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editorial

In recent weeks the campus has buzzed
with sensational accounts of controversial ac-
tions taken by security personnel with admin-
istrative sanctions. The Lewis Hall incident

- of last semester—made public thls semester—

is one of the latest in what seems more and
more to be characterlstlcally covert actions
taken by the administration. Tenure has be-
come a tenuous question in recent’ years, ap-

pointments being tailored to suit university
-policy. University policy—even “understood”

university policy such as was invoked in the

- Lewis Hall case—has become increasingly un-

understandable. Perhaps this understood pol-
icy s supposed to be self-evident, couched as
it is in specifics such as in-loco parentis, Cath-

. olic, understood moral. code and commutted
- and artzculate belzevers “

The time is now for clarlfymg and harmon-
izing ‘administrative, educative, and residen-
tial concerns. The symptoms are ominous.

= ' FEBRUARY 2, 1973
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“While he was stzll a long way off, Wis father saw
hzm amd was moved Wwith pity. He ran to the boy, clasped

him_in - his -arms - and kissed him tenderly. Then his .

son sazd ‘Father, I have sinned against heaven a,nd
- against you. I no longer deserve to be called you'r son.’
- But the father said-to hzs semzants ‘Quzck’ 'Bring out

. . the best robe and put it on him; put a-ring on his finger
.- and sandals_on his feet. Brmg the calf we have been
- fattemng and. kzll it; we are going to have a feast a cel-

‘ebration,. because this son of mine was dead and has
- come back to life; he was lost and is found.’ And they

began to celebrate.” Luke, 15 v. 20-24 Jerusalem Bible

M 0ST of us. rhope’that”’ ou'r relationships wlth other

men will be defined by pity and love.. Like the prodigal
son, we first live with others in terms of these humane
sentiments in our families. It is not surprising, then,- to

find Notre Dame;, a university whose .Catholic’ tradition”

B} abounds- in express1ons of fraternal and.familial love,
desiring.that the relationships ‘between: -its faculty, stu-
dents and administrators resemble those of:a family.

_This desire itself is not new to Notre Dame. However,

it has had a vociferous advocate these last few years in

the person 'of James Burtchaell the University Provost.

The . one partlcular famlhal relationship . which
" “Father. Burtchaell intends to maintain at Notre Dame

is that, of the parent-ch1ld Administrators become sur- -

rogate fathers and- mothers (th1s latter group 'is now

: more or -less: non-existent, ‘since women admmlstrators .
~Tdos: not abound at the University) for their “sons” and’~
Accordmg to Fatherj

) “daughters i.e;, students.
- Burtchaell older members of the Notre Dame com-
1.’rnun1ty assume a responsibility which many secular
. and private. college personnel presently 1gnore They
y share “the chancy fortune of any father or mother of
- an intelligent young man or woman.’
. The Provost does not avoid employmg the word
"~ “paternalistic,” to define the student-administrator
‘relationship. Yet, he wishes to have the students under-

* stand that this particular word is not so restrlctlve as

its detractors would have us think. It implies more
than a heavy-handed authority. It shifts us into a world

~where mercy has its place; where a father could for-

- FEBRUARY 2; 1973

‘parties.
- their “parents,” particularly the Provost, is at an all-

: giveaiwaywardson. And; as Father Burtchaeli writes,

the ideal relationship between students and administra-

- tors would be mseparable from trust and love:

We are terribly vulnerable and we do our
work for love and not for-gain— :

: Notré Dame, then, if we can judge from-the words
of-our second-ranking administrator, should be a place
where laws are guidelines, but are not sacred in them-
selves. If we were all Judged strictly in lme with the
Un1vers1ty laws, as Burtchaell would lead us to think,

- life at school would be simple and rational. Administra-

tors would save time by issuing -edicts, rather than by
discussing university problems with students. An admin-

‘istrator would never be disappointed by a student’s

actions. - His relationships with students would be
defined in some manual. He would not care for students
as other human beings. But, the “parent-child” relation-
ship fostered by Notre Dame’s administration precludes

" this indifference to students, states Burtchaell.

ec ORDS have a,tend'ency to create realities which
frequently resemble in no way the ‘“reality” outside

- them. We who were brought up alongside the Viet-

nam war -with our leaders’ words of honor and a just
peace .are more than aware of the frightening usages
of words. And members of the Notre Dame community

. are not immune from letting their words depict, as
' actual a situation which is more fictional than real.

“Father - Burtchaell’s In Loco Parentis statement
doesonot 'to a large degree coincide with what has

Qactually occurred during the past years between admin-

istrators and students. A genuine “parent-child” rela-
tionship could hardly exist without trust between both
A feeling of trust between the students and

time low. A familial relationship would also not be

" colored by too many edicts, writes Father Burtchaell

in his statement. Yet, students have seen little else than
édicts and administrative promulgations emerge from
the Administration Building.

What indicates that administrators have almost
severed ties with reality are the specific disciplinary



cases and the way in which they have been settled
during the past few years. This is no place for the
prodigal son to return to. In the recent ‘“Lewis Hall
incident,” we have a student forced to withdraw from
. the University in the midst of security mistakes and
covert administrative decisions.

In the “Lewis Hall incident,” which occurred at the
end of first semester, a young lady (age 21 and not a
child by any definition) was expelled for “violating the
understood moral code of the University,” as she was
allegedly told by Father Burtchaell. The story of “the
Lewis Hall incident” is now generally well known, and
it is not necessary to repeat all the specifics of the
incident. )

Last spring, Lewis Hall adopted a policy of 24-hour
parietals. The policy read as follows: “You may enter-
tain male visitors in your room. Each floor will later
decide whether it is desirable to limit when men are
permitted on the floor. In the meantime, all floors will
be open to male visitors with no restriction of hours.”
Following an anonymous telephone call informing him-
that the student in question had had a male guest stay-
ing in her room for several days, head of Notre Dame’s
security, Arthur Pears, consuited with Dean of Students
Father James Riehle and with Acting Vice President
of Student Affairs Philip Faccenda. Since the rector of
Lewis Hall was away at the time, Pears was told to
enter the room and take the girl into custody. He did
so, and after a most abusive interrogation, evidence for

which is found in the actual security report, the matter

was not mentioned again for over a week and a half.
At that time, the woman was called in to meet with
Dean of the Graduate School; Robert Gordon, and in-
formed that she had been expelled from the University.

THE ramifications of expulsion for this particular
student, a foreign student who was to study in the
United States by means of a student visa, were more
far-reaching than immediately meets the eye. Folldw-
ing termination of studies, a foreign student is allowed
only thirty days before his visa is revoked and he is
forced to leave the country. Thus the ordinary time-
consuming avenues of appeal were closed off. Many of
those advising the woman felt that she had an excellent
case for a lawsuit. Others suggested that the case was
so clear-cut a violation of student rights that the na-
tional chapter of the American Association of Univer-
sity Professors (AAUP) would be willing to set up an
appeals hearing under their own auspices — a procedure
they use only in extreme cases. However, both proce-
dures require a good deal of time and were precluded
by the stipulations of her student visa. Thus the woman
was told by Gordon that her only appeal could be to
Father Burtchaell (even though, officially, the expul-
sion had to come from Gordon).

An appointment with the provost was set up and

the girl was allowed to explain her understanding of

the Lewis Hall parietals regulations. She was refused
the right to any sort of appeals hearing to reconsider
the case, but Burtchaell did offer the girl the alternative
of voluntary withdrawal in place of expulsion. (This
would at least clear her record and slightly increase
her chances of gaining admission into another univer-

8

an administrative

sity within thirty days.) It was at this time that the
woman was told that the reason for the action was her
“violation of the understood moral code of the Univer-
sity.” ~Subsequent to the discussion with Father
Burtchaell, the woman brought her appeal to several
other members of the Administration and was told,
without exception, that they were most sympathetic
to her case, but that they could do nothing to reverse
the decision or even to arrange for an appeals hearing.

The flagrant violations of the woman’s dignity, in a
legal sense alone, are appalling. She was intimidated
into withdrawing from the University (note the dis-
tinction: she was ‘“not”. expelled). The action was taken
solely on the basis of an amateurish security report
which was later found replete with gross inadequacies;
she was never consulted, never asked to give her side
of the story. When she attempted to arrange an appeals
hearing in order to plead her own case, the request
was bluntly denied. Fmally, the dlsc1p11nary action
was taken for violation, technically, of a parietals regu-
lation that was at best ambiguous. The list might well
continue if one considers the non—legal violations of the
woman’s dignity in the abusive Way in which the in-
terrogation was made. ’

‘CONSIDERING administrative statements about the

University’s famlly love for its students in light of the
Lewis -Hall incident, one is tempted to dismiss the
In Loco Parentis statement as just so much rhetoric.

And the statement itself is vague. It speaks of a parent-

child relatlonshlp and how the older the child becomes,
the more “wisdom” the parent can offer him. What this

“wisdom” "is- or how - the parent-child relationship
evolves as each party ages, Burtchaell leaves un-
expressed. -

One could argue that such human feelings as trust,

- pity, and love cannot be easily defined and must remain

vague in discussions about their nature. As the argu-
ment goes, one can only exhibit examples of these senti-
ments. However, there are few examples of human
feelings in the relationships between students and ad-
ministrators at Notre Dame. Thus, one continues to
wonder why Father Burtchaell wrote a statement
which describes a situation so unfamiliar to the Notre
Dame student body. :
Perhaps, the administrators do not themselves per- -
ceive how their words are inconsistent with the reality
which exi.ts around them. In effect, they mean well.
However, their words about pity and love simply dis-
guise their real motivations or the real features govern-
ing their relationships with students. One suspects that

THE SCHOLASTIC



morality disguised by words of parental pity

some morality or hearkenings to a past tradition actual-
ly define the administrators’ relationships with students.

The most glaring example of this deceptive quality
of administrators’ words is revealed in their conduct
regarding students’ sex lives. It has often been pointed
out that University officials are least tolerant in matters
concerning the sexual activities of University students.
Explanations for this phenomenon abound. Although
most anticlerical theories of repressed libidinal desires
tend to to be oversimple and reductive, there is none-

theless a disturbing tendency on the part of University -

administ‘rato:rs to handle so-called ‘“sexual infractions”
insensitively and with a frightening lack of apprecia-
tion for the details of individual cases. One is forced to
conclude that these officials feel particularly intimi-
dated by their students’ sexual activities.

For the overwhelming majority of Notre Dame
students the question of pre-marital sex remains very
much open. In all likelihood, it will not be resolved by
proclamations issued ex machina or seminars organized
by the Campus Ministry, but by more or less mature
students in the context of specific interpersonal rela-
tionships. Many, perhaps a majority, of such students
will, if not opt for, at least experiment with sex outside
of marriage. On top of this there is a significant num-
ber of the student body who are homosexual. This is
the situation which confronts University administrators.
It is a situation characterized by introspection and
fluidity.

But this is not the situation to which the University
addresses itself; instead it issues unconvincing theo-
retical arguments against co-ed dormitories, treats
women as objects to be kept on display, places limita-
tions on visiting hours and pretends that all is well.
When an “offender’ is apprehended, embarrassed offi-
cials lash out instinctively and indiscriminately as if
such infractions were personal insults. But, despite the
Administration’s efforts, love will remain a precarious
combination of intimacy and lust. Both elements are
sure to find expression in the lives of N.D. students, if
not here on the campus then elsewhere. This is the
point to be emphasized: the sexual relationships which
_the average Notre Dame student experiences and sees
about him/her are not wanton orgies (prudery in re-
verse) marked by whoring and other commodity aberra-
tions, but frequently intense encounters distinguished by
their pain and love.

A GAINST these experiences, the University’s recent.

actions appear in their true light as puny and con-

FEBRUARY 2, 1973

fused. One wonders why such offenders as the Lewis
Hall girl should be so severely punished when they
present no clear and imminent danger to other students.
In the past the University has been merciful, perhaps
even over-generous, in dealing with students who de-
stroyed property, trashed whole sections of dormitories,
broke windows, and seriously injured other students in
fist fights. At the same time, expulsion, the maximum
punishment, has been capriciously brought to bear on
persons whose crimes, if they were crimes at all, were
victimless.

The University has an official answer for the question
which denies that such crimes are victimless. The of-

‘fender, they maintain, is the ultimate victim because

he/she has deviated from the ideal of moral rectitude
which the University and-its members are committed
to uphold. This is the hidden morality which is dis-
guised by the administrators’ words of parental pity
and love.

Thus, administrative words which justify the use of
mercy and love in student-administrator relationships
become verbal structures by which the University can
reveal its moral dicta and condemn, more arbitrarily,
individuals —in the name of parental concern. Ironi-
cally, administrators wish to escape the indifference and
the cold justice found in universities where relationships
are governed by laws. They desire an institution where
prodigal sons are not condemned without any considera-
tions of mercy. But, one can speculate that life at such
a secular university, though mediocre without an in-
sistence upon pity and love, would at least not be
hypocritical.

A SECOND area in which administrative rhetoric be-
comes problematic is the University’s policy on hiring,
promoting and granting tenure to professors. The
December, 1972, issue of Notre Dame Magazine contains
an article written by Father Burtchaell, entitled “Notre
Dame and the Christian Teacher.” At first glance, the
piece appears to be an admirable attempt to delineate
a policy for the acquisition and maintenance of faculty
based upon a Christian code of conduct. “If we are to
be a Christian university,”” writes Burtchaell, “we must
have a critical mass of Christian teachers. If Notre
Dame is to remain Catholic, the only institutional way
for assuring this is to secure a faculty with prominent
representation of committed and articulate believers
who purposefully seek the comradeship of others to
weave their faith into the full fabric of their intellec-
tual life.”



faculty /administration
relations are not founded on trust

However, like his In Loco Parentis statement,
the words in his address to the faculty concerning his
desire to have “Christian” teachers are often ambigu-
ous. Must the University’s professors be those who
adhere strictly to the dogma of the Catholic Church?
At times (though not always) Burtchaell seems to use
the word “Catholic” interchangeably with the word
“Christian,” which does not allow a somewhat broader
basis for judgment. Father Burtchaell admits that be-
lievers from other religious traditions should be
included in the faculty. He stresses that the impor-
tance lies in that certain religious questions be asked,
and it is not necessary to have a “fast agreement” on
the answers to these questions. Yet, Burtchaell’s in-
sistence on “the predominating presence of Christian,

Catholic scholars” in the faculty implies that he is only -

paying lip service to scholars of non-Christian or pos-
sibly non-Catholic beliefs.

Within these ambiguities, there resides the delicate
issue of tenure. To speak of tenure is to speak pointedly
of the security of the teacher and his family. The
teacher’s career, too, is at stake. The problem of tenure
also concerns and directly affects the quality of educa-
tion at Notre Dame. o -

Thus, the question of what Father Burtchaell
means by acquiring “predominantly Christian teachers”
becomes that of who translates the rhetoric -into spe-
cifically delineated criteria for hiring and promotion?
And how do these criteria affect the lives of faculty
members who do not possess temire?

UPON reading or listening to Burtchaell’s address,
one would think that questions like the preceding ones
would not arise. The Provost urges the faculty to retain
a religious spirit in their teaching. He is attempting

to raise the Notre Dame community’s concern about

teaching and about the hiring of faculty above strictly
academic and professional matters. Such an ambition
requires that the faculty trust the administration.
Unfortunately, interactions between administrators
and faculty members are not founded upon trust. There

is an increased frequency of disputed tenure decisions.
One would suspect that such disputes would not occur
often in an atmosphere of trust. A case in-point is that -

10

of an English professor who was refused tenure by the
Provost after receiving successive approval from a com-
mittee of his department colleagues, his department
chairman, and the college dean. No reasons for the
refusal were ever publicly disclosed by the Provost,
even at the insistence of the individual concerned. One
wonders what criteria the Provost used for his refusal.
The faculty member was left unaware of why his tenure
was denied. This and other similar incidents do not
lead to a trust between the administration and faculty.
Without the trust, administrative criteria for faculty
selections which are praiseworthy, but ambiguous, are
not likely to receive wholehearted acceptance by faculty
members. ‘ ) )

The untenured faculty member is left in a difficult
position. He can see no specific criterion to meet to win
his tenure. There are always those vague words about
“Christian teachers” to worry him.  Without the trust,
the administration’s words do not open new areas for
his teaching .to explore, but create an arbitrary struc-
ture which adversely affects his teaching. He may avoid
discussing - thoroughly topics, such as atheism, out of
fear of violating standards a “Christian teacher” would
not. He becomes stifled by the very words which were
intended to give his teaching a much deeper and mean-
ingful character. * :

Jim Fanto
" Dan O’Donnell
Greg Stidham
~ Jack Wenke
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Life
With Father

Mike Melody

FEBRUARY 2, 1973.

I NEVER have liked the phrase in loco parentis. I first
learned of it when I received my junior license from
the Bureau of Motor Vehicles in Pennsylvania. The
phrase appeared in microscopic print on the back of the
license. It meant that I couldn’t drive after midnight
unless one of my parents was present. To a heady -
sixteen-year-old, it seemed an unnecessary limitation.
So, at times, I violated the law. I was fortunate;

many others were not. The State Police once raided

a post Junior Prom party. As the story goes, the
result was forty-dollar fines and two-month suspensions.
Yet, in loco parentis is a tricky concept. It literally
means in the place of the parent. I always wondered if
anyone over twenty-one was qualified for such a lofty
legal position. It is with the same sense of uncertainty,
if not trepidation, that I read Father Burtchaell's
article “In Loco Parentis” (Notre Dame Magazine,
April, 1972).

At first, the article appears to be a sorely needed
corrective to what is a growing trend on campus.
Everyone, I trust, has heard the epics about what the
campus was like a mere ten or even twenty years ago.
Of course, the individual rules were somewhat idiotic,
but the atmosphere and character of the campus were
radically different. Imagine it, a small group of men,
masters of their art, dedicating their lives to helping
younger men fulfill their potential to mature. It does
not seem to have been a naive thing. For the older
group appears to have recognized that in many cases
they could only impart the fragile habits of virtue —
manliness. They must have failed many times over the
years, and though celibate, they must have experienced
something akin to the anguish of soul that is peculiar
to parents.

As Father Burtchaell so aptly notes, universities
have arrived at a new self-understanding and there
has been a corresponding shift in their relationship
vis-a-vis students. The modern trend considers the
relationship between the university and student in
essentially legal or contractual terms. This modern
influence is present as much, if not more than the older
tradition. Must we look further than room contracts
or rectors who consider their halls to be hotels. In
earlier days, carpe diem does not seem to have been
the assumption that was commonly accepted as the
basis of hall life. I have heard it said that Notre Dame
is the Harvard of the Midwest. This peculiar claim
seems more properly to belong to the University of
Chicago. Yet, has anyone thought to point out that
Harvard severed its connection with the religious
group that gave it life and nurtured it more than a
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coercive commands are inappropriate to wisdom

few years ago? Undergraduates seem to perceive the
University in the same legalistic fashion that Father
Burtchaell describes. Residents of Farley were recently
told that their hall was selected as the new woman’s
residence on the grounds of geography; it had nothing
to do with their collective character or life style at

all. It seems that the lesson to be learned is that in
this life, as opposed to the next, geography is all.

The same tendencies seem to be present among the
faculty. I recently heard a group of faculty members
discuss tenure solely in terms of job security. Yet,
originally it seems to have had something to do with
the connection between leisure and thought. Given all of
this, Father Burtchaell’s article is much like the
gentle breeze of Southern Florida which is not only
refreshing, but also keeps the flies away from the decay
— at least for a short period.

BUT there are subtle problems with the article. For
example, he tends to overemphasize the role of the
Holy Cross Community within the university. Realisti-
cally, they no longer comprise the major part of the
faculty, and their present situation does not seem to
promise an increase in their number or visibility. At
this point, their influence seems to be questionable.
The major flaw of the article appears to be that, while
Father Burtchaell disagrees with the legalistic ap-
proach, he himself uses a legal phrase as his very
title and utilizes this same phrase as the unifying
element of his article. Also, his use of the term “parent”
is ambiguous. This arises from his use of words such
as: “domestic household” (a legal phrase), “firm
parental control”(?), “command and control” (politi-
cal/military) and “renegotiate” (diplomatic/political).
In context these words and phrases are carefully
softened; their masculine character is weakened. But
since the statement is given us as the only alternative
to the legalistic understanding, it is important that we
carefully reflect on its every word. In fact, perhaps the
image of the parent is not apt for the work at hand.
There are probably many among us who do not have
fond memories of their own parents. One, it seems,
must painstakingly make the distinction between good
and bad parents. In addition to this, the term parent
immediately conjures up in one’s mind the correspond-
ing term, child. There is a subtle tendency to link both
words which has caused difficulty in the writing of this
essay. I would suggest that the issue could be better
put in other terms. What is the relationship between
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the university and the character of its students? The
term community seems to be appropriate and useful
here. Yet, the framework of the argument has already
been given. In what way can a university be a parent
to its students? :

The crucial point is that the university can be con-
ceived of as a parent only in a loose, analogous sense.
The implicit claims of the symbol must be softened.

Is there an active affection between the university and
721-979-714? If this is present at all, it hardly ap-
proaches the warm embrace of father and son; the
touch eloquently captured on the ceiling of the Sistine
Chapel. Interestingly enough, sometimes one hears
older graduates speak this way. “Notre Dame Our
Mother” appears to be real to them, while to our tone
deaf ears it becomes “Notre Dame You Mother.” So the
analogy holds only loosely; perhaps so loosely that it
ought to be discarded. But just what does Father
Burtchaell mean? Confusion arises due to words such
as “command,” “control” and “renegotiate.” Though
Father Burtchaell is not a poet, what does this say
about his conception of the family? Does one sign
treaties with one’s parents? What kind of parent talks
in terms of command and control? The words seem
appropriate for a military commander and not a priest-
Provost. Theoretically, the issue is whether or not
undergraduates are isolated from the good, whether
they have the ability to grapple with moral problems,
and whether or not their participation in the ground of
moral standards must be mediated. Let us clarify
what the image hopefully does not mean and then
proceed to reformulate the issue.

Hopefully, Father Burtchaell does not mean that the
university is a parent in the sense of the relationship
between a stern father and his little boy or girl. Some
parents do act this way until their progeny (one must
strain to use another word than child) are twenty or
older. Yet, they seem to be bad parents. To treat a per-
son this way means that he or she is isolated from the
standards of right behavior in any given situation.
This being the situation, the parents just lay it down
in a Zeus-like fashion. The virtue of the small child is,
appropriately enough, obedience. Yet, the situation
appears to be different for eighteen-year-olds. Such
people are not only aware of and able to articulate
(to some degree) the commonly accepted standards,
but they also, in a healthy way, sometimes question and
challenge them. More importantly, they know the
rending struggle in which one wrestles with one’s self,
descending to the depths in the intense struggle to dis-

THE SCHOLASTIC



a4
Srddd

~s
pptarmy

PSR RN

Qu 8 lituu

o

PENAU’Y» .
xluﬂi

e
4,kb,pro;ot,ahomr AT i a
cover how to act like a decent human being. In fact,
this would appear to be the secret of the renewed, more
active affection between parents and their eighteen-
year-old sons or daughters. Otherwise, one must treat
eighteen-year-old men or women as if they were four.
Certainly some would profit by it, but not the vast
majority. The virtue of a man or woman of eighteen -
is not obedience, coerced or otherwise. Such is slavery.
Is Notre Dame to become a slavish place for timid,
base souls? The thrust of Father Burtchaell’s article
seems to be along other lines, but his use of certain
words does invite questions.

06 E must reflect carefully, if not fearfully, about
the analogy and see if it holds in any way. There is a
change in the parent-child relationship between the
ages of four and eighteen. Yet, I would not use the
term ‘“‘renegotiate” for this; for the change is subtle and
demands the soft colors and not the dark shades. Being
eighteen means, among other things, that one can arti-
culate what are commonly considered the proper stand-
ards of right action. But it also seems to include the
discovery that most often the general rules do not fit
the particular cases. The grays appear in all their
various and frightening hues. Hence, one often seeks
the counsel of older, more mature men and women. The
bond is the agony of decision in complex situations.

In this case, a parent and child actually deepen, renew
and celebrate their communion. To put it another way,
one finally discovers the true wisdom of one’s father.
The image is one of two men, neither of whom possesses
absolute truth, talking about serious, common things.
It almost has a sacramental nature. Analogously, the
university can be a parent. But it is important to
remember that the long-forged bonds are absent. Thus,
certain tendencies peculiar to one's youth will un-
doubtedly be exacerbated. Like a young thoroughbred,
the undergraduates will want their head. They will
feel trapped and stifled unless the reins are held deftly.
This makes it even more important that the university
act with the wisdom of its years. It is inappropriate

to lay down rules, coercive commands in the modern

Mike Melody is a graduate student in government
and teaches in the Collegiate Seminar Program. Mike
has also served as a resident assistant in Farley
Hall for four years.
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sense of law, in a Zeus-like fashion. The standards of
right behavior which the university seeks to foster
must be carefully articulated. Thought-full reasons for
such standards must be given. An adequate model of
this is Plato’s treatment of the laws in the dialogue of
the same name. In addition, conversation must be en-
couraged. Most importantly, all those involved in such
conversations must be willing to admit when they are
wrong. Otherwise, conversation becomes polemical;
one talks at instead of o another person. This type of
mutual shouting match has plagued the campus for
the past several years. Yet by forming a community
of speech, of reasoned conversation, the university can
mark the character of its students while fostering
their manly/womanly growth. To act otherwise is to
invite regression. Yet, it seems that such growth occurs
less and less frequently in the classrooms, except for
theology and a few Philosophy, English and Govern-
ment classes, Does Methods of Research in Sociology,
Organic Chemistry, Chemical Engineering or Account-
ing make one a better man or woman? Perhaps this
work is more suited for the halls.

ON the whole, the word community is better than
the image of the parent in describing such an under-
standing. Conceiving the university as a community
of speech, what is the relationship between the univer-
sity, including the faculty, and the character of its
students?

This understanding, truncated as it is, does not pre-
clude Father Burtchaell’s concerns. It would perhaps
strengthen them while retaining and emphasizing the
link between the university and the character of its
students. It would not preclude the articulation of -
standards, but it would mitigate against their being
handed down in an omnipotent manner and enforced
in a heavy-handed fashion. It would not reduce the
student body to slaves who live under the righteous eye
of a harsh task master. But, then again, the analogy
of the parent does not seem apt.

Father, the word that I continually want to use for
your article is refreshing. When priests seem to spe-
cialize in being groovy, it’s about time that someone
raised such pertinent questions. Hopefully, all of us
can talk about such serious, common things. In fact,
perhaps through an articulation of the meaning of the
good order of the hall, a first, halting step can be
taken. But then again one can be distantly silent; a
sort of pater absconditus.
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Freedom in a
Vacuum:
The Faculty’s

Crisis in
Authority

James E. Robinson
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I PROCEED on the assumption that academic freedom,
like any other freedom, must be circumscribed before
it can be exercised. For freedom to have any mean-
ing, it must be defined according to the context in

which is operates, which is to say not only that it
must have limits but that without the limits it has no
function, that an individual exercising a freedom must
understand that he has a function within the arena
where he exercises his freedom. For the individual the
function presupposes some kind of authority,

some kind of place in the kinetics of his com-

munity’s hierarchy. It would be meaningless to
guarantee the freedom of the press in a society where
nobody reads; in such a society the writer would have
neither function nor authority, and thus no freedom.

The document that is both summary and ‘“consti-
tutional” measure for the academic freedom of faculty
in higher education in the United States is the 1940
Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and
Tenure adopted by the American Association of Uni-
versity Professors and the Association of American
Colleges. The statement makes quite clear what the
premise is for the function, authority and freedom
of the faculty member: “The college or university
teacher is a citizen, a member of a learned profession,
and an officer of an educational institution.” The
positive and negative circumscriptions extending from
the teacher’s role as citizen and person of learning are
clear enough, and I think have resulted in the last
three decades in no substantive disagreements in
higher education (the only difficulties arising, naturally
enough, in interpreting the relation of details to
substantive principles in particular cases
where violations of academic freedom are alleged).
As a citizen, the teacher speaks to the public without
institutional censorship, and as a man or woman of
learning, the teacher pursues his responsibilities
in the classroom, laboratory and scholarly books
or journals, without censorship, recognizing in
either function the limitations imposed upon him by
the very obligations of his authority as citizen
and scholar: as scholar within the academic arena, his
freedom is correlative with his knowledge and com-
petence; as citizen within the public arena, his freedom
is further circumscribed by the propriety of making
clear that he speaks for himself and not for his
institution.

At the center of the freedoms associated with a
faculty member’s roles as citizen and teacher lie funda-
mental concepts about the free exchange of ideas
and the advancement of knowledge. Academic free-
dom from this perspective allows learning to proceed
without the threats of an Inquisition, or a need for a
trial to establish whether evolution can be taught in a
society committed to a literal interpretation of the
Bible, or without the intimidations of a Joe McCarthy
investigation, or whatever prevailing cultural force
that might be wont to have its own ideas and authority
so fixed that competing ideas and other authorities
become inoperative.

IN his role as teacher and citizen, any faculty member,
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I believe, understands well enough who he is, and
the importance of his freedom. At Notre Dame and
elsewhere, the administrative authorities of the Uni-
versity are likewise appreciative of the authority

and freedom of each faculty member as teacher and
citizen. But in his role as an officer of his university,
the faculty member, at Notre Dame and elsewhere,
is now an uncertain being. And perhaps he is beginning
to wonder whether the uncertainty of his authority in
his own institution is not eroding his authority as
citizen and teacher.

The 1940 AAUP statement on academic freedom
did not itself make clear what were the particular
functions and authorities of teachers as officers of an
educational institution; the statement spoke only of a
restriction placed on the individual faculty member
in his role as educational officer, the need to exercise
appropriate decorum in his public utterances since the
public might judge his institution by his performance.
But the positive corollary for the faculty’'s authority
as educational officer has been developed in subse-
quent AAUP documents, especially the 1962 Statement
on Faculty Participation in College and University
Government and the more expansive 1966 Statement
on the Government of Colleges and Universities.

These documents clarify the “primary responsibility”
of the faculty in determining policy regarding such
matters as curriculum, aspects of student life relating
to the educational process, and faculty status (ap-
pointments, non-reappointments, promotion, tenure)
and the role of the faculty in participating in such
processes as those regarding selection of administra-
tive officers and determinations of budgets. The

1966 statement, which also includes a statement on
student status and student academic freedom, is gener-
ally an attempt to affirm faculty authority within the
context of “shared responsibility” and “joint effort”
exercised by the faculty and their administrative
officers in cooperation with an institution’s board of
governors. The statement is summary of an actual
evolution in American higher education that began
somewhere in the late 19th century with the rise of
universities: the idea of authority centered in an
external board and its chosen president began to shift
to the idea of authority more internally centered in
the faculty and the on-campus administation (see
Burton R. Clark, “Faculty Authority,” AAUP Bulletin,
December, 1961, for a more detailed account of this
evolution). The motion toward the ‘“‘shared respon-
sibility” of all parties then proceeded until very recent
years, when a variety of pressures evoked the hue and
cry for the centralizing of authority. The pressures,
generally speaking, arose from a combination of eco-
nomic difficulties and public reaction against turmoil on
the campus.

TI—IE toughening and tightening of the ship of
academe has been a curious and painful process, curious
because the pain has been inflicted mostly upon the
faculty without any demonstration or even clear
assumption that the faculty was the source of trouble
in the first place. The centralizing of authority because
of external pressure has meant that chief academic
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officers (the “administration,” most of whom are
faculty members by their origins or even by part-
time current activities) have assumed more and more
authority from the faculty-at-large in order to satisfy
the demands of the external forces, as articulated by
governors, state legislatures, or university boards.

For the ordinary faculty member, the situation is one
where he has come increasingly to be an observer, an
observer only, of a series of painful events over which
he sees himself as having less and less control; aca-
demic programs get cut, faculty salaries get frozen,

‘worthy colleagues without tenure get “non-reappoint-

ment.” The irony is that the faculty member continues
to exist within the election procedures and committee
rituals that supposedly constitute his participation
in the policy-making structures of his institution;
yet he sees more and more the decisions of such
faculty bodies overturned, tabled, obviated or
ignored. As an officer of an institution his functional
authority and thus his freedom are becoming more
and more to exist in a vacuum.

In many universities, the faculty is responding
to this crisis of authority by voting in legally based
structures of collective bargaining, wherein the
faculty might find a sanctioned place in a hierarchy.
If that place is only the place of employee in relation to
employer, it is a place, and one which, as the history
of labor unions attests, carries with it considerable
authority. It is, of course, not only political punch and
economic advantage that unionized faculties seek;
what they seek most as a matter of fact is a restoration
of authority that they believe their whole spectrum of
functions and freedoms depends upon. They believe
unionization can insure, via a more effective articula-
tion of their authority, the clarity of their freedom
and the significance of their responsibilities as teachers,
citizens, and officers of a university. Whether unioni-
zation is in fact the solution to the faculty’s crisis
of authority is another question.

As a major university, Notre Dame has shared

in the history and crisis outlined above. Notre Dame.
entered into the evolution towards clarification of
faculty authority and the principle of shared respon-
sibility somewhat later than other American universi-
ties and thus has experienced an acceleration toward
the present problem in a way that may make the
problem seem more intense here than elsewhere.

The 1954 Notre Dame Faculty Manual included
some faculty bodies in the structure of governance, such
as the Academic Council, Graduate Council, and
University-wide Committee on Faculty Appointments
and Promotions. However, except for the Academic
Council, faculty members were appointed by the
President rather than elected by the faculty, and
generally the place of the faculty in the governing
hierarchy was loosely conceived. It is interesting that
in one sentence adapted from the AAUP Statement
on Academic Freedom, curiously enough placed in a
section on “Public Relations,” the 1954 Notre Dame
Manual referred to the faculty member as “an officer
of a Catholic University.” But it was not until the
1967 Notre Dame Faculty Manual that the idea of a
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what 1s the authority of a faculty

faculty member as an officer of a university (even
though the term was not used) was given a relatively
full implementation via the definition of a hierarchy
of elected faculty bodies (from departmental level
through college level to Universi