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February 1, 2024 
 
Hon. David Eby 
Office of the Premier 
PO Box 9041 Stn Prov Govt 
Victoria, BC  V8W 9E1 
 
Via email to premier@gov.bc.ca  
 
Dear Premier Eby, 
 
We are writing today to convey our deep disappointment with the recent conduct of the 
Minister of Post-Secondary Education and Future Skills, Selina Robinson. We believe that 
Minister Robinson abused her power as Minister to seek the termination of one of our 
members at Langara College, Dr. Natalie Knight. On numerous occasions, the Minister called 
for our member to be fired and met with the administration of Langara College to make her 
wishes known.  
 
It is equally troubling that the Minister appears to be privy to confidential aspects of 
Dr. Knight’s personnel file. We have previously asked Langara College whether any 
information of any kind about Dr. Knight’s employment status was shared with the Minister 
or anyone within the Ministry. We have yet to receive an answer from Langara College, but 
we have reason to believe the Minister solicited these details. On a January 30 panel hosted 
by B’nai Brith Canada, she referenced the conditions upon which our member was 
reinstated to her position from administrative leave. She also seemed frustrated by concerns 
raised by college and university administrators about the law and complying with collective 
agreements when raising concerns about faculty statements on the war in Gaza. The 
Minister’s lack of respect for the rule of law and binding collective agreements is alarming. 
 
In our statement of January 26, we readily acknowledged that Dr. Knight’s comments on 
October 28 and January 23 were hurtful to many members of the Jewish community and the 
wider community. However, the fact remains that Dr. Knight’s remarks do not constitute 
hate speech as defined by law and as confirmed by Langara’s own investigation. Free 
expression is a hallmark of a democratic society and a Charter-protected right. The Minister 
has willfully ignored the findings of Langara’s Academic Freedom and Freedom of Expression 
Advisory Committee (report enclosed) that Dr. Knight’s October 28 statements did not 
constitute hate speech, were protected by the Charter right to free expression, and had not 
violated any Langara policy or provision of the collective agreement. 
 
We believe the Minister is abusing her power to regulate speech on this contentious political 
issue on BC campuses on the basis of her self-appointed “moral authority.” The Minister is 
sending a clear message to all of our members: “I will use my power as Minister to have you 
fired if you express political views that differ from my own.” The Minister also makes a 
mockery of the long-held principle of institutional autonomy and the democratic principle 
that post-secondary institutions should not be controlled or manipulated by government. It 
is for all of these reasons that we believe the Minister is no longer fit for the privilege of 
serving as Minister of Post-Secondary Education and Future Skills.  
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We did not arrive at this position lightly, but we have lost confidence in this Minister to lead 
our sector. For the first time in our 50-year history, we are calling on you, as Premier, to 
replace the Minister. 
 
We would be happy to meet with you to outline our position in more detail. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

  
 
Brent Calvert Michael Conlon 
President Executive Director 
 
 
Enclosure:  Report of the Langara College Academic Freedom and Freedom of 
 Expression Advisory Committee (November 14, 2023) 
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2. constitute a genuine threat of harassment to a person or persons on campus;
3. unjustifiably invade privacy or confidentiality; or
4. pose an immediate, direct, and substantial threat to the conduct of the

activities of the College.

We discuss each of these restrictions in turn. 

1. It is unclear that Dr. Knight’s remarks violated any law that would restrict her
reported speech. There has been some public discussion of whether her
remarks constituted hate speech. We are not lawyers and so cannot express a
legal opinion on this. This aside, it is the Advisory Committee’s view that in the
absence of what appears to be a clear violation of Canadian law restricting
speech, the presumption should be that her speech is not prohibited. This lack
of clarity is acknowledged in effect in public discussion in the wake of post-
October 7th pro-Palestinian protests about whether in the absence of a law
that prohibits endorsement or glorification of terrorism, there should be
legislative changes to prohibit such speech (Mike Hager and Colin Freeze,
“Rallies raise question of whether Canada should have a law against public
cheering of terrorism,” The Globe and Mail, October 14, 2023). This article
noted that the Canadian government in 2019 strengthened rights to
expression by eliminating a crime of “promoting terrorism” and replacing it
with a crime of counselling “another person to commit a terrorist offense.” A
plain meaning of Dr. Knight’s remarks was not that she was counselling
another person to commit a terrorist offense. Her remarks in the Langara
interview provided to us indicate that she does not and did not mean to
endorse killing of innocent persons “of any nation.”

We note that public statements at rallies are often expressed without nuance
to encourage expressions of support and anger to respond to what is believed
to be serious or outrageous injustice. They are also attention-seeking for
specific causes. This can be a regrettable feature of freedom of expression,
but it is a practical reality that our laws broadly recognize and tolerate, partly
because it reflects the fact that rallies often use unnuanced and inflammatory
language to promote support for and notice of causes and because of the
difficulty of crafting exceptions that would not interfere with legitimate
protests or that would censor apparent endorsements of violence in political
tracts from Plato to some Marxist and anarchist writings, among others.
Prevention of such expressions of ideas is regarded by defenders of free
expression as counterproductive, presenting its own dangers including the
creation of apparent martyrs. As far as we can tell, Dr. Knight’s remarks fall
into the category of inflammatory, attention-seeking public speech. Her
clarifications of her views of the limits of what she intended should not be






