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Note: I have included all relevant correspondence, removing only administrative material 
duplicated across complains and redacting only those identifiers re the complainants which are 
not part of the public record. I believe that I am within my rights and acting in accordance with 
the ethical standards that govern appropriate professional conduct in the spirit and in 
relationship to the letter of the law. 
 
The College has been levying accusations and conducting investigations in relationship to me 
since 2017 (although not once in the twenty years I operated as a clinical psychologist before 
my rise to public awareness).  I will make the details of those public as well if it seems useful 
and necessary. For the sale of simplicity I am only concentrating on 2022 actions for now.  
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My first response: 
 
September 6, 2022 
 
 
To the members of the Inquiries, Complaints and Reports (ICRC) of the College of Psychologists.  
 
I am writing in response to the proposal by the ICRC that I enter into an undertaking to resolve 
the investigation initiated by the Registrar.   
 
I would like to assure the members of the ICRC that I take my ethical obligations on the social 
media communication front—and, indeed, on the public communication front—with great 
seriousness, and have in fact already implemented a solution to the problem of monitoring and 
modifying that communication that is very similar to what the ICRC is proposing as remediation.  
 
I have been engaged in widespread interaction on the social media front (beginning with the 
establishment of my YouTube channel in 2013, but a process that has expanded greatly since 
2016). This has required the establishment of an extensive social media team who have become 
experts in the use of all the different platforms of communication that I use to engage with an 
audience in the tens of millions, on YouTube, TikTok, Facebook, Telegram, Spotify (and the other 
podcast platforms) and (most difficult of all) Twitter. Each of these platforms has its own utility, 
and psychology, and sociology, and requires careful attention and care to be used appropriately. 
One of the measures of that appropriateness, although not the only measure, is the expansion 
of users, and my social media following has grown to something approximating 15 million as a 
consequence, with what are now hundreds of millions of views. My team and I pay very careful 
attention, as well, to the feedback provided by the viewers and listeners who use those 
platforms, and modify what we produce (and in what tone) continually and carefully as a result 
of that attention. 
 
In addition, I have consciously and carefully surrounded myself with people who have helped me 
monitor what I am doing and who provide me with continual feedback as to the appropriateness 
of the tone and the content of what I am purveying. These include the expert editorial teams at 
Penguin Random House, with whom my books have been produced, members of my immediate 
family, who work professionally with me, with whom I have continual discussions about what is 
being produced for the various social media channels I use to communicate, and a very wide 
network of expert thinkers from the world of theology, psychology, politics and business. I have, 
for example, worked with a set of messagers and strategists on the liberal left (for the Democrats) 
who have tried assiduously to pull that party toward the moderate middle for more than five 
years, and have produced billions of dollars of advertising on that front, and our conversations 
have been strenuous and difficult and careful in the extreme, as we have attempted to negotiate 
our way forward in peace, mutual understanding and tranquility. I have a number of senior 
corporate C-suite executives monitoring what I am purveying, and providing feedback, often 
critical; religious thinkers (including several who are leading a genuine revival of church 
attendance across North America); and major thinkers in the forefront of computational science 
who are working with me to ensure that my endeavours remain effective and ethical. 
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It is a very difficult matter to maintain proper communication with tens of millions of people 
when addressing the most contentious issues of our times. There are times when what 
constitutes the appropriate tone (as well as the appropriate content) is difficult to determine. 
There are many topics that are broached in the current political environment, with its proclivity 
to generate condemnatory mobs, weaponizing the use of shame, with great danger—and, having 
dealt with such topics many times, I have been made subject to continual attempts to destroy 
my career and end my capacity to communicate, and have learned through painful experience 
how to deal with such assaults. I might also note that I now know at least a hundred people who 
have also been subject to public shaming and the attempt to cancel, and that all of them, without 
exception, respond to such treatment with about the same catastrophic psychological response 
that might be manifested by someone facing a dire personal illness (or the equivalent in a loved 
one). This is a very treacherous road to walk down and, now and then, there is going to be 
resistance and complaint.  
 
That occurred most recently (and in a manner relevant to the complaints received by the College) 
in response to three of hundreds of Tweets that I wrote and posted. I am using these as an 
example of my thinking in relationship to communication and to detail and explain the nature of 
my response to the consequent criticism. I criticized the manner in which the new Supreme Court 
Just Ketanji Brown was nominated; I criticized the magazine Sports Illustrated for featuring an 
unhealthily overweight model on its cover (and, let us remember, that the word “model” implies 
“target for imitation and mimicry”); and I criticized a prominent actor/actress for publicly 
celebrating his/her surgical transformation into someone resembling a member of the sex 
opposite to that of his birth (on the same grounds). Each of these Tweets produced a firestorm 
of controversy, trending on Twitter, and no small amount of consternation among my 
compatriots on the political left. In addition, I released two YouTube videos, which I will also use 
as examples—one, a Message to Muslims (https://youtu.be/7pd0HLeYKsE); the other, a Message 
to CEOs (https://youtu.be/e3d8qLkoYMk). Both were very widely viewed; both were somewhat 
controversial.  
 
The former resulted in a fair bit of condemnation from Muslims who believed that I was being 
unnecessarily judgmental and high-handed, but also in an invitation from one of the royal families 
in a Middle Eastern country deeply involved in the current Abrahamic Accord peace process to 
establish relationships and speak publicly about issues of peace in that country as part of an 
extensive tri-faith initiative. This example is illustrative of the complexity of such communication; 
some harm was done, as some of the people in the Muslim world who had been following my 
social media channels were alienated by what I had said (although it was said in good faith) and 
some of my more left-leaning friends believed I had stepped forward without due care. But much 
good did and will continue to come from it as I move ahead with the aforementioned invitations.  
 
With regard to the Message to CEOs and the three aforementioned Tweets: A few days after the 
CEO missive was posted, I received two letters from the team of people who are part of my broad 
social media monitoring contact network. One of them is the chief executive of one of the biggest 
hedge funds in the UK; the other is chief executive of one of Florida’s largest pharmaceutical 
companies. Both are exceptionally intelligent, capable, perspicacious and highly ethical men, and 
have exactly those reputations. They both took me to task (1) for criticizing CEOs as an 
undifferentiated group, (2) for failing to lay out an alternative plan (as I was discussing the 
dangerous of the DEI and ESG initiatives that are increasingly strangling the effective operation 
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of corporate endeavours) and (3) for a tone that was perhaps counterproductively contentious 
and angry (thus risking the alienation of some of those whom might have otherwise been 
motivated to listen to what I was saying). Here are some excerpts from the letters in question:  
 

First:  
 
Dear Jordan, 
 
Although I agree with most of the underlying substance of your argument, I am 
not sure your approach is as persuasive as it could be. It feels more like a 
mock-fusillade at CEOs addressed to your fan base rather than a message 
addressed to CEOs which might persuade them to change their ways. In that 
sense I am not sure it will move the dial of the debate. As you say, most CEOs 
do not have the time for political or philosophical debate, nor understand the 
deep currents that are driving DEI and ESG. They are hapless victims of long 
dead philosophers and economists. But (and it is a big but), they are mostly 
competent people immersed in the detail of implementing (or not) ESG and 
DEI. So the way to get to them is through the detail of the flaws in the various 
ESG taxonomies or the credibility of the grifters peddling this stuff. 
 
Second:  
 
Dear Jordan: 
 
When we first met, I was disoriented by your extension of trust. I knew, 
immediately, that I was speaking to the real person. Amazingly, you provide 
the same experience for your audience. It is a superpower. That superpower 
could be described as a unique combination of brilliant insight and humble 
vulnerability. Millions of people trust you because they see raw, unscripted 
emotion from a real person seeking truth and without the veil of a persona.  
Ironically, one of your greatest strengths is this earnest generosity with 
“weakness.” I fear the CEO video loses the humble vulnerability from the 
superpower equation. I found myself hoping the non-judgmental Jordan 
Peterson would appear. Instead, I got caught in a net of angry, sarcastic 
judgements. Even with the patience that comes with my respect for you, I 
could not abstract constructive value from the bitter tone. If I found it hard, I 
cannot imagine other CEOs would respond positively. I recognize the 
ridiculous irony of judging you for being too judgmental, but that, in essence, 
is the problem. The reflexive, defensive response to judgement is to judge. For 
example, the message fails to contemplate that CEOs may tolerate some noise 
because we know we can act decisively. It also commits the leftists’ sin of 
ascribing guilt to an entire group. 
 
Your best lectures are genuine dialogs. You are both teacher and student, 
clinician and patient, father and son. You are a fellow sinner helping us analyze 
sin. Consequently, the audience is open to the call to responsibility because 
they trust, deeply, that you have similarly admonished yourself. My belief is 
that people trust you because your judgement is not judgmental. Most of the 
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time, you attack the sin, not the sinner. I could be completely off. If I have 
misunderstood or misread this, I apologize. 

 
At the same time, my liberal/left political friends were objecting, on similar grounds, to what I 
had said about the nomination process of Justice Jackson, the swimsuit model cover, and the 
transitioning actor then actress. 
 
Re Jackson (from Gregg Hurwitz, with whom I did the YouTube discussion and podcast): 
 

My great friend, 
 
A majority of people won't understand your context here.  
 
https://twitter.com/jordanbpeterson/status/1497298079535489026?s=11 
 
Judge Jackson is spectacularly qualified. Daughter of public servants, niece to a 
chief of police, niece to man who was jailed for life for cocaine use, won a 
national oratory debate in high school, cum laude at Harvard, editor of the Law 
Review, public defender who worked years pro bono to get her uncle's conviction 
overturned. She's held every key clerkship and more posts in more areas of the 
law than I can list. She's been approved by the Senate three times. By all accounts 
she is a staggeringly competent and lovely individual, guided by faith and hard 
work, the kind of woman you would admire greatly. Whatever corruption and 
politicking that delivered her to this nomination are unfortunate but no more 
pronounced than many that have come before. When the first Supreme Court was 
seated, slaves were 18% of the US population. Those appointments also occurred 
in a culturally determined set of circumstances from a particular era. As do all. I 
don't like how Biden pre-determined his pick on the basis of race and gender. I'd 
rather he'd just done it. But that isn't her fault. Whether you like her politics or not 
(and whether I do), she is undoubtedly qualified. Imagine the pressure she is under 
right now to prove herself despite her virtues and talents and the weight she is 
carrying for the nation. She deserves the appointment. And as an individual she's 
deserving of enormous respect beyond that.  
 
This is an historic first for America, the kind we rightly celebrated long before 
wokeness. For the vast majority of Americans who can't afford to think about 
intersectionality/ideological battles in higher education and scientific grants, for 
the 74% of blacks who don't identify as liberal, for the swing voters so worn down 
with everyday concerns that they only think about politics 4 minutes a week, her 
appointment represents something else beyond what you've reduced it to. For 
many of them it is a triumph. And no matter how we arrived at it, we have to 
decide now whether we proceed with respect and fairness to her as an individual 
or snark and cynicism that are easily confused as an ad hominem attack. 
 
Race as pertains to black America is our country's original sin -- our deepest pain 
and shame. The content and tone of your message are careless. And it will make it 
even harder for a great number of people we need as allies to open themselves up 
to your wisdom and invite you into a process that involves healing.  
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Your tweet sounded like a racial slur. If I didn't know as I do, I would have 
thought you intended it as such. I know you didn't intend anything of the sort.  If I 
can be useful in any way let me know. 

 
Re Page: 
 

It's fine if you've had it with the trans surgery. But I think it would be much more 
effective if you talked about it like a psychologist and a leader, not like an outraged 
Twitter warrior. I thought your argument was angry and imprecise. Minimal 
necessary force. I agree it is terrible for the left. I'm dealing with it with a few of 
our reps trying to find a way to push back against some of the worst parts. 

 
I met with seven scholars recently in Miami to undertake a seminar on Exodus. I had produced a 
series in 2017 commenting on Genesis, which has been viewed tens of millions of times, and 
which elicited tremendous interest among Muslims, Jews, Christians and atheists, and which is 
widely regarded as a signal contribution to discussion of religious and ethical matters in our 
times. It is no exaggeration to say that it may have been the most widely accepted and broadly 
foray into religious matters of any public discussion in the last decade (and I say that after having 
been informed of that by religious leaders from the Muslim, Christian and Jewish faiths). When 
we were in Miami, where we taped an eighteen-hour series of discussions on the first half of the 
biblical story in question, we also engaged in an intense debate about the utility and propriety of 
my messaging style (discussing the use of indignation, anger and judgement vs conciliation and 
forgiveness).  
 
The people debating were as a qualified a team to undertake such conversation as could possibly 
be assembled, including two divinity professors from Cambridge, a best-selling author of multiple 
books over several decades on Christian faith and moral conduct, a major religious thinker, the 
presidents of two well-regarded universities, two major thinkers and communicators on the 
conservative political and cultural front, and the most prolific communicator for the Democrats 
operating on the national front in the US in the last decade. So I submit, as I said previously, that 
I have surrounded myself with people well qualified to help me guide my attempts to 
communicate positively publicly.  
 
That discussion, which was very contentious (although personable)—some arguing for the utility 
of my more judgemental public missives; some taking the alternative position—culminated in a 
decision, which had been pending in any case, to submit the Tweets in question (and the YouTube 
presentations previously detailed) to an intense public examination. I asked Jonathan Pageau, a 
profound and influential thinker and public communicator on the conservative Orthodox 
Christian front and Gregg Hurwitz, who has helped formulate and promulgate much of the 
messaging and strategy emerging among the Democrats in the US in the last five years (and both 
of whom had participated in the arguments about my conduct) to engage in a public interrogation 
of my behavior. They agreed to do so, with some real trepidation (as public exposure on that 
scale is not something to be undertaken lightly). In consequence, we sat down for several hours 
to plan and discuss and then for nearly two hours to subject my conduct to the most stringent of 
examinations. This was released publicly in the third week of August 2022 as Mean Tweets: an 
Apologia (and which included as an intro akin to this letter, as well as the letter excerpts from the 
CEOs discussed previously) (see https://youtu.be/yXnp-rUWn8w).  At the same time, I also 
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debated my approach with a number of Canada’s foremost journalists, many of whom had been 
operating effectively in the public sphere for multiple decades.  
 
One of the consequences of this discussion (and the subsidiary conversations) was the 
modification of the tone of my approach. I have recently written several pieces for newspapers 
(most commonly Canada’s National Post and the UK’s The Telegraph) and also read those articles 
on my YouTube channel and posted them to podcast. Such endeavours generally attract a 
combined viewership/reading audience of several million people. As I generally feel quite 
passionately about the topics I am addressing, some of that passion spills into the reading—but, 
if done so to excess, also risks alienating some of the audience that might otherwise be 
successfully communicated with. It’s a very narrow pathway to traverse. In any case, several of 
these articles were read in a tone that might have been sub-optimally emotional (and that 
possibility was discussed in depth in the aforementioned apologia). I modified my approach, in 
consequence, when I most recently read my latest article for The Telegraph, reducing the degree 
to which I used emotion in the reading (attempting genuinely to get the tone right, deciding on 
an approach akin to “minimum necessary emotion,” which might be the psychological 
counterpart to the admirable political principle governing the enforcement of policies and laws—
“minimum necessary force” (see https://youtu.be/--QS_UyW2SY).  
 
I did not tone down the critical content of what I wrote, but modulated the force with which I 
delivered the message while reading it (and I said very straightforwardly what I was doing in the 
intro to that posting, which was entitled Back Off Oh Masters of the Universe and which criticized 
the emerging proclivity of corporate entities to promote the sacrifice of the current world’s poor 
to the utopian dreams of the future). The response to this change in tone was extremely positive. 
By all appearances, the combination of sharp and trenchant criticism on the content front 
juxtaposed with a calm and collected mien with regard to delivery constitutes an optimized 
solution to the problem of communicating difficult material on the political and conceptual front. 
Here are some public comments indicating that. Many more (thousands more, in fact) can be 
read in the comments section of the YouTube posting in question.  
 

First: Mr. Peterson:. I still love the videos you’ve done before and rewatch them 
on occasion, but this one has exactly the tone that is appropriate to its content. 
 
Second: I really appreciate the change in tone. These subjects can be hard to truly 
hear, speaking for myself, while I do find it important that it is heard. And this 
more neutral/calm (I’d say factual) approach makes it more digestible for me. This 
in turn makes it easier for me to share this information in a more calm, factual 
manner.  
 
Third: Nothing in the message was lost by stating the facts in a calm tone. Thank 
you, Dr. Peterson, for your effort, for practicing what you preach, for being a good 
example. 

 
Live and learn. I hope. 
 
The letter I received from the ICRC touched, as well, on my interactions with Gerald Butts, the 
former Chief of Staff of the Prime Minister. Mr. Butts is a highly public figure, in a very influential 
position, and his political comments are fair game, in my opinion, for public political discussion. 
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Be that as it may: Mr. Butts and I have been in touch for several months in the aftermath of our 
exchange,  and we have come to an amicable and mutually-agreed upon settlement with regard 
to consequences and further actions. I deleted my comments, he deleted his, and we agreed to 
cease commenting on each other for a number of years.  The issue with respect to Mr. Butts has 
thus been concluded. With regard to Catherine McKinney: she is a city councillor and I do not 
believe (a) that her comments during the trucker protest were the least bit justifiable (and I 
believe that the evidence amassed with regard to the political response to that protest since 
justify that belief) and (b) would like to note that she is a public figure, capable of defending 
herself, and in a position where public criticism of the sort I engaged in is part and parcel of the 
job in a free society. I am in consequence of the opinion that the discipline that is aimed at me is 
veering very dangerously toward the political, particularly in the case of the comments about my 
public statements re Butts and McKinney.  
 
The ICRC also noted that on the Joe Rogan podcast I publicly and explicitly identified myself as a 
psychologist and, indeed, as a clinical psychologist. While the notoriety and complexity that has 
surrounded me since 2016 has made it impossible for me to retain my clinical practice at the 
standards of practice I regard as crucial, I remain a clinical psychologist (and, indeed, a professor 
emeritus at the University of Toronto), and am functioning in the broad public space as both (and 
appear by their own testimony and actions to be helping millions of people). Given that I am still 
licensed, and still practicing in that more diffuse and broader manner, I think it is appropriate for 
me to identify myself as a psychologist.   
 
With regard to this statement, made during that podcast: “It’s just poor children, and the world 
has too many people on it anyways” and the panel’s concern about my beliefs: I respectfully 
submit that anyone truly listening to that podcast and not merely focusing for a moment on that 
statement out of context (and who has bothered to familiarize themselves at all with anything 
else I have ever said before leveling such an accusation) would note instantly that I do not for a 
second believe and never have that “it’s just poor children” or “that the world has too many 
people on it.” The comment was aimed ironically exactly at those who make such claims and I 
am frankly rather amazed that the ICRC would make such an error in accusing me of propagating 
those views.  
 
With regard to the ICRC’s concern about my comments regarding a previous investigation 
completed by the College: I would like to point out that all the charges brought by that client that 
were serious enough to warrant investigation were disproven, even though they were sufficiently 
serious (although unwarranted) to pose a tremendous danger to my reputation, my livelihood 
and the security of my family. I was eventually reprimanded for not handling my email properly 
during a very tumultuous time, in relation to my clients (but would also like to remind the ICRC 
that all my clients had my personal phone number and could text me at any time during that 
time, despite the email overload—I was receiving several thousand messages a day—as was 
made clear during the investigation). Consider this, and put yourself in my position: I was accused 
of sexual advances to a client during my therapy sessions themselves. That is a VERY serious 
allegation, and it was utterly unfounded. Quite the contrary: I had been very helpful to the 
complainant, during a very difficult time in her life, and was rewarded by betrayal on her part of 
the most serious sort. And if all this needs to be dragged up again, so be it. But in the meantime 
I stand by what I said on the Rogan platform.  
 



 41 

With regard to Ellen/Elliot Page’s physician: the ICRC is welcome to think what it wants, but I take 
the viewpoint primum non nocere with due seriousness and believe, for better or worse, that this 
principle was violated in her case and perhaps in most such cases. And, once again, I would like 
to point out that this objection on the part of the ICRC veers dangerously and precipitously close 
to the precipice of political, rather than ethical or professional objection. 
 
In conclusion, and with due respect:  
 
I am providing all this information to the ICRC to indicate, in detail, the degree to which I not only 
take responsibility for my public communications with all due seriousness (having literally hired 
multiple people full-time to do such monitoring, as well as setting up an extensive network of 
experts to counsel me) but also continually take very difficult and very private and public steps 
to note my own errors, to assess them in great detail, and to move forward, properly corrected, 
toward more effective and less unnecessarily contentious public communication—and, finally, to 
provide evidence, in the form of the public response to such moves on my part, that such care 
and correction is apprehended, understood, appreciated and effective. I would say, then, in my 
defense, that I have already undertaken the remediation of my actions in a manner very much 
akin to what has been suggested by the ICRC and have done so in an exceptionally thorough and 
equally exceptionally public and transparent manner, and would like to therefore submit to the 
ICRC that I have already and plan to continue to atone for what are no doubt my multiplicity of 
sins in relation to my interaction with the public audience I have the privilege to serve.  
 
In consequence, and in light of all that I have detailed with regard to the constant observation 
and remediation of my behavior in respect to communication. I would like to respectfully submit 
to the ICRC my request that this investigation (or series thereof) be brought to a conclusion, 
without my engagement in the remediation program outlined in the proposed undertaking.  
 
Sincerely. 
 
Dr. Jordan B Peterson 
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My second response:  
 
Dr Peterson thanks the College for expending the valuable time and effort necessary to help 
him improve his clinical practice and public conduct. However, before he can ethically submit 
himself to such retraining (and consequent admission of wrongdoing), he is requesting some 
procedural and methodological clarification (in keeping with the behavioral requirements 
incumbent upon him as a clinical and research psychologist), and is therefore submitting the 
following questions.   
 
He would like to point out, first, however, that he already has an extensive team of extremely 
accomplished people helping him monitor and craft his social media messaging, and that the 
effectiveness of that team and process can be easily inferred in consequence of the fact that he 
has approximately 10 million people following him online, without catastrophe, and has been 
able to maintain that and grow it over about a six-year (and indeed for about five years prior to 
that, on a less major scale). A cardinal example of that process and the built-in corrective that is 
associated with it can be found now on YouTube in the following discussion, made public this 
week, which is in fact an in-depth two-hour interrogation of Dr. Peterson's behavior on 
YouTube and with regards to his Twitter use conducted by some remarkably able interlocutors.  
 
It can be seen by the thousands of public comments appended to the discussion that the vast 
majority of viewers and listeners regarded this analysis as meet and appropriate and useful, and 
also infer that the process was both deep and effective. Thus, there is no reason whatsoever to 
assume that this process can be improved by the provision of additional so-called social media 
coaching on the part of the hypothetical experts recommended by the college. Doctor Peterson 
would also like to challenge the idea that the college has any right whatsoever to recommend 
such behavior modification in the absence of the detailed investigation that should be 
conducted before such things are recommended, given the uniqueness of his public position 
among psychologists and the fact that he already has in place this extensive and communal 
social media communication monitoring system. 
 
Dr. Peterson also has a host of questions that he would like to have addressed before furthering 
this disciplinary process with the College: 
 
A. With regard to the idea of "media coaching":  
 
1. What are the qualifications of the media coach recommended? 
2. Who evaluated those qualifications, and by what standards (as he is unaware of any 
professional body or system of qualifications indicating that such expertise exists or can be 
measured)? 
3. How are such coaches educated?  
4. What is the documentation for the effectiveness of such education?  
5. How can a good and effective coach be differentiated from a bad and ineffective coach? 
6. What evidence will Dr Peterson have to provide or will be provided by said coach as to his 
improvement and learning?  
7. What is the evidence that such coaching has ever produced the desired outcome (that is, the 
improvement of the target behaviour of the coaches? I How is that measured and by who? 
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(In other words: is the demanded media coaching program a genuine and recognized variant of 
clinical training--a known subspecialty, with its own literature and standards? And, if so, who 
set the standards and when and how?) 
 
Dr Peterson is asking these questions as he is bound by the ethical imperatives of his profession 
and this College to engage in educational practices relevant to his training that are 
demonstrably reliable and valid in nature.  
 
B. With regard to the claim of media activity harm: 
 
1. What is the evidence offered by the Colllege that his media activity has produced clinically 
relevant harm? 
2. Who exactly was harmed, and how, and when, and to what degree, and how was that harm 
measured (and what steps has the College taken to be sure that the informant was reliable in 
each instance of report of harm)? 
3. Was the person or persons who were hypothetically harmed the same persons who 
instigated the complaints, or are we faced with a situation where someone who doesn’t know 
any of the parties in question is assuming harm on their part, and using second-order inference 
to do so?  
 
C. With regard to the disciplinary procedures of the Colege: 
 
1. The College has noted that given that a complaint of misbehaviour can be levied against Dr 
Peterson and psychologists in similar positions by anyone anywhere in the world. This produces 
a moral hazard to the College, and a genuine and nontrivial threat to any psychologist operating 
on a widespread (say, national and international scale), as it means that the College's capacity 
to investigate can in principle be weaponized against any psychologist under College 
jurisdiction. What, then, are the steps the College takes (if any) to protect itself, the public it 
serves (whose right to the investigation of professional conduct should not be highjacked for 
merely political or personal reasons) and the professionals which make up its members? (In 
other words, how does the College protect itself and those who it is responsible from 
representing on the professional side by being weaponized politically? Or does the College not 
regard this as a possibility or a threat? And how was that decision that such weaponization was 
not possible in this case taken and justified?) 
 
D. With regard to the complaints themselves: 
 
1. How many complaints were levied against Dr Peterson? 
2. Over what span of time, in total? 
3. What proportion of Dr Peterson's media output has generated (valid) complaints? How was 
this measured and determined? 
4. Were any of the complaints received about Dr Peterson's media behaviour rejected as 
specious, which is something in the College's purview? What proportion of complaints were 
accepted and moved forward vs rejected as spurious or noxious or mischievous and why were 
those (if any) dismissed and why?  
5. What if any counter-evidence was considered that Dr Peterson's media activity has, instead 
helped people? Who offered that evidence and how was it evaluated? (In other words, who (if 
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anyone) made the case for the value of add Peterson's extensive educational and corporate 
efforts to improve mental health, and how was that good evaluated, and by who?)  
6. Was the harm claimed and judged in proportion to that good, and how was that measured 
and evaluated? By who and by what process? When?  
 
E. With regard to measured disciplinary consequence: 
 
1. Has the college considered the public harm that will be done to Dr Peterson as a 
consequence of acceding to these disciplinary demands? How was that consideration 
undertaken? What were the deliberations and conclusions? 
2. Does the College recognize that the mere decision to proceed with a (public) disciplinary 
measure is in itself clearly punitive and will be publicly perceived as such? How is this fact of 
punitiveness measured in terms of its personal, professional and public impact on Dr Peterson? 
(In other words, how is the punishment seen to fit the crime? This includes all the stress and 
time and effort and uncertainty that necessarily goes into mounting a defence against the 
College's inquisition, as well as the indeterminate and substantial financial risk).  
 
And, finally: 
 
F. Dr Peterson notes that the current discussion re his media behaviour is to be treated as 
"confidential" and is not to be publicly discussed.  
 
1. On what grounds is this mandate of confidentially leveed?  
2. By whose authority? 
3. And what is the justification for that requirement, both statutory and moral? And is it not the 
case that the outcome of the disciplinary process can and is likely to be made public? And then 
why do the same criteria not apply to the process itself, if that process is deemed fair and 
appropriate and in the public interest? 
 
In addition, the college insists in its last missive to Dr. Peterson that he can accept the 
recommended correction, whose existence will inevitably be made public, without admitting 
any wrongdoing. He would like to point out that this is a palpable falsehood, as it is obvious 
that his agreeing to a corrective enterprise and having that agreement made public is precisely 
tantamount to admitting to wrongdoing, and would also like to state most forthrightly to the 
College that the use of such evasion and doublespeak in the context of an investigation into 
ethical conduct is entirely inappropriate and wrong. The same can and should be said about the 
insistence that this investigation is not about free speech: this is precisely and absolutely what 
it is about, and to say otherwise is deceitful and false.  
 
Finally, a bit of a hint as to future plans: Dr. Peterson is not going to agree that he has in fact 
done something inappropriate, or that the manner in which he governs his social media 
operations and corrects whatever errors might be made in the pursuit therefore is inadequate 
or insufficient. Therefore, if the College decides to pursue any disciplinary action whatsoever 
(let alone more extreme further disciplinary action) he is quite prepared, willing and indeed, 
eager to make every single word and detail of this entire process public in the most effective 
possible way (which will no doubt involve reading the College’s letters on YouTube, as well as 
his responses), and will also rebroadcast any disciplinary hearing in its entirety in the same 
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manner. Thus, if the College wants to walk down that road, and take the consequences, then it 
might as well consider itself forewarned.  
 
To conclude: Dr. Peterson is not in the least convinced that the actions of the College are 
anything other than self-serving, instrumental, injudicious, prejudicial and politically motivated, 
as well as surrounded by the deceit noted in this letter, and is more than ready to have 
precisely the debate about such claims that may be required occur in the most public of 
domains.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
JB Peterson 
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The sentence: which I have refused to comply with and am challenging legally 
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The public exposure of the sentence (posted publicly despite my refusal to accept their 
demands and the existence of my currently ongoing legal challenges): 
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The relevant paperwork and background procedural and legal documentation that 
accompanied each complaint sent to me. 
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