as grea goodfortune — I’'m a dtizen of the United States. I'm also a
chemist, and I’'m a profesor. I’ ve been a ammpetitive chessplayer. I'm a True Believer in the existence of
the Loch Nessmonsters. And so on.

Eadh o those identiti es tell s you something abou me; nore of them tellsyou all the significant
things abou me. That I'm a profesor tell s you that I’ m inclined to talk rather than to ad; yet at times|’ve
been aman o adion. My belief in the Loch Nessmonsters shows meto be downright peadliar; yet in
many ways I’ m conventional, even stodgy. That I'm a chemist tellsyouthat | recognize the existenceof a
red world abou which we can gain true knowledge. But that I'm a chemist doesn't tell you whether or
naot | believein God.

Such identiti es charaderize a ¢assor group. They'r e stereotypes as well as identities. Applied to
human beings, stereotypes are bath right and wrong. They're valid to the extent that every member of an
identifiable group deesindeal have the dharaderistic that defined the groupin the first place But
stereotypes are usualy also invalid, when other attributes — correlated ony statisticdly — are asumed
inevitably to go along with the defining charaderistic. Above dl, thouwgh, stereotypes are wrong when
applied to individuals because, like me, no ore has just one group e identity, everyone has alot of them.

We hea incessantly abou “the woman's viewpoint” or “what Afro-Americans want” or what’s
right for “Native Americans.” But thereis no opnion a viewpoint that’s shared by all the people who
happen to be female by contrast to all the people who heppen na to be female. There is nothing that all
Afro-Americans want or deserve, by contrast with those people who are not Afro-Americans. Every
human being, be it awoman ar a member of a proteded minarity, or amember of an unproteded
minority or of aso-cdled magjority, is very much more than just amember of that one group; andit’s
demeaning, dehumanizing, simply wrong to ded with anyone, na as who they are but as what one of
their stereotypes happensto be.

The “diversity” movement does explicitly trea people in terms of one of their stereotypes.
Members of underrepresented groups must be brought in, it’s said, because of the spedal viewpaints they
alegedly had, inevitably and unformly, by group-definition.

The dvil-rights revolution that culminated in the 1960 was phenomenally succesdul ina
phenomenally short spaceof time in a phenomenally peacedle fashion. No ore’s been able to tell me of
anything like that in any other courtry or era, where the morally right thing was done, where society
opened its doars to previously excluded people, so guickly, so completely, with so littl e violence Surely
that was becaise the @ms of the movement were so clealy moral and the tadics of the revolutionaries ©
nonviolent. One couldn't gainsay what Martin Luther King said; one wuld hardly fail to admire his
willi ngnessto accet the ansequences of pradicing nonviolent civil disobedience



American society was shamed into ddng the right thing. That right thing, of course, wasto tred
al people & “creaed equal ... endowed... with certain uralienable rights.” What's saucefor the goose, in
other words, has to be saucefor the gander too.

But that’ s nat what those who pressfor diversity and multi culturalism want; they'r e determined
that all individuals shall not be treaed equally. We're ading out the satires of George Orwell — Animal
Farm, and 1984 the nightmares of Franz Kafka, the simplistic scenarios of Ayn Rand, espedally Atlas
Shrugged. On every pamphlet put out by my university it says, “Virginia Tech daes not discriminate ... on
the basis of race sex, handicgp” etc. That'salie.

We dotrea women differently from men, and dadks differently from everyone dse. Segregation
by raceused to be bad, bu now it’s suppased to be good. My university has sparate minority study-halls
andreaeadional centers, and separate howsing is just aroundthe corner. It waswrong in the past to fill
pasitions by word of mouth, without open advertising, and to restrict appantments by raceor gender;
nowadays our administration makes avail able paositions to be fill ed onthe condtionthat only awoman or
abladk be gppanted, andthat’s not stated openly in the alvertisement, it’s made known by word of
mouth orly.

Let’s be quite dea abou it. The daim is made that women, dadks, Native Americans, and all
people of any color know significant things or understand ceeply important matters or fed emotions or
have viewpaints that |, as awhite male, do nd or canna.

That’ s utter nonsense. Some things are ammmon to every human being, and thase ae truly the
most important: wanting to live; wanting to be seaure; wanting to belong; wanting to know whowe ae.
Other things are contingent, diff erent for diff erent people, matters of happenstance. Various are the
particular dangersthat threaen ou variousindividual li ves; disparate are the things that make diff erent
individuals fed inseaure; many are the spedfic barriers that stop people from feding that they belong;
innumerable are the ideologies and individual neuroses that can block a sense of personal identity. Our
lives may be threaened in war, or by abusive parents, or by criminals; we fed inseaure for many and
much more subtle reasons than those; we may fed left out through being bladk in awhite society, or
Jewish in a Christian society; or white in a bladk community; or for courtlessother reasons — being too
small to succed at basketball or foatball, say; or having siblings who seam able to doeverything better.
Y et under those contingent skins, al human beings are the same: if pricked, we dl bleed, nomatter what
caused the wound when excluded, we dl hurt, irrespedive of the basisfor the exclusion.

“Nothing human is alien to me,” said Terentius the Roman two thousand yea's ago; and the
literature of the world ill ustrates that insight. As awriter describes particular, contingent experiences
authenticdly, he dso speeks universally; for the authenticity enables us to empathize. Drawing on ou
own experiences, superficialy diff erent but fundamentally similar, we can translate into our own personal
idioms what other human beings experience What Terentius thought and felt is not alien to us, here and
now.

If the daims of the diversifiers— the dividers-by-groups, the stereotypers — were true, if | were
barred by my white malenessfrom empathy with bladks or women, how then could it happen that the two
bodksthat have, in the last coude of yeas, most moved me, were written the one by awoman and the
other by abladk man?

Over theyeas, I've occasionally read bodks | thought so goodthat | bought several copiesto
distribute anong family and friends. Most receantly, | did that with Jill Ker Conway’s The Roadfrom
Coorain and Shelby Stede' s The Content of Our Character.

Jill Ker, an Australian-born girl, grew upin the outbadk; 1, arefugeeto Australia out of Europe,
was raised largely in cities. But we bath became intell ectual s under the same unfriendy, intell ecually
primiti ve, even anti-intellecual condtions; so that we baoth felt impell ed to leare our famili es and the
courtry in which we'd lived the mupe of decales of our youth. Our striving toward individual identity
was akin. I’d come to read Conway’ s bodk quite naturally, through sedng it mentioned in the University
of Sydney’s magazine; but | cameto read Shelby Stede for atogether the wrong reasons.

I’ve dready mentioned bregking my resolution nd to criti cize happenings at my university. When
| did make an open protest against paliti cd corredness it led to pubic interviews and debates. | needed
to survey what others were saying abou these things. Important sources for me, obviously, were the
disgdents among the to-be-proteded groups: women like Midge Deder, Gertrude Himmelfarb, Carol
lannore; blads like Stephen Carter, Glenn Loury, Thomas Sowell, Shelby Stede. So | thowght it my duty
toread Stede' sbodk — for ammunition, nd for edificaion|let alone pleasure. Which madeit all the nicer



when | foundmyself thoroughly engaged by these wnspicuously horest, insightful essays about a human
being's druggle for individual identity in a society that insists he caana be himself, that he shoud be a
stereotype in order to satisfy some higher, abstrad goal of social justice

That’s an entirely universal human story. The particular high, abstrad goal that people aetold
they must serve can be dmost anything at all: familia, religious, social, pditi cd. Those whotry to
impose it might be parents, the government, terrorists, or well-meaning presaire groups.

Everyone, of course, means well. In the name of freedom, the Irish Repulican Army kill sand
maims people & randam. To save souls, the Inquisitiontortured spedfic individuals. On October 25 o
last yea, the television show Sxty Minutes showed how loved and loving littl e dhil dren had been torn
from loved and loving foster parents — just because the parents were white and the dhildren blad.

No matter what the particular abstrad goal may be, nomatter whotriesto imposeit, it’swrong to
trea people not asindividuals but as symbadlic units, ciphers, statistics. It demeans and dehumanizes —
and it doesn’t even lring that abstrad, desirable goal any closer. The ends never justify the means
becaise the means you wse determine what ends you' Il actually read. It’s just as wrong now for
self-andinted bladk leadersto tell Shelby Stede what his place ad rolein society must be, what it’s
permissble for him to fed, think, and say, asit was wrong when Jim Crow laws told eat blad person
what his place adrole had to be.

There'sno kasisin logic for forcible, group-wise diversificaion. Andthere’ sno kesisfor it in
fads, either. Evidence offered is unsoundin the same way that the logicd and ethica bases are unsound
statistics abou groups are gplied to the treament of individuals.

Every competent statistician knows that valid statistics requires proper sampling and dis-
aggregation; even then, nocorrelationin itself proves a caise-and-effed relationship. The diversifiers, the
dividers-by-group,ignore that routinely. For example, they’ Il cite the fad that the median annual salary
for bachelor’ s graduates in science and engineaing in 1990was $26,100for whites and orly $24,000for
bladks: obviously just anather ill ustration o cortinuing discrimination. But the median for
Asian-Americans at $30,000was much higher than bah; so it would be just as valid to conclude that
whites are improperly discriminated against in comparisonto Asian-Americans.

Thase whowant to bring us group dversity also want to bring us group sensitivity: no member of
any proteded minority shoud ever fed off ended by anything that any non-member of that group might
say. Again I’'m going to ded in aneadotes rather than abstradions, bu | can’t resist making one snide
general comment first. We' ve proved ourselves as a society, as an educational establi shment, incgpable of
prodwing universal literacy. What possble reasonis there to imagine that we have the wisdom or the
know-how to produce universal sensitivity? At least some societies, if not ours, have been able to ingill
universal literacy; nore has ever been able to establish uriversal sensitivity.

But beyondthat, even if we muld get it, whowould want it? What would it be goodfor?

In the Australia of my youth, foreigners or immigrants were “Chinks,” “ Dagos,” “ Frogs,”
“Pommies,” “reffos,” “W ops’; in fad * bloody Pommies,” “ bloody reffos,” and so on.Those were nat
usually terms of affedion a resped. But it was at the same time true that some people who used those
terms were singularly kind and helpful to individuals within all those groups, as they dedt with themin
day-to-day life. | susped it was very goodfor meto lean that people who make stereotypicdly
denigrating remarks abou refugees, Jews, people with accents, intelleduals, people who dorit play
foatball, and so on,might still be kind and helpful to me personally even though | belong in all those
despicable cdegories.

“Sticks and stones can bregk my bonres, bu names will never hurt me,” we said in those days. |
think it helped me put things into perspedive so that, for instance, I’ ve liked and respeded and conversed
comfortably with some people who use the phrase, “getting jewed dovn.” What would my life be likeif,
whenever | head such aphrase, | felt obliged to rush to the neaest EO/AA Officeto report the ailprit?
What sort of person might | have become if I'd been drill ed, coached, trained to be eser onthe dert and
to fed insulted by such idioms?

Football coadhes are permitted to tell student-athletes that leaning to dscipli ne themselves under
physicd stressis goodfor them becauseit buil ds charader. Why can’'t we tell all studentsthat learning to
discipline themselves in the faceof bad manners by others helps them to build their individual charaders
andto lean abou the diversity of human behavior?

Babies are antirely dependent on haw others tred them. Growing up means redi zing that you
don’t depend entirely on ahers. To be alult, to be self-reliant, you have to know that your emotions are



under your own cortrol, na at the mercy of what anyone happens to say to you a how anyone happens to
look at you. By indactrinating women and Hadksto believe that their emotional states are & the mercy of
what others sy to them, the sensiti vity propagandists train them to fed perpetually helpless to be
perpetually reading, to be voluntarily dependent on chers.

People who talk insensitively are not necessarily bigots. | have afriend whotells me Jewish
jokes, and retell s our mutual friend Corio Italian jokes, and ou friend Huang he tell s Chinese jokes; to
our faces, na behind ou badks. He'sno kigot. The best criterial’ ve so far foundto identify bigotsistheir
total lack of humor and their taboo against sedng that their emperor isn’'t weaing any clothes.

We've dl heard many times abou how often, in this modern scientific age, people ae going to
have to retrain to new jobs and adjust to new techndogies; but what abou having to lean a new language
every few yeas? When | first came to the States, “Negroes’ was aword that could be used in pdite,
mixed company, though “colored people” was perhaps preferred. Then it had to be “blad,” that soon
becane “Afro-American,” and nav apparently it must be “African-American.” Andwhy isit now very
chic to talk about “people of color” but insulting to talk of “colored people”? Must we make the English
language ever moreill ogicd?

I’ve got amodest proposal to make. When phlosophers argue, they distinguish “Theory 1,
“Theory 2,” and so on.Why dorit we just cdl different groups of people “Humans-1,” “* Humans-2,” and
so or? To be quite fair, we culd use alottery to determine which groupgetsto be number 1 andwe
could rotate that distinction every yea or so.

This obsessonwith wordsisn't appropriate to what we like to cdl ascientific age. It harks badk
to the times when people believed in magic, that saying the right words somehow causes the right things
to happen (abracadabral); whereas the use of taboowords brings disaster (Yah Weh!). But it’s nat that
easy or smple to improve society. It requires a bit more df ort than just using the right words; and we
shoudn't let ourselves get distraded by word games from what actually neals to get dore.

In Cdliforniathere grows atree @mmonly cal ed the Digger pine. How many of you recognize
that as aterm that demeans Native Americans? | discovered it recently through the newspaper The
Scientist, in an article titled “Radst relics: an ugly blight on ou botanicd nomenclature.” 1t also mentions
some more obvious transgressons, like “Coorties,” “ Coonties.” A foll ow-up letter painted ou, though,
that such searchesfor off ensivenessin language ae not for everyone to cary out; alittleleaning can be a
dangerous thing. “Coorties,” it turns out, doesn’t come from “coons’ or from any other
Engli sh-American word; it’ s the angli cism of a Seminole word that carries no derogatory conndations at
al.

Espedally when | lived in Kentucky, | often used to seelittl e black-faced statues, typicdly in
jockey’s clothes, with a hand ou-stretched as a hitching post. Early last yea, there was agrea furor in
Roanoke when such a statue was discovered at the shoaing range used by the dty pdice The statue was
removed forthwith, amid much dedaiming against insensitivity and radsm. A littl e whil e later, a black
woman wrote that she herself has such afigurein her front yard because the first one had been creded for
George Washington, at his request, in honor of Jocko, a bladk teenager who hed frozen to deah in the
line of duty while halding the cavalry’ s horses.

So maybe the quest for sensitivity will | ead people to learn some history and something abou
languages and linguistics, and abou literature. For the moment, though, too many people ae being
alowed to get away with saying, like Humpty Dumpty, “When | use aword, it means just what | chocse
it to mean.”

The theme for your conferencethis yea is“New Rediti esin the Liberal Arts.” Fine; but don't
jettison aher rediti es just because they happen to be old, o timeless or unwelcome. Some things have
not changed. The theme of the mnjoint meding of the AAC [Association d American Colleges] is“The
Discipline(s) we Nead Now.” Let me suggest that among them, as always, is the self-disciplineto pu
thought ahead of adion and evidence dead of beliefs.

What are olleges for? Surely nat for capitulating to poor logic and bad evidence Andthey’re not
for doing social engineaing, either. As Richard Mitchell makes plainin hisbodk The Graves of Academe,
elementary and secondary schods deteriorated when social goals were substituted for acalemic ones; are
we now going to ruin ou universities in the same fashion?

Colleges must be first and foremost, in Barzun's phrase, “houses of intelled” — places of
leaning and scholarship — because thase things are necessary to a avili zed society and there’sno aher
placewhere they can thrive. Learning and scholarship require acalemic freedom, and they require



freedom of speed. The only way to keep those freedoms is to exercise them; we must not stay sil ent
under the ranting of the fanatics.

Some people are speging up, and I commend them to you as role models. | offer you Shelby
Stede, as horest awriter asyou'll find, as courageous as you Il find, saying things that neither pde of
extremists wants to hea. | off er you Stephen Carter, whose bodk Refledions of an Affirmative Action
Baby exemplifieswhat it meansto be anintellecual.

Recdl the mnfirmation heaing for Judge Clarence Thomas. | offer you as role model s the people
whowere the silver lining in that mess the men and women who came — on bdh sides— to give pulic
testimony as charader witnesss; people so clealy determined simply to tell the truth asthey saw it, even
asthey knew they'd be pulicly attadked for it. | offer you asrole model Clarence Thomas's ®aetary,
with whom the senators were so visibly afraid to cross svords. | off er you John Doggett, who chall enged
and defied the senators and everyone dseto tred him as other than the unique individual personthat he
is.

If youwant diversity, take these bladk women and men as role models. If youwant diversity,
foll ow the teading of Confucius: trea others as you would that they trea you, ramely according to your
individual identity, na acarding to ore of your stereotypes.

We will have fairnessandjusticefor all only when fairnessand justice ae defined, nd in terms
of groups but in terms of individuals, persons, human beings.

* Keynote Addressby Henry H. Bauer, 49th Annual Meding of the American Conference of Academic
Deans, Sedtle (WA), January 1993.
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