
Mr. Paul Robinson
University of Toronto
Toronto, Ontario

1 2th March, 1 966

Dear Mr. Robinson;

I have received yaur camments an
the denial of tenure ta Murray and
Williamnson and 1 must say that 1 amn
astonished at the violence of your
languaga and the irrotionalîtY of
your arguments in contrast with your
earlier ltter ta me. It is almost as
if it were written by another persan.
Let me racaîl your earlier lettars ta
me on this motter.

I replied ta yaur f irst enquiry of
Jonuary 28th thot in ganerol 1 dis-
oppraved of the discussion of the
merits and demnerits of one's cal-
leagues outside of the academic
cammittees where it is obligotorY ta
discuss these matters, and thot
therefore I was reluctont ta embork
upon such a discussion with you or
anyone aIse. Nevertheless I indicat-
ed that Professor Williamson's Philo-
sophical campetance was not a
major issue in denying him tenure
and that his influence upon the de-
portmenf was the major factor.

You raplied ta my leter on Feb-
ruary 1l th, thonking me for my
"prompt and forthright reply' ta
your enquiries. You then went on fa
say that you had received further
letters from members of the depont-
ment unnamed), that yau had wrif-
ten in repîy ta these asking for
evidence of thair assertions, and that
the replies had been unsotisfoctary.
You then concluded by soying that

I am not eîquipped ta of fer a iudge-
ment. Moreover I do nof feel that
and substontial good moy be ob-
tained by pressing f urther with my
enquiries." You then indicoted that
you wshad yaur application for a
position in this departmant fa stand.

Tîrte weeks luer you issue
o public tirade agsnsf myself
in which you accuse me of dis-
honesty and duplicify. I have
seerched your letter in arder f0
discover w h a t caused this
ebrupt about face on your part.
You séem taf0feel flot I have
eliengod my ground in regard
foaflic reeson for Williamson's
deniel of tenure. This lu not
su.. have malntained, thougli-
ouftfthc wlole proceedingt, thaf
fthe major reason for denying
WillIemson tenure Wei lis
destructive affect upan the de-

pertenf.ppoentsoon affer
kis arrîvali n Edmonton and ln-
ereesîngl>' evident es fime wenf
on. This tenure commlttet
eccumulofcd a mass cf evid-
eue cround fIls point, wth
sfttements front evcry member
of fthe dep@tment, fromt absent
mumbers of the deparfmanf,
and from former mcmbers. AIl-
flieugli efcourse there Wei
tome cenflef in flic opinions
expressed ln flic motter, fhe
eve.whelmlng evidence support-
ad My contenton In thiIre-

specf, sa thaf this issue was
naete in dispute. The accoune
you give of the tenure com-
mifee's deliberations is o com-
ploe fabrication and boers no
relation whafevcr ftaflhc truf h.

There wos evidence that'one valu-
ed member of the deportment lef t
because of Williamson's activities
and there were signs that others
would alsa do so. It is essential ta
ony good philosophy department
where matters of a controversial kind
are canstantîy being discussed that
this should take place in on ofmos-
phere of mutual respect. A philo-
sopher must be mare careful thon
mony other academics not ta con-
fuse disagreements of substance with
clashes of personality. Williomson
s ever ready ta regard any disagree-
ment as one of principle and every
disagreement of principle as olso a
battle between persans and groups
of persans. He finds if difficuît ta
believe that anyone who disagrees
with him con be bath intelligent and
hanest.

One is thon forced ta ask if
these disabilitiearc oufweigh-
ed by Williamson's qualifies as
a scholar ond a teocher. 1 do
not think that lis copacifies in
these respects are neligible, but
neither do 1 think that flic>'ore
sufficient ta oufweigh fthe dis-
adyontages of refaining him
and 1 do think that his tcaching
and scholarly capocities have
been greatl>' cxoggeratcd.

1 have pointed ouf certain facts
which support this view. Namely
that in his 3Y2 years at this univer-
sity he hos published nothing in
philosophical journols except ana
book review; that he hos written two
articles which have been refused by
philosophical journals. One of these
rejected articles is the one an Hobbes
of which you think sa highly and
which has been recommended by
Prafessor Macpherson for publication
in the Coadian Journal of Eco-
nomics and Political Science. 1 con
quite well understond that Pro-
fessor Macpherson who is a dis-
tinguished politicol scientisf might
find in it something of interest ta
politicol scientists which in his
opinion mokas it worthy of public-
ation, but ta dlaim, as you do, that
it is on the highest possible philo-
sophical level is, ta put if mildly,
extravagant.

Again, 1 have neyer said that
Wiliamson is worthless as a teocher,
but, in my opinion, there are severol
members of the department who are
much better teaichars. One reliable
indication in certain circumstances
is the growth or declina in the size
of classes. The fact is thaf when
Williamson took over a particular
closs in the arec of his speciol
interest, the class which formerly
hod an enrolment of 119 was, in
three years, reduced ta 3 1. This
I regard as no mean feat. William-

son has neyer been able ta of fer any
axplanatian of this curiaus phenom-
enon.

The conclusion 1 drow f rom facts
of this kind is nof thaf Williamson
is worthless and incompetent as a
teacher and scholar, but the mare
moderate view that for aur philo-
sophy department the disadvantaga
of having himn clearly outweigh the
adivantages.

The purpose of having a
period of probationar>' appoint-
ment is ta enablc the universify
f0 discaver wh.ther or nof a
person cen bc of service te the
university bnd everyfhing thot
boers upon this is relevant ta
thec decision ta give or don>'
tenture.
You accuse me of having acted

wrongly thraughout the tenure pro-
cedure. You clearly either have not
read or have not understood the
statement mode by the Staff Associ-
ation, It osserted thot none of the
present agreed procedures were
vîolated in regard ta the composition
and funct ion of the tenure cornmitee.
And finally (in response ta a slander
publicly uttered by Williamson let it
be said thaf no direct or indirect
political or other improper pressures

were invalved in the Commttee's
decisions.

The twa criticisms mode by the
Staff Association were concerned
with matters of timing. It is true
that considerotion of Murroy's
tenure should have been mode a
yeor earlier. In foct 1 tried very
hord ta get o committee colled ot
that time but the growing pressure
of work in the Dean's office pre-
vented the collîng of the committee
ot an appropriate time sa thot
motter was ollowed ta stand over
until the following year. 1 cannot
see that Murray suffered ony in-
justice because of this. The resuit
for him was in fact an additional
yeor's grace in which he could have,
if he wshed, improved his position.
He was well aware of this oppor-
tunity and he failed ta take advant-
oge of it.

The other criticisms which the
Staff Association makes has even
less substance. It dlaimns that 1
should have informed Murray and
Williomson of my intention to recomn-
mend the denial of tenture. Since
the Staff Association recognizes that
this is not laid down in the present
procedures, 1 cdaim that they have
no right ta make it a point of critic-
ism agoinst myseif. Whether or not
the procedures should include pro-
vision for such priar notification is,
i think, a debotable question. 1 do
not think the Staff Association
should presume ta know the answer
before the question has even been
discussed.

The Staff Association's final point
of criticism involved the dlaim that
Murray and Williomson were not
allowed sufficient notice in order ta
give them adequate opportunity for
seeking positions elsewhere. 1 do
not accept this criticism oas a just
one. Murray and Williamson were
told of the deniol of tenure very
eorly in Januory, thus giving themn
eight months' notice just before the
height of the hiring seoson, which
as for as philosophy is concerned,
runs from January fhrough ta April
or later. Furthermore there are
more jobs in philosophy thon there
are quolified people to fuI them.
I amn convinced that no injustice has
been done in fhis regard. Neyer-
theless, the Staff Association feels
strongly concerning the general need
ta increase the period of notice ta
twelve months ond for this reason
it recommended that Murray and
Wiliamson be offered terminal
oppointments for o further yeor.

Although 1 do flot ogres with
the Staff Assoclation's views on
this motter, 1 have deferred f0
their opinion anid have con-
sequently occepted this recoin-
mendafion fta llow Murray and
Williamson the grace of an
Unusually long (20 monflis)
opportunity for seeking other
employment. The proposai that
there be offers of terminal
aPPointments of one yeor camte
in fthc firit place from the
Staff Association and ther.-
fore in no sense is if a bribe.
A!s ta the rumaurs which yau are

50 busy circulating about t he nature
of these terminal oppaintments, the
fact is that Wiîliamson and Murray
are excluding themselves from de-
partmental meetings, and the nature
of the courses they would teach if
they occepted the oppointment is
still not determined. This obvious-
ly depends upon the other appoint-
ments that we shoîl be making and
upon the canvenience of the depart-
ment.

You moke some dire predictions
which 1 believe ta be groundless,
concerning the future of aur deport-
ment. 1 think that this mode of
argument is unwarthy of anyone who
dlaims ta have had philosophicol
training. As you correctly assert,
in repîy ta your question, 1 wrate
an February 16th "no members of
the department are resigning." You
say in respanse ta this that you have
reasan ta beieve thot the anly firsf-
rate people in the department, wîth.
out exception, will leove just as soan
as they con secure on acceptable
position elsewhere. 1 wish ta draw
attention ta the numnber of escape

pkilosopliy department kead mard iros
clauses thot you have olîowed yaur-
self in this statemnent. On this view
nobody need declara his intention of
resigning nar set any definite limit
upon his stoy with the deportment.
Anybody who daclores his intention
of staying with the deportment wiII
be ruled out by you as not first-rata,
according ta some obscure criterion
which I cannet follow. 1 wonder
about your phrase without exception
which yau use in this connectian.
The most vociferous supporter of
Williamson and Murray within the
dapartment wos Professor Tennessen.
who, according ta your own state-
ment is one of aur distinguished
philasophers. Protessar Tennessen
has denied that he has ony intention
of resigning and in an unsolicitad
letter ta me datad February 3rd, ha
says: "I hope you will undarstand
how daeply I regret having said any-
thing derogatory about you. I write
ta ask you ta forgive me and ta
assure you that yau con count on my
full loyality and co-operatian in ail
possible respects-come what mnay
-with regard ta building up the
deportment in general and the
graduote program tin particulor...
I want ta stoy here and I arn
thoroughly conivinced that together
we con shape aur growing depart-
ment into a philosophical centre of
which we con be truly proud."

Thc offen repectcd assertion
thaf os a result of flic Murrar>'-
Williornson danial of tenure
there will be resignations front
the dcparfmenf is a folsehood.
Not a single staff member, nof
o single groduafa teaching
assistant, flot o single graduate
student will withdraw frorn fhe
universit>' on this account.
This assertion will of course be
proved by flic avent and I arn
confident that if will be. I
have recent 1'liahd more applic-
ations for graduate cching
assistantships and for sessional
Iecfureships and for permanent
appointrnenfs on flic staff and
for admission f0 graduota
studios, thon flie department
lias ever lad before. There is
haro in Alberta no crisis of
confidence in flie philosopi>
doportrnent and this is par-
ticularl>' truc antong those wlo
have some knowledge of flic
daparfrnn and ifs members.
1 arn prepared ta present evid-
ence of fhis ta onyona who
wishes fa enquire. You, Sir, of
a distance of 2,000 miles, are
engaged ln rapeofing faite-
lioods whidh you could not
possibl>' have checkcd. I con-
clude fliaf you arc guilfy of
infellactual irresponsibilit>'. This
is furtliar illustratodl in your
attempf ta assess flic philo-
sophers in the deportrncnt.

You say that Profassor Tennessen
is a distinguished philosopher, but
that Professor Price's qualifications
do not overwhelm you. 1 would be
interested ta know on what grounds
yau distinguîsh between Professor
Price's degrees and Profassor Tan-
nessen's. 1 would also be interasted
ta know if you have read Professor
Price's book on Kierkeaard. 1
would be înterasted ta know if you
have looked up the philosophical
papers written by myself and those
by Prof essor Cohen. The greot bulk
of the publication done by tha de-
partment has bean the result of the
people I hava mentioned. The rest
of the department, iLe. those of the
rank of assistant professor, have
produced between themn some three
articles (this includas Williamson's
article yet ta be published). If yau
intend ta includa Mr. Murray among
the younger, more vital, members of
the deportment, may I hara point
out that after threa years and a
subsaquent three full summars, os-
tensibly sPant 0f Oxford, he with-
draw f rom the D.Phil. pragram with-
out evar submnitting a dissertation
and that ha has published literally
nothing.

Sa much for the distinction that
1you moka between the senior memn-

bers and the youngar men upan who
you say the vitality of the depars-
ment depends. The fact is that yau

know nafhing about the relative
merits of the members of the depart-
ment except the prejudicad gudge-
ments that you have derived f rom
one particular source. I am con-
fident that ail the continuing me-
bers of the department will make
significant contributions ta philo-
sophy in due course, but the fact is
that the department is not divided
n the way you depict.

I hold strongîy the view that
questions of tenure and the lika
which involve judgments about the
merits rand demernts of one's cal-
leagues, should not be discussed in
o public forum, nor should they be
the subjact of rumor and scandai
mongering. These discussions be-
long in the privacy of university com-
mittees and, in the case of appeals,
ta the privacy of Staff Association
committees. If discussion of one
another's merits becames generol in
this university, then 1 think that we
will surely creote an atmosphere
which is inimicol bath to teaching
and research. We should ail of us
be going about aur jobs, doing
them as best we con, without worry-
ing fao much about whethar or not
we are doing better thon the other
fellow. For this reason, I have bean
reluctant ta enter into public dis-
cussion concerning this teniure case.

Howevar, Murray and Williamnsan
quite needlessly mode it a public
igsue from the first. 1 have braken
my silence on twO previaus occasions.
One on television and the other on
radio, Inbobth cases I did thîs be-
cause Williomson hod olready initiat-
ed his participation in these pro-
grams and bacause it hod came ta
my attention thaf he wos engaged
n slandering and denigrating the
philosophy deportment and many of
t members. Again 1 amn forced ta

spaak out in this letter. 1 have
tried ta do so os factually and as
reosonably os possible. 1 am afraid
thaf you, Mr. Robinson, have not
excersised similar rastroint.

I arn indeed surprised and dis-
appointed ta find that a graduate
student of philosophy f rom aone of
the best dapartmenfs in Canada, has
acquired so lîttle skill in selacting
and assessing avidence, and in draw-
ing logical conclusions from that
evîdence.

I draw your attention ta the words
of a former teachar of mine at Cam-
bridge, Ludwig Wittgenstein, who
wrote:

',Whot is the use of studying
philosophy if a Il that if does for
you is ta enoble you ta tolk
with sorne plausibility about
some abstruse questions of
logic, etc., and if if docs not
improve your thinking about
fthc important questions of
everydo>' lifa, if ifs does nof
make you more conscienfious
thon on>' journolist in the use
of dangcrous phrases sucli
people use for their own ends.
You sac, 1 know flot it's dif-
ficuit fa think wcll about "cer-
faoinfy'" probobilit>'," "per-
ception," etc. Sut if is, if
possible, still more difficult ta
fhink, or fry ta think, reolî>'
honestl>' about your lifc and
ocher people's lives. And flic
trouble is that thinking about
these things is net thrilling, but
offen downright nasty. And
wlen if's nasty thon if s Most
important."

Anthony M. Mardiros,
Professor and Head,
Philosophy Departfment


