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It IS more Important to teach
students how to think
than what to think.

-Professor Marc Becker, one
of the 101 Most Dangerous
Academics in America



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Academics in America (Regnery, 2006), which brings up 101 academics on charges of

indoctrinating their students with their political views. Since Mr. Horowitz’s charges
are aimed at the core of professors’ professional ethics, we believe that they are not to be
taken lightly. For Mr. Horowitz to accuse a single person of these charges—Iet alone 101—
a reasonable person might expect him to do three things: examine the facts objectively,
support his conclusions with sound evidence, and make recommendations that are in
students’ best interests. We believe that Mr. Horowitz fails on all of these counts.

This report examines David Horowitz’s book, The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous

After conducting interviews with the professors in Mr. Horowitz’s book and fact-checking
Mr. Horowitz’s evidence, the Free Exchange on Campus coalition has drawn the following
conclusions:

o Mr. Horowitz’s book condemns professors for actions that are entirely within
their rights and entirely appropriate in an atmosphere that promotes the free
exchange of ideas. Mr. Horowitz chiepy condemns professors for expressing
their personal political views outside of the classroom. He provides scant
evidence of professors’ in-class behavior and fails to substantiate his charge that
the professors in his book indoctrinate their students. What in-class evidence
he does provide largely demonstrates nothing other than that the professors
in his book emphasize critical, minority or historically underrepresented
viewpoints in their teaching.

o Mr. Horowitz's research is sloppy in the extreme and, we believe, manipulated
to fit his arguments. Mr. Horowitz’s book is characterized by inaccuracies,
distortions, and manipulations of fact—including false statements,
mischaracterizations of professors’ views, broad claims unsupported by facts
and selective omissions of information that does not yt his argument.

o In our view, Mr. Horowitz’s conclusions are based on faulty premises. Mr.
Horowitz’s conclusions are based on the premises that America’s colleges and
universities are failing to ensure students’ academic freedom, and that students
lack the critical thinking skills they need to engage with controversial ideas and
decide what they believe for themselves. We believe both premises are false.
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There are other troubling aspects of Mr. Horowitz’s book. For example, in our view, the
tone and format of The Professors strongly evokes a blacklist. While Mr. Horowitz does
not call for the professors in his book to be yred, he does list them by their full names and
places of business, he does condemn them for their political beliefs, he does (as this report
will show) distort evidence in the service of leveling unsubstantiated allegations, and

he does exclude any opposing points of view—all as part of a well-publicized and well-
funded media campaign. In tactics we found to be eerily reminiscent of a bygone era, Mr.
Horowitz’s book also speaks approvingly of students who started a “Watch List,” condemns
professors for their associations with political organizations, and issues an apologia for
Senator Joseph McCarthy.!

However, in this report, we limit our focus to disproving Mr. Horowitz’s allegations and
conclusions on the basis of facts that can be veriyed by objective observers. As we hope
readers will agree, The Professors provides more than enough fodder for concern on this
score alone.

! For Mr. Horowitz’s reference to the students who made a watch list, see David Horowitz, The Professors,
Regnery Press: Washington, D.C., 2006; 239. For examples of professors who are condemned for their
associations with left-leaning political organizations, see Horowitz, chapters on Professors Anton (11-12),
Falk (160-63) and Estrada (152-55), among others. Mr. Horowitz’s apologia for the tactics of Senator
Joseph McCarthy appears in his chapter on Professor Victor Navasky (292-95). Mr. Horowitz writes, “It is
now known, except for holdouts like Professor Navasky, that McCarthy underestimated the extent of Soviet
inpltration in the American government and that virtually all individuals called before congressional com-
mittees were involved in a conspiratorial network controlled by the Kremling (294). Mr. Horowitz bases
this statement on a book on Soviet intelligence by hiostorians Harvey Klehr, John Earl Haynes, and Kyrill
M. Anderson (Yale University Press, 1998) which does not make this claim. The Venona intercepts are a
set of secret Soviet cables that were declassiped in the mid-1990s. Many mainstream historians agree that
they appear to provide further evidence implicating Alger Hiss and Julius and Ethel Rosenberg as Soviet
spies. However, Mr. Horowitzds much broader claim that the intercepts implicate ovirtually all individuals
called before congressional committeeso as being oinvolved in a conspiratorial network controlled by the
Kremlin,d is false.



PART ONE: FINDINGS
l. Lack of Evidence

In the introduction to The Professors, Mr. Horowitz claims that he is concerned with

the “professorial task” of teaching—that his chief concern lies not with what professors
teach or with their personal political beliefs, but with how they conduct themselves inside
their classrooms. We believe that precisely the reverse is true. Throughout his book, Mr.
Horowitz provides scant evidence of what goes on inside of professors’ classrooms, and
instead focuses chiepy on the political opinions they express outside of their classrooms.2
Without sound evidence of what goes on inside professors’ classrooms, we believe it is
absurd for Mr. Horowitz to charge them with something as serious as indoctrinating their
students.

Getting a handle on Mr. Horowitz6s deynition of fiindoctrinationo is difycult, since

he deynes it in a number of ways throughout his book. filn the strictest lexigraphical
sense,” he writes in the introduction, indoctrination means “to imbue with a partisan or
ideological point of view.”® Elsewhere in his book, he portrays it as when professors
fiimpose their biases on students as if they were scientiyc facto; fiuse the authority of
the classroom to force students to adopt their positionso; or engage in fithe arbitrary
imposition of personal opinions and prejudices on students, enforced through the power
of the grading process and the authority of the institutions they represent.”

For the purposes of this analysis, we created a working deynition of indoctrination based
on Mr. Horowitz’s various descriptions of the term. We assume that to be reasonably
deemed as indoctrinating their students, professors would have to do two things: yrst,
they must teach one side of an issue to the exclusion of all others, and second, they must
treat students who disagree with their political views unfairly—by harassing them, or
especially by giving them lower grades.

Not once in Mr. Horowitz’s book do we see proof that a single professor teaches his or
her own political views to the exclusion of all others, and nowhere does Mr. Horowitz
provide a single example of a student whose grade was lowered because of his or her
political beliefs.

2 Mr. Horowitzds attitude towards in-class evidence was aptly revealed by a student reporter at Truman
State University, who questioned Mr. Horowitz about how he knew what went on inside odangerousé
Professor Marc Beckerds classroom. Mr. Horowitz responded, 0l dondt have to be in his class or interview
somebody from his class to know that thereds something wrong here¢; lan Vickers, Truman Index, 3/2/06.
® Horowitz, xxiv.

4 Horowitz, xxvi; xlv; xxvii.
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Indeed, for a book that is ostensibly about students’ rights, student voices are pointedly
absent. Our analysis ynds that student testimonials are absent from 87 of the 100
proyles (not 101, as the title and chapter heading indicate) in Mr. Horowitzis book.

Of the 13 that do appear, all are problematic as far as Mr. Horowitz’s indoctrination
argument is concerned. Two are irrelevant to this charge; two come from a website where
students post dozens (sometimes hundreds) of anonymous opinions about their professors
and where researchers can cherry-pick from the wide array of viewpoints expressed

on any given professor.®> Three are allegations that were investigated and proven
groundless by university ofycials well before The Professors was published; another

was investigated and summarily dealt with by the university, and even this complaint

did not allege that a professor taught one side of an issues to the exclusion of all others

or downgraded a student based on their political views.® One statement that negatively
characterizes students’ opinions of their professor is not supported by the evidence Mr.
Horowitz cites, and another is not supported with any evidence at all.’

Of the three remaining testimonials, not a single one alleges that a professor taught one
side of an issue to the exclusion of all others, or that a professor downgraded a student
based on their political views, and in none of these instances did students attempt to
address their grievances through existing university channels.

Overall, the majority of the proyles in Mr. Horowitzés book contain no evidence of
professors’ in-class conduct whatsoever. As an analysis by Media Matters shows, 52 of
the 100 proyles in Mr. Horowitzés book are based exclusively on things professors have
said or written outside of their classrooms. Our own count of Mr. Horowitz’s footnotes

® The prst irrelevant charge appear in Mr. Horowitzds chapters on Professor Aptheker, where Mr. Horow-
itz quotes a student who complains that Aptheker focuses dway too much on personal history¢ (14); the
second appears in the chapter on Professor Austin, where Mr. Horowitz quotes a student who said that one
of Austinds courses oresonated personally with me especially as a Latinad (27). The two owebsite6 allega-
tions appear in the chapters on Professors Furr (188-89) and McCloud (264); both come from the website
RateMyProfessors.com (RMP).

¢ The three complaints that were investigated and proven groundless by university ofpcials appear in the
chapters on Professors Dunkley (128-31), Parmar (296-99), and Wolfe (354-57); for proof of the ground-
less nature of the claims against these professors, see the chapters on Parmar and Wolfe in this report; for
Dunkley, see Scott Jaschik, 0Tattered Poster Child,6 InsideHigherEd.com, 3/15/05. The complaint that was
investigated by the university and found to have merit appears in the chapter on Professor Massad (271-76).
 In his chapter on Professor Bell, Mr. Horowitz writes that dmanyd of Professor Bellds students ocom-
plained that he was not using his lecture time to teach principles of law, but rather as a platform from which
to indoctrinate his captive audience to his left-wing theories and worldviewsd (58). The citation for this
statement refers to a webpage entitled, 0The History of Critical Race Theory.6 The webpage provides a
brief overview of critical race theory but makes no reference to Professor Bellfs studentsd opinion of their
professor, and does not provide any evidence that they complained that he was using his lectures “as a
platform from which to indoctrinate his captive audience to his left-wing theories and worldviews,6 as Mr.
Horowitz claims; the webpage is here: http://www.edb.utexas.edu/faculty/scheurich/proj7/crthistory.htm.
The un-sourced statement appears in Mr. Horowitz’s chapter on Professor Jeffries (235).




reveals that overall, approximately 80 percent of the evidence he presents relates to things
professors have said or written outside of the classroom.®

To the extent that Mr. Horowitz cites anything at all about what goes on in the classrooms
of the professors he proyles, his evidence usually amounts to materials that can be found
on the internet, such as syllabi or short course descriptions—not accounts from people
who have taken courses with the professors, or who have sat in on their lectures, or who
have participated in class discussions. In short, eyewitness accounts of any kind are
altogether absent from the overwhelming majority of the proyles in Mr. Horowitzés book.

Furthermore, most of the syllabi, course descriptions and the few other teaching materials
that Mr. Horowitz does present tend to show nothing other than that the professors teach
what they claim to teach: courses in yelds that Mr. Horowitz categorizes as fiideological,0
such as ethnic studies, feminism, or peace studies; viewpoints that represent the
perspectives of minority, oppressed, or historically underrepresented groups; or
perspectives that are critical of certain policies of the United States government.®

Indeed, teaching these types of alternative viewpoints is a common thread uniting all of
the professors in Mr. Horowitz’s book. Throughout his book, Mr. Horowitz condemns
professors simply for teaching them. For example:

B Mr. Horowitz condemns Professor Bettina Aptheker for “inject[ing] a women-
centered perspective” into her courses on feminism.

B Mr. Horowitz condemns Professor Regina Austin for teaching her students “to
analyze legal disputes ‘from the perspective of groups of subordinate status.””*!

B Mr. Horowitz condemns Professor Matthew Evangelista for teaching foreign
policy courses that are critical of certain policies of the United States government
and which include concepts such as gender and nationalism in their analysis.*?

B Mr. Horowitz condemns Professor Lewis Gordon for including “contributions
from Africana and Eastern thought” in his course on existentialism because
existentialism “was exclusively the creation of European thinkers from
Kierkegaard to Sartre”—and therefore, according to Mr. Horowitz, Professor

8 http://mediamatters.org/items/200604180011. For examples of chapters containing only evidence of profes-
sorsf utterances and writings outside the classroom, see Mr. Horowitzds chapters on Professors Foner (177-79),
Hooks (223-26) and McChesney (260-62), along with forty-pve others. Our count of eighty percent probably
underestimates the overall percentage of Mr. Horowitz’s evidence that relates solely to things professors have
said or written outside of the classroom.

® For Mr. Horowitzds description of oideologicald pelds of study, see Horowitz, xxv.

0 Horowitz, 14.

1 1bid., 26.

12 bid., 156-59.
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Gordon’s inclusion of non-European perspectives is evidence of his unscholarly
“Afro-centrist prejudices.”®

B Mr. Horowitz condemns Professor Mari Matsuda for teaching a course that
examines the questions, “How have lawyers participated in peace movements,
from draft resistance to Constitutional challenges?” According to Mr.
Horowitz, this amounts to “train[ing] a new generation of lawyer-activists in the
fundamentals of opposing American military intervention.”*

In our view, Mr. Horowitz’s book strongly suggests that emphasizing alternative
perspectives, discussing peace movements, or presenting perspectives critical of certain
policies of the United States government are grounds for inclusion on his list of the one
hundred and one most dangerous academics in America.

Il. Problems of Argumentation

Our analysis shows that throughout his book, Mr. Horowitz manipulates facts to make
them yt his arguments. The pages that follow detail dozens of the inaccuracies that
characterize Mr. Horowitz’s research. As readers can see for themselves, Mr. Horowitz:

Misstates professors’ intended meanings. For example, Mr. Horowitz bases this claim:
“Professor Ensalaco regards the United States as responsible for the 9/11 attacks on
itself,” on this quote: “1’d like our students to understand the historical context of the
attitudes that caused the attacks. If the students understand the complexities involved,
perhaps they’ll avoid the conception that all people of Islam or all Arabs are terrorists.”*

Omits important facts that counter his arguments. For example, Mr. Horowitz states that
Professor Sam Richards’ class lessons “are reinforced with ‘out-of-class’ assignments
that include the viewing of left-wing propaganda ylms.o® Mr. Horowitz fails to mention
that Professor Richards’ students also receive credit for attending conservative events,
including a speech by Mr. Horowitz himself.'’

Takes quotes wildly out of context and mischaracterizes their meaning. For example,

Mr. Horowitz states that “Professor [Michael] Bérubé described the university as ‘the
ynal resting place of the New Left,0 and the dprogressiveso only bulwark against the New
Right.””8 In fact, these quotes are lifted from a sentence in which Professor Bérubé

lists 11 ways that authors other than himself have described the modern university. Mr.

¥ Ibid., 200.

¥ Ibid., 279.

5 Ibid., 146.

16 Ibid., 305-06.

17 See this reportds section on Professor Richards below.
8 Horowitz, 73.



Horowitz selects two and omits the other nine—including descriptions of the university
as “the research wing of the corporate economy” and “the conservatives’ strongest
bastion of antifeminist education.”

Makes statements that are demonstrably untrue—especially with regard to professors’
academic credentials. For example, Mr. Horowitz writes that Professor Kathleen Cleaver
fihas no qualiycations to teach at a major law school.0 He fails to mention that Professor
Cleaver is a member of Phi Beta Kappa, holds a law degree from Yale University and
clerked for the late Judge A. Leon Higginbotham, senior judge for the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Third Circuit and recipient of the Presidential Medal of Freedom. In

his book, Mr. Horowitz also makes untrue statements about the content of professors’
writings, the content of their public statements, the activities they participate in on
campus, their body of scholarly work, their course offerings and the criteria they use for
grading their students.?

Mr. Horowitz makes his cases against individual professors within the context of a larger
argument about the representative nature of the professors in his book—an argument that
we believe to be based on distorted facts as well.

Mr. Horowitz claims that the professors in his book are a representative sample of the 5 to
10 percent of all faculty teaching in America’s colleges and universities who are “radical.”??
Mr. Horowitz derives this estimate from a single incident that occurred at Harvard
University, using a method we consider to be questionable at best. He starts by assuming
that all 218 of the Harvard faculty who voted to censure Harvard President Larry Summers
are radicals. He then calculates that since there are approximately 2,100 faculty members
at Harvard, and since 218 is approximately 10 percent of all faculties at every college in
America are radical. To “control for the possibility that Harvard may be a relatively radical
institution,0 Mr. Horowitz cuts that number in half, leaving him with a ygure of 5 percent®
although in writings and speeches, he usually cites the ygure at 10 percent.?

Quite simply, we consider a method of calculation that draws a sweeping conclusion
about every college and university in America on the basis of a single incident at Harvard
to be extremely suspect.

19 For the full quote, see this reportds section on Professor Michael B@rub® below.

2 Horowitz, 91.

2L See, respectively, this report’s sections on Professors Barash, Aptheker, Evangelista, Meranto, Matsuda,
and Fellman — among others.

2 Horowitz, xlv.

Z 1bid., xlv-xlvi; for examples of Mr. Horowitz using the 10 percent pgure, see Horowitz, 0Close but no ci-
gar,0 FrontPageMag.com, 2/27/06; and Horowitz, speaking at Duke University, quoted by Neal SenGupta,
Duke Chronicle, 3/8/06.
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We also consider it suspect for Mr. Horowitz to make such sweeping and unsubstantiated
statements as, “This sample is but the tip of an academic iceberg, and it would have been
no problem to provide a thousand such proyles or even ten times the numbero; or, fithe
dangers such individuals pose to the academic enterprise extend far beyond their own
classroomso; or, fithe inpuence of radical attitudes is not conyned to radicals on a given
faculty, but has a tendency to spread throughout an institution,” or, that the “problems”
Mr. Horowitz claims to have identiyed fiappear to be increasingly widespread throughout
the academic profession and at virtually every type of institution of higher learning.”?

We ynd it difycult to reconcile Mr. Horowitzés 5 percent ygure with such sweeping
statements about the pervasiveness of radical inpuence at Americads colleges and
universities.

lll. Faulty Premises
Colleges and Universities

In his book, Mr. Horowitz argues that America’s colleges and universities are failing to
maintain standards that protect students from being indoctrinated by their professors. As
our report ynds, Mr. Horowitz provides no proof that this is true. Mr. Horowitz again bases
his claim on a single incident at Harvard, the censure of President Larry Summers. The
chapter in his book entitled “Why Administrators Fail to Maintain Academic Standards” is
dedicated to Mr. Horowitzds own retelling of the censure of President Summers; at the end,
he concludes, “administrators challenge radical faculty at peril to themselves.”*

Again, we consider it highly dubious at best to draw such a sweeping conclusion on the
basis of a single incident at Harvard.

If anything, we believe Mr. Horowitz’s book is an unintentional testament to the fact that
policies that are already in place to protect students’ academic freedom are working well.
In his 300-plus page book, Mr. Horowitz and his team of 30 researchers do not provide a
single example of a student who tried and failed to address an academic freedom-related
grievance through existing university channels.

2 Horowitz, xxv; xxiii; xxiv; 377.

% In the same as he draws this conclusion, Mr. Horowitz also acknowledges that the other marquee ex-
ample in his bookthe Ward Churchill affair, in which university administrators intervened to take action
against Churchill Adirectly contradicts this conclusion; Horowitz, 377.



Students

In our view, the arguments in Mr. Horowitz’s book are premised upon an unreasonably
low assessment of students’ intelligence, and suggest that students risk indoctrination
simply by being exposed to new and controversial ideas.

In his book, Mr. Horowitz describes students as “hapless,” and student points of view are
absent from 87 of the 100 proyles in his book.?® At a recent speech at Penn State, Mr.
Horowitz “verbally assailed students who posed critical or repeated questions,” according
to the Pennsylvania Centre Daily. “*You do not have the mental capacity to understand,’
he told one. To another, he said: “You are deaf and brain-dead.”””%" In short, we consider
Mr. Horowitz’s claim to represent students’ interests to be highly suspect.

The authors of this report work extensively with students and faculty. We believe

that engaging with new ideas and viewpoints is a critical part of the higher education
experience—even if some of these ideas are controversial. We believe that students are
intelligent people capable of engaging in the free exchange of ideas and having their
assumptions challenged without becoming indoctrinated. Indeed, we believe that honing
these kinds of critical thinking skills is one of the most valuable experiences a college can
provide, and that the desire to engage in this experience is one of the main reasons why
students go to college in the yrst place.

As Terry Christopher, a student at Millersville University, testiyed on behalf of Free
Exchange at a recent hearing in Pennsylvania, “I have learned best in classes that are
open to free debate.” Christopher, a self-described active conservative and veteran of the
Irag War, continued, “Growing up in a traditional conservative Lancaster County family

I had limited contact with different points of view. When | attended college for the yrst
time | was surprised by the number of different ideas and opinions; however this diversity
facilitated a well-rounded education.”?®

% Horowitz, 226; we believe this shortage suggests a more signipcant shortcoming in Mr. Horowitzs argu-
ments.

2 Adam Smeltz, CentreDaily.com, 4/14/06.

2 The full text of Christopherds testimony is available online at: http://www.freeexchangeoncampus.
org/index.php?option=com_docman&ltemid=25&task=view_category&catid=8&order=dmdate_
published&ascdesc=DESC.
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THE IMPLICATIONS: A CAUTIONARY NOTE

The arguments and evidence presented in The Professors have been accompanied by
Mr. Horowitz’s efforts to promote his so-called “Academic Bill of Rights” (ABOR), a
legislative effort to impose new standards on colleges and universities. Some version
of ABOR, which is designed to correct the “problems” Mr. Horowitz claims to have
identiyed in his book, has been introduced in over twenty states as well as in the United
States Congress. Mr. Horowitz continues to testify in front of legislators in support of
ABOR and speaks openly about his role in this effort.?

In spite of his lobbying efforts, Mr. Horowitz claims that he is not seeking a government
solution. He claims that he is not urging legislatures to pass “bills,” only “resolutions”—
and that resolutions do not qualify as government action. We ynd it difycult to reconcile
this position with the fact that to date, most of the legislation to stem from ABOR has taken
the form of bills, not resolutions.

One of the bills to stem from ABOR is Arizona senate bill 1331, which would have
allowed students to demand alternative assignments if they found the course material
they were offered offensive in a wide array of possible ways.* Mr. Horowitz distanced
himself from the Arizona bill, calling it “anti-intellectual.”! We agree with Mr.
Horowitz’s characterization, but we believe that bills like this are the logical outcome of
his lobbying campaign, and we further believe that if one sounds a false alarm, one bears
responsibility for the consequences.

We do not believe that legislation—whether in the form of bills or resolutions—is
needed, and we encourage readers of Mr. Horowitz’s book to think very carefully about
his allegation that the individuals he proyles are fidangerous.o

As Georgetown Constitutional Law Professor Mari Matsuda said in response to the
charges Mr. Horowitz makes against her in his book, “the most dangerous falsehood

in this book is the idea that social critics are somehow dangerous or anti-American.”
Professor Matsuda continues, “The greatest danger to democracy is the absence of broad
participation and critical thought. As a lawyer | am sworn to uphold the Constitution of
the United States. The central premise of that Constitution is government by the people.
This requires public inquiry and dissent, not group-think and blind deference to the State.
This is what | teach, and it is standard constitutional interpretation.”

2 For an account of Mr. Horowitzds efforts at lobbying the U.S. Congress, see Horowitz, oLeading the
Fight for Academic Freedom,6 FrontPageMag.com, 3/28/06; for an overview of his state-level lobbying ef-
forts, see Nathaniel Popper, 0Conservative 6Academic Bill of Rightsé Picks up Steam,6 Forward, 4/1/05.

% Academic freedomd bills have appeared in legislatures in Arizona, California, Florida, Hawaii, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, South Dakota, and Washington.

31 Horowitz, 0An Academic Freedom Bill | Wonit Support,6 FrontPageMag.com, 2/13/06.
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PArT Two: "DANGEROUS” PROFESSORS RESPOND

Below are responses from 23 of the professors proyled in David Horowitzés book,

The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America. We gathered these
responses simply by emailing the professors a few weeks ago and giving them the
opportunity to address the charges Mr. Horowitz makes against them. We received many
responses, and they continue to arrive. The material below repects submissions from
professors who responded quickly and whose claims we were able to independently
verify. We will continue to post additional responses on our website,
www.freeexchangeoncampus.org.

In our view, Mr. Horowitzés research is sloppy in the extreme and manipulated to yt his
arguments. His book is characterized by inaccuracies, distortions, and manipulations

of fact—including false statements, mischaracterizations of professors’ views, broad
claims unsupported by facts and selective omissions of information that does not yt his
argument. As we believe these pages demonstrate, in the debate over academic freedom,
the facts do not favor Mr. Horowitz.

Professor Anatole Anton

Mr. Horowitz does not provide a single footnote in his chapter on Professor Anatole
Anton, and nothing in this chapter addresses Professor Anton’s research or teaching.

The majority of Mr. Horowitz’s chapter on Professor Anton focuses not on Professor

Anton himself but on an organization with which he is afyliated, the Radical Philosophy
Association (RPA). Because this chapter is more about the RPA than it is about Professor
Anton, the responses below are from Professor Richard Schmitt, who teaches philosophy at
Brown University, is a member of the RPA and who, according to Professor Anton, “is very
knowledgeable about the history and ofycial stands of the organization. More so than | am.o

Mr. Horowitz claims that the RPA “opposes U.S. economic and military aid to Israel, on
grounds that such aid is perceived’ as supporting ‘the enemfy] of Muslim nations.”” (11)

Mr. Horowitz cites no evidence to back up this claim. Professor Schmitt responds, the
“RPA has no position on aid to Israel that | know of. | am quite certain that we have no
position on supporting ‘Muslim nations.’”

Mr. Horowitz claims, “the Radical Philosophy Association supports Cuba’s Communist
dictatorship.” (11)

Facts Count | 1



