






• In 2003, McLachlan threatened to take file a grievance with UMF A, because delays by the
Administration were compromising his research and his promotion.

• McLachlan has communicated on numerous occasions that the delays by the Administration
would compromise other video-based graduate research in the lab.

• In much of the email correspondence with the Administration it is communicated implicitly
and explicitly that the video is both part of and reflects the larger research programme on
GM crops. So to now deny this long-term research relationship is simply legal fiction.

• Any statements contradicting this simply reflect an Administration-initiated strategy to
divest itself of risk associated with the video. In early 2003, after nine months of refusing to
relinquish ownership of the video (see proposed distribution agreement), the Administration
decided that it wanted to transfer its interests (see proposed transfer agreement), if the video
researchers would indemnify the university. As such, it would be claimed that the video was
made independently of the university; the researchers agreed to this, only to facilitate the
release of the video. Their continued assumption throughout this process was that the video
was research, and that this was recognized by the university

• Instead, one should question why the Administration wants the video researchers to lie about
the research origins of the video and its undeniable associations with the university?
Especially since the Administration originally refused to relinquish its interest in the video
and insisted on remaining part owner of the video documentary. This position only seemed
to change when the Administration saw the ( controversial?) contents of the video.

The fourth and finally position: this is not an issue of academic freedom at all. "/don't think 
it this is a debate of academic freedom at all." Said Keselman. The administration of the university 
holds that the notion of academic freedom is "disingenuous" with this incident, reaffirming that the 
debate is the treatment of the intellectual property and not the content of the video. " 

The facts: The video was completed and ready to be released almost three years ago, and a 
distributor had contacted the video researchers, and was eager to make the video available around 
the world. The video both reflects and communicates the outcomes of our larger research 
programme. The delays by the Administration have undeniably prevented the international release 
of the video. These delays were facilitated by outmoded language in the collective agreement, 
which gives the university 50% ownership of any video research. This is language that the union 
has been trying to change for many years, precisely because it gives the Administration complete 
control over video work of any sort. Mclachlan has launched a grievance through the union 
(University of Manitoba Faculty Association or UMF A) and the struggle to release this video 
research is actively supported by the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT), in part 
because of CAUT concerns regarding the increasing presence of corporations on campuses across 
the country. Jim Turk, Executive Director of CAUT, has likened this case to the other famous 
breach of academic freedom that occurred in Canada - that of Nancy Olivieri at the University of 
Toronto. Similar concerns have been reflected in the media, a media that the university indicates is 
biased, and the researchers have received letters of support from academics, farmers, and activists 
across the country. So is it a breach of academic freedom? You decide, and, once decided, please 
help "free the film"!
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