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Freedom to indoctrinate
by Elizabeth Hiscott about Jews, in their essays.

Hare examined assumptions underlying 
the theories expressed by people involve; 
in or relevant to the case, and focused dw 
aspects of open mindedness, bias, neutréd 
ity, and tolerance, as he discussed the rga 

"JKeegstra's dismissal frtoi 
teacMngSwhich he said led to the doipti 
n^ltt view 
noTM that t

•garding “the traditional •sponse to
the dilemma ... to invoke ^tte ideal that“The Keegstra case is useful in philo

sophy of education in providing a touch
stone by reference to which philosophical 
generalizations can be tested...

“There are ideas ... advanced by philo
sophers ... which come to grief once they 
are examined in the light of this sorry epi
sode in Canadian education.”

These were some of the comments made

truth would emerge in open'discussion,” 
? Hare pointed to the doubt c^t by Frederick 
?./>Schauer, who questioned Ifie degree to 

which people really are rational.
As the central aim of education is to 

tvelopment of students 4$ rational 
e agents, “t^e study of bad arguments is an 

important*f^rt of learning-'to argue effec
tively,” Harp said. j

CcmimenHng on the ‘jaisturbing fact” 
that Ijfeegstr^ “was widely hailed as a good 
teacngr,” he ^id the assessment was based

sons
fun

it “justice was done.” \ 
case was seen by some as 

tesf^f freedom of speech; as an attempt to 
isorship of Keegstra’s views; and 

as découragement of open inquiry. 
^xHare not|d that Keegstra insisted he had 
tried to present alternative points of view, 
to màfee his students think; and that he had 
Sidvlsbd his students that the position he 
-defended “wasjonly a theory” and “one not 
widely accepte^!.”

by Dalhousie University Professor of E enlon
cation and Philosophy, William H^e, ata" 
well-attended seminar on “Tl l-Leegstra 

:k in the.Case in Canada,” held last 
Education Building.

These comments portrai 
sons academics, educators, ndtecting Keegstra’s own 

Ttictèm and in 
fmé-sided account on 

his students, he subverted the 
critical approach to teaching.”

* one of the réa- 
other szTio- 

civil

(

lars, lawyers, people involved 
liberties, and others, continue to be intey 
es ted in the various aspects of the Keegstr;

V om
Though HW-^id KeegstmWatfn to fnYrin (X 

have been following the^-curriculum JUIClrli' 
showed “mist.case, five years after it became a major news 

story in Canada. y-
As Hare noted, this affair came to BfeswH

gprOk-lief,” Ae looked less 
the map^ methodology, 
UüSîïonest; particularly in 

his use of sourds which were supposed to 
to examine different points

jolej^ritly 01 
wîfich n>"'ra+

as a paradigm (model) case of indoctrina
tion (the accept-it-without-question pro
cess of teaching).

Hare began his presentation with back-

h. StUi

or view.
on the fact Keegstra maintained discipline 
in class. The assessment was totally unre
lated to any consideration of the knowl
edge, skills, and attitudes being learned by 
his students. Hare noted that this case 
might lead us to think out more carefully 
what a good teacher does.

In a question period Hare was asked why 
Keegstra taught history and social studies 
when he had concentrated on auto 
mechaHics^ÿid industrial arts in his educa
tion. tie Responded that some people 
believe teamens have the ability to teach 
any subject. He added,W‘I think that is a 
misguided view.”

Dr. S. Sd^hi, of the Dalhpusie University 
ng School of Education, noted the Keegstra 

ise action resulted from a stroftgjebby in 
estioned whether tne use, 

beyoritUhe 60s, of fehool texts containing 
dreogato!\jerms, such^s “savage^” to 
describe mu-we Canadian Indians, 
occurred because* the IrtoiansXwere no? a 
strong lobby. \ cL V l 

Hare answered Wiat he believes there 
would have been sirpilpr action if anothrt 

'd about in similar \ 
>een discussions by 

educathfs. regarding that problem. A case 
like KeegsiWsJsensitizes more people to 
look critically at text books. This case was 
a dramatic and shocking example of preju
dice at workyLX^^.

Hare noted that “in protecting his own 
view from criticism and in forcing a one
sided account on his students, Keegstra 
subverted the critical approach to 
teaching.”

Referring to J. Anthony Blair’s work 
and his distinction between arguments 
used to convince and those used to inquire, 
Hare pointed out that a teacher who uses 
argument to convince “must also teach the 
use of argument as a tool of inquiry” so 
students may “assess the teacher’s position 
critically.”

He noted
ment is conducted to

ground information on Jim Keegstràijhe 
teacher of social studies and history in Eck^ 
ville High School, Alberta, who taught his 
students that there is an international Jew
ish conspiracy to establish a world govern
ment. Keegstra used documents which no 
“reputable historian” would accept as 
au t hen t ic, d^^aîtfecnpt to prove his theory, 
believing tpat those whp did not accept i 
must )art of the conspiracy.

Hetaught that Zionists had 1 

the Holocaust ... to attract supporters for 
thçîr cause.... He made no attempt to deny

{

fed

he argih' 
rational princi

ples. It is because Keegstra’s approach^as 
of the Socratic ideal of fol

tance “i1:

The assessment of his teaching 
ability was)totally unrelated to. 
any consideration of tlfe 
knowledgerskflls and attitu 
being learned

a travi
Yheafgument where it leads, ai 
because he attempted to convince 1 
dents, that he stands condemi 
said.

lOt
Alberta. Sodhistu-

are

On neutrality, Hare said whaçmattérs is
•Id . j the 
D»di they

the way one’s convictions are 
central question being whether 
are regarded as révisable in the lig^t of new 
evidence or fresh argument. He pointed to 
the non-revisability of Keegstra’s convic- 

ice of his not being a “cham-

his stud

id been
tetris.what he had 

rather to show that it“w^ 
view ... a truth which must be communi
cated to others who have been duped.”

Keegstra, who had been teaching at Eck- 
ville since 1968, was dismissed in January, 
1983, for “failing to conform to the pres
cribed curriculum;” a decision upheld by a 
Board of Reference ruling in April 1983. 
His license to teach in Alberta was revoked 
in October 1983 and he was expelled from 
the Alberta Teachers’ Association.

In July 1985 Keegstra was convicted of 
“willfully promoting hatred against the 
Jews;” a conviction which was overturned 
by the Alberta Court of Appeal, on the 
grounds that “the law in question violates 
the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms.”

Hare discussed Keegstra’s teaching 
which “displayed and fostered anti-semitic 
attitudes,” including his encouraging stu
dents making “disparaging remarks”

teachin, ght -etions as e-
pion of openmundednessT 
supporters suggested.

Hare addressed the question of whether 
or not we should, in sincere commitment 
to free and open inquiry, tolerate ideas likè 
the Jewish conspiracy theory for presenta
tion in our schools, though it may be offen
sive or widely regarded as totally 
implausible.

He noted that there is a powerful tradi
tion in philosophy of education which 
supports inclusion of controversial mate
rial, and open discussion of related issues. 
Though he doubts the Jewish conspiracy 
theory qualifies as a “controversial histori
cal thesis,” he still asked if it should be 
ignored in teaching. Would mentioning it 
give it support? Would excluding it lead 
some to suspect it had credibility? Might 
ignoring it until a student brought it up, 
mean it might never come up? These were 
the types of questions Hare raised.

leed the correct e o

t^^jHfswering a question 
the Keegstra case with the Malcolm Ross 
case in New Brunswick. (Ross, also a 
teacher, published books espousing beliefs 
similar to Keegstra’s.) Hare stressed that 
these cases raise different issues. “Ross sub
scribes to all of the beliefs Keegstra pres
ented, but he doesn’t teach them in the 
classroom.”

impari

Dr. A. Barton, of the Dalhousie Univer
sity School of Education, asked, with a 
grin, about the appropriateness of “offer
ing a cup of hemlock.” To which Hare 
replied, “I think dismissal was adequate 
and right.”

Socrates would likely have agreed with
him.
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