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Novel depicts grads
By ALBERT DRAKE

Albert D. Drake, asst, professor of English
has had fiction and poetry published in North
American Review, West Coast eview and
other magazines.
When a college student sits down to write 

that first novel, the usual choice of subject 
is what he knows best—college life. And why 
not? The college community has a far bet
ter range of characters than any military 
outfit and there are those fringe benefits: 
dorm orgies, pot parties, LSD happenings, 
sit-ins at the Dean’s office, street demon
strations, etc, etc. All this is very good 
material, of course, and begging to be 
exploited.

Over The Fence, by Rick Sterry, an MSU 
graduate assistant in English, has a college 
setting, and it is about college students and 
protest and freedom-but with admirable re
straint he has avoided the merely topical. 
Instead of dealing with political or social is
sues, the book focuses on human relation
ships; the confrontation is not between 
students and cops, but between individuals 
caught up in tbeir everyday conflicts. The 
latter is perhaps less dramatic, but it can 
be more meaningful and it is certainly 
more difficult to write about. The suc
cess of such a book depends upon a group 
of strong characters, and the ability to pre
sent them without bias. Too often college 
novels resort to campus types or extremes, 
but there are no caricatures here-this in 
itself is modestly amazing.

Like The Graduate, this book avoids the 
usual view of college by focusing on that 
transitional period between graduation and 
one’s entry into the Outer World, and the 
choices that must be made. The novel al
ternates between the two stories of Chevy 
Callister and Daniel Blake-rebels, ideal
ists and members of SDS-who are faced 
with the difficult problem of what to do with 
their lives. The business of “ choice” and 
“ freedom”  opens the bode, when Chevy in
sists “ Everybody has the right to be free 
. . .,”  even if it means “ Freedom to fail, 
then!”  and continues to the last pages when 
we learn how Chevy has applied his theory- 
a safe choice, his. The pages between demon
strate the kinds of conflict one faces when a 
choice is offered, and suggest that maturity 
comes when the responsibilities of choice 
are accepted. _

For Daniel/ the spectrum of possibilites
school paper, and at the same time attack
ing the person responsible for her dismis
sal, his fath<T, Dean Callister. Alberta is 
a plain, rather homely girl, and at first it is 
difficult to understand why Chevy would be 
interested in her; but we soon realize that 
she is the real rebel of the novel, a loner, 
able to survive anywhere, and then we begin 
to wonder why she is interested in Chevy. 
Although he has the trappings of a real non
conforming—including a Henry J with the 
doors welded shut and a crazy room in the 
bac* of a church-his rebelliousness is 
limited mainly to theory, expressed in lofty 
rhetoric. This is best seen on their sec
ond meeting, when Chevy decides it is his 
duty to educate Alberta, to inform her of 
the New Morality; on the night he is sup
posed to receive his diploma he takes her 
to his room only to discover that he is still 
learning.

Over The Fence is a fine piece of writ- 
ing-Mr. Sterry has a really good sense 
of narrative, of dialogue, of character and
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of humor. And this is a tunny novel. Because 
human relationships can be distressingly 
funny the tone is humorous, the action often 
comic. The conflicts of a minor event like 
a house-warming, or the serious implica
tions of an attempted suicide, can produce 
a humor that is not black; the reader will 
laugh now, and, looking back, so will the 
characters, for these events are examples 
of those small, faltering steps toward 
maturity.
is suddenly narrowed when his girlfriend, 
Ellen, informs him that she is pregnant. 
Although he has known her for only three 
months, he welcomes the idea of marriage-

as a protest against his domineering moth
er and her way of life. But he becomes un
easy when he is caught in the Establish
ment’s fine mesh, thanks in part to his 
mother, who not only approves of the mar
riage but also gives him a house and a job 
in her real estate office. Then, too, there 
are those demonstrations in his own kit
chen, led by Ellen, who he realizes is more 
and more assuming the identity of his moth
er.

Chevy meanwhile meets Alberta, a work
ing girl who has been kicked out of college 
on a technicality. Chevy has been defending 
her through petitions and articles in the
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For the Elusive Beast
of Originality. He may be disguised

a s  a  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  e s s a y ,  b o o k  r e v i e w ,  p o e m ,

g r a p h ic  a r t ,  p h o to g r a p h  o r  s c ie n t i f i c  s tu d y . C O L L A G E  

h o p e s  to  c a p t u r e  h im .
T h e  c h ie f  p r o b le m  w it h  lo c a t in g  th e  B e a s t  h a s  b e e n  th e  

la c k  o f  e a g e r  k n ig h t- e r r a n ts  w i l l in g  to  t a k e  on  th e  d a n g e r s  

o f  d e a d lin e s ,  d r a f t in g s  a n d  r e - d r a f t in g s  o f  w o r k . In  th e  

s p ir i t  o f  h ig h  A d v e n t u r e ,  th e n , C O L L A G E  o f f e r s  a  c h a l

le n g e  fo r  th e  c o m in g  y e a r s  to  a l l  “ w o r t h y  k n ig h t s ,”  b e  

th e y  y o u n g  o r  o ld , a r m e d  w it h  la n c e s  o f  P h .D . o r  s w o r d s  

o f  h ig h  s c h o o l s c h o la r s h ip ,  to  s e a r c h  o u t th e  B e a s t  in  th e  

e n d le s s  s e a r c h ,  w h ic h  is ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  th e  s e a r c h  fo r  m e a n -  

in g .
F o r  th e  c o m in g  y e a r ,  C O L L A G E  w i l l  a d d r e s s  i t s e l f  

to  th a t  s e a r c h ,  u s in g  a s  i t s  m e a n s  th e  g u id e p o s ts  o f  in 

s p ir a t io n , c r e a t i v i t i y ,  o r ig in a l i t y .  B e s id e s  th e  t r a d it io n a l  

d e p a r t m e n t s ,  C O L L A G E  is  b e n t  on f u l f i l l in g  th e  d r e a m  

o f h a v in g  a  h u m o r  d e p a r t m e n t ,  a  g r e a t e r  u s e  o f  c r e a t i v e  

g r a p h ic s ,  so m £  e x p e r im e n t a l  p o e t r y  a n d  p la y  s e c t io n s ,  

a n d  a  c o lu m n  on  s o m e  o f  th e  m o r e  u n u s u a l s tu d e n t  a n d  

f a c u l t y  a c t iv i t ie s .
C O L L A G E  is ,  a n d  w i l l  b e ,  th e  w r i t t e n  e v id e n c e  o f  th e  

c r e a t i v e  p r o c e s s  g o in g  on  w it h in  th e  m in d s  o f  M S U  s tu 

d e n ts  a n d  f a c u lt y .  I t  is  a  fo r u m  o f  id e a s  a n d  f e e lin g s .

T h e  fo r u m  is  h e r e . I t  is  o p e n  to  a ll .

W e  a r e  a l l  p a r t  o f  t h e  c o l l a g e .
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'2001’ opens new film era
By JIM YOUSLING 

State News Reviewer 
Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer! For most oi us that 

name has meant a roaring lion, followed by the 
perils of Scarlet O’Hara, the adventures of the 
Yellow Brick Road or the dancing of Gene 
Kelly.

But the old Hollywood has died, and in its 
place we find an international cinema where 
Mae West works for Fellini and Antonioni 
works for MGM.

And to top it all off, Leo the Lion, who now 
flashes onto the screen as a silent, abstract 
trademark, has just introduced the first $12 
million art film, “ 2001: A Space Odyssey.” 

Perhaps everything that is wrong with “ 2001” 
is summed up in that phrase: $12 million art 
film. Any film which tries to push the intellec
tual and physical limitations of the film medi
um to new levels does not belong on the neigh
borhood screen.

Indeed, most people take personal offense 
at a work of art which is beyond their under
standing. Yet “ 2001”  must have wide accep
tance for the simple reason that it  cost $12 
million, no small sum even in this era of 
the “ Sound of Music” and “ Dr. Zhivago.”

MGM has still another problem, namely, 
how to advertise the film.

It is not, as many think, a big-budget sci- 
ence-fiction movie, filled with monsters, death- 
rays and bald men with antennae. It also is 
not, as the most recent advertising has implied, 
a 3-hour psvchedelic roller-coaster ride.

Neither H. G. Wells nor Timothy Leary, 
“ 2001” represents a shattering aesthetic exper
ience which can be enjoyed only by the view
er who sits down in the theatre expecting noth
ing, because “ 2001” has no predecessors or 
counterparts in the history of the arts.

Perhaps the clearest illustration of this 
would be a breakdown of the film’s symphon
ic structure. The first of the four major move
ments consists of a series of tableaux depict
ing the early apes as they shift from family 
units into tribal units and then into weapon- 
bearing territorial groups. The first movement 
climaxes with the ape-man’s first encounter 
with the inexplicable, in the form of “ the 
black monolith,”  an object as alien to us as 
it is to the apes.

The second movement presents us with a 
shread of plot: in the year 2001. the same 
black monolith is discovered on Jupiter. But 
once again, the “ plot”  is less important than 
the action, which presents, as accurately as 
possible, the sensations of space travel 33 
years from today.

Suspense, as we know it in the traditional 
movie, is suggested (the dissatisfied faction of 
scientists, the menacing presence of the mono
lith); but in every case, these loose ends are 
dropped in favor of the visual excitement pro
vided by the new technology.

Countless times we watch planets and space
craft float from one side of the giant screen to 
another (to the tune of “ The Blue Danube 
Waltz” ), and only if we are not in a hurry to 
get on with the plot can we appreciate these 
marvels of cinematic design.

Only in the third movement does the “ story” 
truly command our attention. Eighteen months 
have passed, and a spaceship sails toward Ju
piter to investigate the mysterious circum
stances surrounding the monolith. On board 
are two men, “ HAL 9000” (a super-computer), 
and three more crewmen frozen in suspended 
animation.

Gradually, genuine suspense creeps onto the 
scene. HAL is exactly that “ computer of the 
future”  which Marshall McLuhan finds in 
many ways as human as man, since the actions 
of most people rarely involve the higher 
centers of the brain. The question, "Does HAL 
experience genuine emotions?”  is raised, but 
left unanswered; and HAL’s fatal flaw, his 
egotism, gives him a tragic depth that none 
of the humans approach.

“ 2001” does not warn man against the super
computer age, but rather warns him to adjust 
to it by redefining himself.

Finally, the film concludes with the now- 
famous 25-minute sequence which abandons 
anything resembling a linear plot, the “ real” 
world, and the standard Hollywood movie.

Through a series of concrete and abstract 
flashes of light, color and images, we are 
hurled into a symphonic movement which 
reflects all that has come before and yet opens 
the doors for a rebirth of mankind. Patrons of 
semi-obscure filmmakers like Bergman and

Antonioni will be furiously searching for the 
meaning behind this jigsaw of images, but they 
will find no pat solutions.

For the first time in the commercial Ameri
can film, the medium is truly the message. Man 
will undoubtedly encounter worlds and dimen
sions that are so alien to him that they will be 
meaningless except as a barrage of sounds and 
images. This is exactly what this'last passage, 
“ Jupiter and Beyond the Infinite,” gives us, 
and as the film ends, we see man’s new begin 
ning, the space embryo, as we hear Richard 
Strauss’ “ Thus Spoke Zarathustra,”  the same 
music which heralded the dawning of man 
within the apes.

Now that I have attempted to decipher the 
contents of “ 2001,”  I must face the fact that all 
of it was manufactured in the 1960’s, with real 
people, miniature models, movie stages and 
costumes.

Well, so was “ Godzilla,” and the mere fact 
that “ 2001” is almost totally convincing should 
bring ceaseless praise for its technical as 
pects.

“ 2001” is the brainchild of filmmaker Stan
ley Kubrick and science-fiction writer Arthur 
C. Clarke, who spent five years on its gesta
tion. Kubrick, who co-authored and directed 
the film, possesses one of the finest minds in 
the commercial cinema. His earlier works, 
most notably “ Lolita,”  “ The Paths of Glory” 
and his masterpiece “ Dr. Strangelove,”  have 
demonstrated his sense of black humor and 
social criticism as much as his control over 
the film medium.

But “ 2001”  is more a monument to Kubrick's 
versatility than a “ typical” Kubrick film.

Perhaps never in the history of film has

graphic design received so much attention. 
Kubrick and his eight design/sp^cial-effects 
assistants have lovingly planned every shot 
with incredible taste. For the first time, the 
curved Cinerama screen is not a gimmick 
(“ Gee, Marge, I really felt like I was on that 
runaway train!” ), but rather an audience at 
the same time. I have not yet seen the film 
shown flat on the Campus Theatre screen, 
but it is undoubtedly less thrilling that the 
Cinerama version.

“ 2001” should not be missed-even n the flat 
version-but if you can get to Detrusor Chica
go, the difference will be well worth *he trip.

To wrap up the subject of techni. u®, I would 
like to point out that “ 2001” is the o^iy carefully 
planned and executed film ever made, the only 
conceivable exception being Hitchcock’s vast
ly underestimated “ The Birds.” The balance be
tween visuals and sound, the use of nusic, the 
choice of locations all are perfec.

“ 2001” is, then, like no'other fi) :̂. Us big
sl drawbacSTs that too many customers are 

dissappointed that it isn’t flashy ard action- 
packed.

Of course not.
“ 2001” is a thinking man’s film, „  film to be 

seen several times and discussed. But above 
all else, “ 2001” marks a new high lti the aes
thetic values of the Big Bad Movie.

Suddenly MGM, who drove America into the 
art theatres to escape Hollywood’  ̂ passion for 
sweetness and light, is pulling it bacjt into the 
commercial theatres with films th(t let us think 
as well as smile.

Andy Hardy is dead!
Long live King Leo!
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F r e e d o m  R e p o r t  f o u n d  d e a d ’
By SUE HUGHES

president of Off-Campos Council.
MSU’s version of academic freedom was offi

cially cremated Tuesday afternoon on the steps 
of Cowles House. Before that, it flowered 
briefly in a burst of liberal consciousness as 
the Williams Report went through various 
amputations in the Academic Council and Sen
ate, and emerged a stunted and sickly docu
ment over a year ago as the Academic Free
dom Report. It contained large sections on fac
ulty rights and student responsibilities and halt
ing and careful statements about the basic 
rights of students to be judged by a jury of their 
4/11 peers and 7/11 non-peers to retain those 
constitutional rights they are given as citizens, 
and to learn what they are taught. It contained 
one essentially academic section out of eight. 
It floundered for a year, without successful 
passage of many attempted amendments, 
earned the praise of the Vice President for 
Student Affairs, the respect of many student 
government personnel, the contempt of many 
radical students, and the sentence of oblivion 
from a basically apathetic student body. It has 
now been declared dead.

Student government did not sponsor the fun
eral. Student government is presently grappling 
with its collective conscience, trying to rational
ize away the immense feeling of betrayal caused 
by the ever-increasing evidence that the Uni
versity Administration does not understand the 
meaning of academic freedom, does not care 
about the academic freedom, and above all, does 
not intend to allow the achievement of academic 
freedom. Student government, in particular the 
ASMSU Student Board, cannot understand. 
They have used channels. They have outpoured 
immense quantities of good faith. They have 
done all that is reasonable and acceptable and 
established to quietly bring about a genuinely 
academic atmosphere, through the abolition 
of social regulations and the strengthening of 
student-faculty control over university affairs. 
It has not worked, and ASMSU does not under
stand.

The central problem for ASMSU is that 
very lack of understanding. The majority 
of the student board is comprised of high- 
minded liberals with varying degrees of ad
ministrative competence. Most seek the 
betterment of the university, the establish
ment of an intellectual climate uncluttered 
by authoritarian regulations, unhindered by 
any central political manipulation and un
willing to institute any form of control 
which could harm the free and enlightening 
interchange of ideas among a community of 
scholars who are also human beings. The 
long-range goals of ASMSU vary little 
from those of the radical contingent the 
Board is so reluctant to support. It is 
merely and always a matter of methods. 
ASMSU, through the subtle and occasion
ally even unintentional indoctrination it 
receives from the administration through 
its in-built and unavoidable orientation to
ward diplomatic language and appeasement 
and through its developing bureaucratic mon
opolistic syndrome, had led itself blindly 
into the fruitless dissipation of its own 
energies. By taking up the torch of ration
al, sane, responsible action, it has fallen 
victim to what can best be called the paci
fication plot. It has succumbed to the art
ful manipulation of a University president 
whose competence and brilliance remain 
undisputed, but whose central identification 
with the University he built has turned his 
talent toward a conservatively paranoid 
preservation of all that he created. And 
ASMSU has fallen neatly into the slot he 
granted it.

The Academic Freedom Report, has 
been rather brutally proven to be what 
many radicals predicted. It grew out of the 
Committee on Student Rights’ agitation. It 
was billed by radicals as a pacification 
move. It was. It has served quietly and 
effectively to disrupt any unified student 
effort toward fundamental change. The 
moderates (including the majority of ASMSU) 
ha*e taken the a p p r o p r i a t e  “ better 
thiA than nothing” attitude, busied them
selves with the preparation of numerous 
amendments, and waited. The CSR-US- 
SLA activists have continued the standard 
pattern-wait for an issue, grab it, politi
cize it, try to capitalize on it, then go home 
and have a workshop. The hard-core radi
cals, cherishing their collective alienation 
with a paranoia almost as intense as Han

nah’s, have continued their paradoxical 
combination of succinct analysis of the 
way things are, endless discussion of the 
way things should be, and no concentra
tion on the road between the two. The 
moderates are pacified, and quiet. The 
campus-oriented activists are too disor
ganized and disaffiliated to make a concert
ed effort. The hard-cores are too conscious
ly alienated to broaden the base of their 
appeal, and are thus mostly unheard. Mean
while, we are without any but a paper trib
ute to academic freedom, and we are suc
cessfully disorganized. A splendid exam
ple of administration tactics at their 
most effective level has nullified the 
threat to the status quo.

ASMSU, having obediently played its 
pre-molded role as a buffer zone between 
dissenting students and oppressive condi
tions, is only beginning to realize that it 
has done just that for two years. The *irst 
hint came with the Spring, 1968, demon
strations at the Ad building, where admin
istrative paranoia betrayed itself ir a 
blatantly unnecessary over-reaction, the 
passage of a new all-inclusive section in 
the disorderly conduct ordinance (the * hy- 
pocrasy of which, when coupled with the 
resolution supporting the Freedom Report 
and the right to dissent that accompanied 
it, becomes painfully obvious) and: a 
crudely bungled attempt to deny the Ad 
Building demonstrators due process. This 
was too much even for the moderates. The 
Administration had made a mistake. -The 
beginnings of a reunion of student dissent 
were bom in the raction to that first 
denial of due process since the implemen
tation of the Freedom Report. Those begin
nings have reached very encouraging 
proportions thanks to the latest adminis
trative blunder, the Trustees’ September 
20 resolution. The rally at Beaumont, 
which ended in the burning of the Freedom 
Report, ran the spectrum of concerned 'stu
dent views. The moderates still hinted 
at channels, the hard-cores still denied 
the existence of channels, but it didn’t 
matter. What mattered most is that stu
dents, with widely divergent views as to 
methods and even ends, were temporarily 
united against one blatant denial of aca
demic freedom. It seems perfectly appro
priate to me (if not to some of those 
ASMSU personnel still not quite able to ac
cept the painful fact of betrayal) that 
the Freedom Report, so long openly main
tained as our ostensible friend and silent
ly wielded as our subtlest enemy, got 
a proper burial. When that act becomes 
equally appropriate to all of ASMSU, there 
will be some hope that student government 
will cease to be the most effecient sand
box yet invented for the dissipation of 
student dissent. It will take that realiza
tion to place student government back in 
the spectrum of relevant student action.

There are those who maintain that stu
dent government is irrelevant, because it 
is the student arm of the administration. 
They say this from the outside looking in. 
From the inside, it looks the same way. 
ASMSU believes itself highly relevant. 
It could be. It isn’t. The fault lies no) in 
the concept of student government, but 
in the painfully submissive attitude of its 
personnel. We are on an administration 
playground. We are playing by admini^ra- 
tion rules. Strangely, no one has ques
tioned the right of the administration; to 
direct and regulate the functioning of stu
dent government, and, equally strangely, 
few in student government (certainly

never a majority of the Board) have con
ceived the revolutionary project of making 
our own rules, directing our own efforts, 
setting our own terms. The radicals would 
protest that we have no power. It may be 
true, but it may not. A university whose 
student body and student government refused 
to listen to the irrelevant dictates of an 
administration which tries to serve as a 
pablum-feeding father figure would make 
the job of pacification far more difficult. 
A student judiciary which refused to pass 
a “ guilty"verdict on any student regulation 
not enacted by students would force the ad
ministration into one of two positions- 
either a reputation-damaging submission, 
or the crude, blatant use of arbitrary and 
authoritarian repression (with subsequent 
student retaliation)- either of which 
would produce far more opportunities for the 
establishment of a genuine academic cli
mate than all the channels we have been so 
graciously and hypocritically given.

Academic Freedom is not a vague and 
distant dream. It involves concrete objec
tives as well as subtle but major shifts 
in atmosphere. It necessitates the elimina
tion of social regulation within, and restrict
ed to, the University. It involves the trans- 
ferral of power from the present corpora
tion like structure to the relevant members 
of the community-the students and faculty. 
It involves the recognition by the faculty 
that the students are their equals in the 
academic community. It does not involve 
the tokenism of a faculty committee’s heav
ily pruned “ set of guidelines.”

Academic Freedom has not failed at 
Michigan State like so many other things, 
it has never been tried, least of all by 
student government. If ASMSU is to have 
any validity, it must transfer its allegi
ance from means to ends. It must forget, 
or preferably repudiate the fact that it is 
granted authority by the Board of Trustees. 
It must realize that it has been used, 
abused, duped, and disregarded, and it must 
somehow find both the conviction and the 
guts to assert itself in its own right, dis
regarding the four-lane dead-end highway 
the administration has given it to find 
its way through the treacherous area of 
policy-making. If the administration will 
not listen to ASMSU on ASMSU’s own terms, 
then there is obviously no reason for con
versation. The only channels that are 
valid are those which can work, effectively 
and quickly. The Freedom Report has fal
len short of those expectations. And if 
student government uses this opportunity 
to realize the futility of its channeling 
syndrome, it has a chance, through disaf
filiation with the administration which be
trayed it, to emerge as one viable seg
ment of unified student dissent. It could 
even lead that dissent, by using the one 
weapon it has-the conscious internal 
weapon it has-the conscious internal disruption 
of those administrative processes that have 
been entrusted to it; the complete refusal to 
be bound by those social regulations which it 
has not made, but which its judicial system was 
created to enforce, and the passing of new reg
ulations solely on its own authority. The suc
cess of such actions would depend on both 
the sophistication and the paranoia of our 
president. He could keep the peace and
lose the power, or he could create anoth
er Columbia. When you want a thing called 
academic freedom and you see things
like what has been happening since June
1st, you get so you don’t really care which
choice he makes.
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V

T he  U n iv e r s i t y  c h e r i s h e s  m a n y  va lu e s ,  m odes  
o f  th o u g h t  and s ta n d a rd s  o f  b e h a v io r  th a t  a re  
b e t t e r  ta u g h t by  e x a m p le ,  p e rs u a s io n ,  s o c ia l  
p r e s s u r e ,  and r e w a r d s  than  by  t h r e a t  o f  p e n a l “  
t ie s .

- - A r t i c l e  I; A c a d e m ic  F re e d o m  R e p o r t

The b a s ic  p u rp o s e s  o f  the  U n iv e r s i t y  a re  the  e n la rg e m e n t ,  
d i s s e m in a t io n  and a p p l ic a t io n  o f  kn o w le d g e . T he  m o s t  b a s ic  
n e c e s s i ty  f o r  the  a c h ie v e m e n t  o f  these  p u rp o s e s  is  f r e e d o m  
o f  e x p re s s io n  and c o m m u n ic a t io n .  W i th o u t  t h i s  f r e e d o m ,  e f 
fe c t iv e  s i f t i n g  and te s t in g  o f  ideas  cease and re s e a r c h ,  te a c h 
ing  and le a r n in g  a re  s t i f l e d .

—  A r t i c l e  I; A c a d e m ic  F re e d o m  R e p o r t
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Professor Sidney Hook, chairman of the All- 
University Department of Philosophy at New 
York University, spoke at a dinner May 4, 
1968 marking his retirement as head of the 
Department. This article consists of excerpts 
from that speech in which he discussed student 
revolt.

By SIDNEY HOOK 
Fifty years ago, when I began my college 

studies, it would be no exaggeration to say that 
the belief in academic freedom was regarded 
as faintly subversive even in many academic 
circles. Today, except in some of the cultural 
and political backwaters of the U.S., academic 
freedom, although not free from threats, is 
firmly established. Fifty years ago, the power 
of the chief university administrator was almost 
as unlimited as that of an absolute monarch. 
Today the administrator is a much harried man 
with much less power and authority among fac
ulty and, especially, students than his fore
bears. Today there may be temperamentally 
happy administrators, but their present life is 
an unhappy one. There seems to be an open 
season on them and to such a degree that for 
the first time in history there is an acute short
age of candidates for the almost 300 vacant ad
ministrative posts in institutions of higher 
learning.
. Without administrative leadership, every in
stitution, especially universities, whose faculties 
are notoriously reluctant to introduce curricular 
changes, runs downhill. To build great facul
ties, administrative leadership is essential. In 
the affairs of the mind and in the realm of 
scholarship, the principles of simple major
ity rule or of “ one man, one vote”  do not apply. 
The most “ democratically”  run institutions of 
learning are usually the most mediocre. It 
takes a big man to live confortably with a 
still bigger man under him, no less to invite 
him to cast his obscuring shadow over the 
less gifted.

Hie paradox today is that, as administrative 
power decreases and becomes more limited, 
the greater the dissatisfaction with it seems to 
grow. The memory of favors of requests denied 
remains much stronger than the memory of re
quests granted. Faculties are fickle in their 
allegiance. Overnight the most beloved of ad
ministrators can become the target of abuse, 
a figure of obloquy in the eyes of the very fac
ulty, or a large section of it, which he himself 
has helped to build. In the very year that 
Clark Kerr received the Meikeljon medal for 
academic freedom the faculty at the University 
of California campus at Berkeley panicked in 
consequence of the events resulting from the 
fourth  student sit-in. In effect it repudiated him 
by adopting a set of resolutions that made him 
the scapegoat for the student lawlessness which 
it conspicuously refused to condemn. Another 
example, Vice President Truman of Columbia 
University was vigorously applauded at Colum
bia’s commencement last June for, among 
other things, opening new avenues of commu
nication with students. Only a few days ago he 
was roundly booed by a section of the Colum
bia faculty, t 

Why any scholar (and administrators are

largely recruited from the ranks of scholars) 
should want to become a fu ll-time  administra
tor has always puzzled me. The duties, sacri
fices and risks seem altogether disproportion
ate to the rewards.

One thing seems clear. In the crisis situations 
shaping up throughout the country, adminis
trators are not going to enjoy a peaceful life. 
Their prospect of weathering the storms that 
will be synthetically contrived for them de
pends upon their ability and willingness to win 
the faculty for whatever plans and proposals 
they advance in the name of the university. For 
if they permit students or any other group to 
drive a wedge between them and the faculty, 
they will discover the sad fact of academic 
life that in such rifts the faculty will either 
play a neutral role or even assume a hostile 
one.

Not only on good educational grounds, there
fore, but on prudential ones as well, the admin
istration must draw the faculty into the formu
lation of institutional educational policy. I say 
this with reluctance because it means the pro
liferation of committee meetings, the dilution of 
scholarly interest and even less time for stu
dents. But this is a small price to pay for aca
demic freedom and peace.

In talking about academic freedom, nothing 
signified the distance we have come in the 
space of my lifetime so much as the fact that 
we now are concerned with the academic free
dom of »tudents. For historical reasons I can
not now explore, academic freedom in the Unit
ed States meant Lehrfreiheit, freedom to teach. 
If academic freedom for student means free
dom to learn, then two things should be ob-
vious.

Of course, there is still a large group of po
tential college students who are deprived of 
freedom to learn because of poverty or preju
dice or the absence of adequate educational 
facilities. It is prefectly legitimate to expect 
the university to study these problems and pro
pose solutions to them. This is one thing. But 
to therefore conclude that these problems 
must become items, not only on the agenda 
of study, but for an agenda of action is quite 
another. For it therewith transforms the uni
versity into a political action organization and 
diverts it from its essential task of discovery, 
teaching, dialogue and criticism.

Since there are profound differences about 
the social means necessary to achieve a society 
in which there will be a maximum freedom to 
learn, the university would become as partisan 
and biased as other political action groups urg
ing their programs on the community. Its pri
mary educational purpose or mission would be 
lost. It would be compelled to silence or mis
represent the position of those of its faculty 
who disagreed with its proposals and cam
paigns of action. Class and group conflicts 
would rend the fabric of the community of 
scholars in an unceasing struggle for power 
completely unrelated to the quest for truth.

If the university is conceived as an agency 
of action to transform society in behalf of a 
cause, no matter how exalted, it loses its rela
tive autonomy, imperils both its independence 
and objectivity and subjects itself to retali- 
tory curbs and controls on the part of society 
on whose support and largesse it ultimately 
depends.

This is precisely the conception of a univer
sity which is basic to the whole strategy and 
tactics of the so-called Students for a Demo
cratic Society. I say “ so-called" because their 
actions show that they are no more believers 
in democracy than the leaders of the so-called 
Student Non-Violent Co-ordinating Committee 
are believers in non-violence. And indeed the 
leaders of the SDS make no bones about that

H A I L  C O L L

(Please turn to page 8)
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James R. Hooker, African Studies Center, is 
an associate professor of history.

By JAMES R. HOOKER

Professor Hook’s essay, pretty much 
the same as the one he did for the New 
York Times magazine last summer, dis
plays what might be termed selective out
rage. It also is very nostalgic, despite 
his insistence that he addresses himself 
to the present. But, then, as he says, he 
started college 50 years ago, which was 
a pretty good time for America in world 
affairs (as they then were defined). 
Throughout we sense the brooding presence 
of Mark Rudd, a person Professor Hook 
rightly detests, for their views concerning 
universities never will be reconciled. And 
back of Rudd stands the SDS, that fanatical 
group of guerillas posing as students who 
have established their base camp in the 
groves of academe. On the sidelines is a 
supine, cowardly, opportunistic, naive and 
fickle bunch of scholars.

It is not clear whether SDS or the teach
ers who give way Ipfore them merit more 
contempt, but together they make for a 
pretty unsavory situation in the univer
sities, according to Hook. So much so 
that, to quote him, “ there is an acute 
shortage of candidates for the almost 300
vacant administrative posts in institutions 
of higher learning.”  A nice touch, that 
“ almost 300”  with its hint of unrevealed 
precision. I don’t know where he got the
figure, but it seems low. I should have 
thought that MSU alone had that big a 
shopping list. But, no matter, the point is 
there are reasons for such vacancies, and 
I don’t think Hook has contemplated them. 
Rudd has.

Lacking administrators, according to
Hook, universities would grind to a halt. 
Probably our model would, but he might 
consider the British approach before he 
writes. The reverse also seems to follow. 
the more administrators a place has, the
more it hums along. With lots of them 
greatness would seem inevitable. As a 
teacher, Hook is conventionally reluctant 
to use the word greatness on administra
tive types. Still, he insists that they must 
be “ big”  men to do their arcane and won
derful things for a gaggle of still bigger 
chaps-the scholars-without a trace of 
jealousy. One gathers that at Hook’s 
really tremendous universities a profu
sion of Christ-like administrators positive
ly bask in the shade provided by platoons 
of huge intellects, giants with their heads 
in the clouds. Again, there may be such 
places, but they are not New York or East 
Lansing.

What much of the Professor’s argument 
comes down to is this: he likes law and 
order. In company with many supporters of 
this slogan, he stresses order. In a fairly 
obscure paragraph he warns against “ sim
ple majority rule,”  whatever that is, but 
then seems to suggest that he wishes the 
majority would turn upon and slay the 
tyrannical minority dragons which in
fest our campuses. If Rudd’s baleful 
glare sent Hook to his typewriter, I would 
suggest that another image comforted 
him when he sat down before his machine. 
One gets the impression that what he real
ly recalls with fondness are the good old 
days when Nicholas Murray Butler ruled 
Columbia without benefit of academic sen
ates and student advisory bodies and all 
the other messy paraphernalia lying about 
today. Such an administration would make 
short work of those arrogant young people 
who presume to question the propriety 
of certain forms of research undertaken

by their elders, and one fuj »poses, super
iors. The university’s aim  ̂ after all, is 
truth, and how can childre* (“ callow and 
immature adolescents” , to ,se pis phrase) 
set themselves up as dictates? Rudd & Co. 
don’t see it that way. Rat er. M 1 under
stand, they find it odd t h y  an institution 
set aside to pursue truth ¡¡gculd engage in 
such activities as the U -h counter-insur
gency in Thailand study it not appear
that at least in Ann Arbor. I single them 
out only because they did t*t profit from 
MSU’s disastrous flirtation, with this sort 
of thing and subsequent ^xposure), dis
interested people have prjjudgpd a most 
complex matter and chowr season tick
ets for th a t ‘ team’s activities and very 
much resents that he is it$lud«i when the 
attendance figures are advert *<d.

Professor Hook would >ave us believe 
that the university * fuiKtipn^ somewhat 
apart from society, or at I s s t  used to, and 
that the disruption .caused »y £DS diverts 
it from its assigned tasks This is untrue, 
and of course he knows i». All' universities 
have at all times reflected L;»e values of the 
filing groups, faithfully r*H£cted them, re
furbished and bolstered fern, and taken 
as their task the prodq tlon of properly 
molded inhabitants of thf doiynant group.
It matters not whether, we speak of the 
medieval scholastics, t y  post-renaissance 
historians and lawyers, or tH  19th cen
tury academic boosters.*spf ration-building 
in Germany and America. The universities 
of his youth were firmly cr^nmttted to anti- 
labor, anti-black, pro-imperial, anglo- 
saxon racism. I would add anti-semitic, but 
in the special case of New YSrk City, by 
that time sufficient . e-vs had invaded 
the outer perimeter of a^deroic respecta
bility to make a difference» *

It seems to me that» Hpok and Rudd in 
many ways are disgruntled because they 
both believe the university is» much the 
same thing, though earner I denied it. By 
this I mean, that eac*. seems to accept 
the “ land-grant”  appro».ch, wl^ch stresses 
the close connection b -tween society and 
college, as mediated ^jnewhat diffidently 
and clumsily by the state. (Neither, I am 
sure, would accept what follows). Now, 
Hook deplores what he considers obscene 
demands upon the university; whereas, Rudd 
deplores what he considers to be the uni
versity’s indifference i i  social needs. 

.Hook is no more a react.pnary than I, nor 
is Rudd a revolutionary airanort than I. Both 
those gentlemen are profqjjndly^and I might 
add, infuriatingly, American in their as
sumptions about the possibilities of human 
existeno -sch acts as though he were not 
the heir ■ perience, the one to deny 
the present, tne other to ignore the past.

Professor Hook thinks the university is 
society’s guide to truth; Rudd fears that it 
pursues government’s truth, not society s. 
Since August in Chicago, quite a few Amer
icans have come to feel that they have 
very little to do with the system which sup
plies them with rulers 3o long as people 
sense a connection «tween themselves 
and. their government, perhaps there is no 
need to talk of gove» Ament as though it 
were outside society. I doubt that many 
Americans today sense that connection. The 
SDS’ers, for all tbeir faults, seem not 
to have caught the hog of scept» sm. Why 
they are not seen a g . the most .rageous- 
ly super-Americans,, the most .mpulsive, 
uncritical lovers of Old Glory now stalking 
this ravished continent, I cannot compre
hend. They actually believe that rhetoric 
can be made to fit conduct, which is one

(Please turn to pagi 12)
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fact. In manifesto after manifesto they have 
declared that they want to use the university 
as an instrument of revolution. To do so, they 
must destroy the university as it exists today.
- I wish I had time to list some of the clever 
strategems they have devised to focus their 
opposition. On every campus there are al
ways some grievances. Instead of seeking 
peacefully to resolve them through existing 
channels of consultation and deliberation the 
SDS seeks to inflame them. Where grievances 
don’t exist, they can be created. In one piece 
of advice to chapter member*, they were urged 
to sign up for certain courses in large numbers 
and then denounce the University for its large 
classes!

Freedom of dissent, speech, protest is never 
the real issue. They are, of course, always 
legitimate. But the tactics of the SDS is to give 
dissent the immediate form of violent action. 
The measures necessarily adopted to counter
act this lawless action then become the main 
issue, as if the original provocation hadn't oc
curred. Mario Savio admitted after the Berke
ley affair that the issue of “ free speech” was a 
“ pretext” -the word was his-to arouse the stu
dents against the existing role of the university 
in society. One of the leaders of the SDS at 
Columbia is reported to have said: “ As much 
as we would like to, we are not strong enough 
as yet to destroy the United States. But we are 
strong enough to destroy Columbia!” He .is 
wrong about this, too-the only action that would 
destroy Columbia would be faculty support of 
the students-but his intent is clear.

Actually, the only thing these groups, loosely 
associated with the New Left, are clear about 
is what they want to destroy, not what they 
would put in its stead. In a debate with Gore 
Vidal, Tom Haydon, one of the New Left lead
ers, was pointedly asked what his revolution
ary program was. He replied: “ We haven t any. 
First we will make the revolution and then we 
will find out what for.” This is truly the politics 
of absurdity.

The usual response present-day academic 
rebels make to this criticism is that the uni
versity today is nothing but an instrument to 
preserve the status quo and therefore faithless 
to the ideals of a community of scholars. Even 
if this charge were true, even if the univer
sities today were bulwarks of the status quo, 
this would warrant criticism and protest, not 
violent and lawless action in behalf of a con- 
trary role, just as foreign to their true func
tion. But it is decidedly not true! There is no 
institution in the country in which dissent and 
criticism of official views of tradition, of the 
conventional wisdom in all fields, is freer and 
more prevalent than in the university. The very 
freedom of dissent (that students today enjoy 
in our universities is in large measure a con
sequence) of the spirit of experiment, open
ness to new ideas, absence of conformity and 
readiness to undertake new initiatives found 
among them.

The first casualty of the strategy of the cam
pus rebels is academic freedom. It is manifest 
in their bold and arrogant demand that the uni
versity drop its research in whatever fields 
these students deem unfit for academic inquiry 
and investigation. This note was already sound
ed in Berkeley. It is focal at Columbia. It is a 
shameless attempt to usurp powers of decision 
which the faculty should have. After all, it is 
preposterious for callow and immature adoles
cents, who presumably have come to the uni
versity to get an education, to set themselves 
up as authorities on what research by their 
teachers is educationally permissible.

»Unless checked, it will not be long before 
these students will be presuming to dictate 
the conclusions their teachers should reach, 
especially on controversial subjects. This is 
standard procedure in totalitarian countries in 
which official student organizations are the 
political arm of the ruling party. Already there 
are disquieting signs of this. At Cornell—before 
the martyrdom of Reverend King—a group of 
Black Nationalist students invaded the offices 
of the chairman of the economics department 
and held him captive in order to get an apology 
from a teacher whose views on African affairs 
they disagreed with. Another group at North
western demanded that courses in “blqck liter
ature” and “black art” be taught hy teachers 
approved by the blade students. And there are

spineless administrators and cowardly mem
bers of the faculty who are prepared to yield 
to this blackmail. Under the slogans of “student 
rights” and “partipatory democracy” the most 
militant groups of students are moving to 
weaken and ultimately destroy the academic 
freedom of those who disagree with them.

Let us not delude ourselves. Even when 
these militant students fail to achieve their 
ultimate purpose, they succeed in demoraliz
ing the university by deliberately forcing a con
frontation upon the academic community which 
it is not prepared to face and which is fear
ful of accepting its costs. In forcing the hand 
of the academic community to meet force ul
timately with force, the citadel of reason be
comes a battlefield. The students glory in it, but 
the faint of heart among their teachers turn on 
their own administrative leaders. These mili
tants succeed in sowing distrust among stu
dents who do not see through their strategy. 
They also succeed in dividing the faculties. 
There is always a small group-a strange mix
ture of purists and opportunists desirous of in
gratiating themselves with students-who will 
never condemn the violence of students, but 
only the violence required to stop it. These 
students succeed,"even when they fail, in em
bittering relations between the administration 

and some sections of the faculty. They succeed, 
even when they fail, in antagonizing the larger 
community of which the university is a part, 
and in arousing a vigilante spirit that demands 
wholesale measures of repression and punish
ment that educators cannot properly accept.

How is it possible, one asks, for events of this 
character to happen? There have always been 

• extremist and paranoidal tendencies in aca
demic life, but they have been peripheral-in- 
dividuals and small groups moving in eccentric 
intellectual orbits. But not until the last four 
or five years has the norm of social protest 
taken the form of direct action, have positions 
been expressed in such ultimatistic and in
transigent terms, have extremist elements 
been strong enough to shut down great univer
sities even for a limited time.

There are many and complex causes for this. 
But as I see it, the situation in the university 
is part of a larger phenomenon, viz., the cli
mate of intellectual life in the country. I do not 
recall any other period in the last 50 years 
when intellectuals themselves have been so 
intolerant of each other, when differences 
over complex issues have been the occasion for 
denunciation rather than debate and analysis, 
when the use of violence-in the right cause, 
of course!-is taken for granted, when dissent 
is not distinguished from civil disobedience, 
and civil disobedience makes common cause 
with resistance and readiness for insurrection. 
A few short years ago, anti-intellectualism was 
an epithet of derogation. Today it is an expres
sion of revolutionary virility.

Fanaticism seems to be in the saddle. That it 
is a fanaticism of conscience, of self-pro- 
claimed virtue, doesn’t make it less dangerous. 
This past year has presented the spectacle of 
militant minorities in our colleges, from one 
end of the country to another, preventing or 
trying to prevent representatives of positions 
they disapprove of from speaking to their fel- 
low-students wishing to listen to them. The 
spectacle shows we have failed to make our 
students understand the very rudiments of 
democracy, that to tolerate active intolerance 
is to compound it. If we judge commitment by 
action, the simple truth is that the great body 
of our students is not firmly committed to de

mocracy or to the liberal spirit without which 
democracy may become the rule of the mob.

I do not know any sure way or even a new 
way of combatting the dominant mood of ir
rationalism, especially among students and 
even among younger members of the faculty 
whose political naivete is often cynically ex
ploited by their younger, yet politically more 
sophisticated, allies. What is of the first impor
tance' is to preserve, of course, the absolute 
intellectual integrity of our classrooms and lab
oratories, of our teaching and research against 
any attempt to curb it. We must defend it not 
only against the traditional enemies, who still 

( exist even when they are dormant, but also 
against those who think they have the infallible 
remedies for the world’s complex problems and 
that all they need is sincerity as patent of au- 
throity. Fanatics don’t lack sincerity. It is their 
long suit. They drip with sincerity-and when 
they have power, with blood-other people’s 
blood.

We need more, however, than a defensive 
strategy, safeguarding the intellectual integrity 
of our vocation against those who threaten it. 
We need-and I know this sounds paradoxical- 
to counterpose to the revolt of the emotionally 
committed the revolt of the rationally commit
ted. I do not want to identify this with the re
volt of the moderates. There are some things 
one should not be moderate about. In the long 
run, the preservation of democracy depends 
upon a passion for freedom, for the logic and 
ethics of free discussion and inquiry, upon re
fusal to countenance the measures of violence 

* that cut short the processes of intelligence 
upon which the possibility of shared values 
depends.

These are old truths but they bear repeating 
whenever they are denied. Even tautologies be
come important when counterposed to absurdi
ties.

We, as teachers, must make our students 
more keenly aware of the centrality of the 
democratic process to a free socity and of the 
centrality of intelligence to the democratic 
process.

There is one thing which we cannot deny 
. to the intrasigent and fanatical enemies of 

democracy. This is courage. Intelligence is 
necessary to overcome foolishness. But it is not 
sufficient to tame fanaticism. Only courage can 
do that. A handful of men who are prepared to 
fight, to bleed, to suffer and, if need be, to 
die, will always triumph in a community where 
those whose freedom they threaten are afraid 
to use their intelligence to resist and to fight 
and ultimately to take the same risks in action 
as those determined to destroy them. Yes, 
there is always the danger that courage alone 
may Jead us to actions that will make us simi- 

*. lar to those who threaten us. But that is what 
we have intelligence for-to prevent that from 
happening! It is this union of courage and 
intelligence upon which the hope of democratic 
survival depends.
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The spaceship flares
Redness streaks the sky 

A spinning, circling pebble far below 
Drifts closer still 

Toward endless question marks.
Along the white-capped beach I stand;
A bird takes o ff . . .
The ocean answers,

“ Science flies to folly.”
Skip a skipping-stone across the water, walk away 
And wonder
Who will rent the moon to Whom?

-Paul Carrick

Tulips wear West Point plumes, at attention 
Predictable, like good men.

Staves whose bracts bulge chinchilla 
Pussy willow comes early and bold 
Needing the fur in the late cold.

Violet, immodest, a faker.
Whiffles blow their skinny stalks downward.

But rarely is a violet blown forever.
Shy so the bards say
Who know not of female resiliency,
Who know not how a spring rain can spring her back.

Winter is thrown away like an old shoe 
Seeds ferment in cycle, under ragged patches 

Of fragments of leaves rotten and interred.
I take my morning tranquilizer unstirred 
By slowly counting the furrows on striated oak.

-Alice Carey

Demosthenes, we are told 
spoke well 

and often, 
with rocks in his mouth.
The rocks of the systematic mouths rumble now 

and down my valley 
ruggedly rolling my poetic grass to mud 

under the red-ragged sky.
Curtain.
And Again.

(the applause is deafening 
as the rocks rumble)

Demosthenes,
I tremble at the rocks of your words 

inciting men to measured madness.
(Please, go back to chewing rocks, 

and should you choke on a few, 
who will doubt 

the clarity of your silence?)

—David Gilbert State News photo by Bob Ivins

U n s t i r r e d

Forsythia pushing down my wooden fence 
Hiding new sprouts that look for their place.

The “ X” shaped of yellow forsythia
Like cross-stitching in a picture
That reads “ God Bless Our Happy Home.”

White pine, Chinese pagoda shaped,
Achieve serene symmetry of the Orient.

Except for licorice ropes
That interweave in neighboring yards
Through the pine arms, where sparrows sit and plan.

Pansies with silly faces 
Don’t all look alike.

Is it 365 days in sod tombs 
Or “ one day like a thousand.”
That myth of time died long ago 
Pansies know.

B e l l e

In Georgia,
Where nothing moves 
because of July,
I met her
at the Macon depot 
waiting for the South 
to rise; and I 
offered my services- 
became her boy 
for three blocks 
five o’clock 
past old houses 
two sleeping dogs 
a green statue; 
at her plantation, 
boarding house on Sixth, 
she served ice tea 
and spilled it, 
her dark hand 
shook so much.

-James Sherwood Tipton

L e t t e r

Sometimes I know 
when you kick at bullets 
chess is really your game 
but don’t give up, 
tomorrow we’ll play 
jungle baseball- 
only three hits 
and you’re home: 
home at last perhaps 
to teach perhaps 
regardless of important things 
draft boards-
“ Son lititure ain’t important” 
patriotism-
“ We re fighting this war 
for good reasons!”
And when you’re fighting 
Indiana rainstorms 
forget the scores 
of dark children 
moving like ducks 
across a circus sky.

-James Sherwood Tipton
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A  P l a g u e  o f  F a b l e s

Ferns at firelight 
wake in the cotton 
evenings, like suckled 
pigs at gunshot noons

*•

expressing shadows 
of how they felt before 
and where tgeyTl be • 
in the prison of their 
captured morning

Scars with
music flavored knees 
blossom now at pre-arrangement 

without hope 
in the mo-herless 
kissing’c wf afternoons 
without packers at four 
beatings at five

Centurial odors 
of dying priests and dead 
sea scrolls rot4he rooms 
of secret heart's and super-marts 
like tired,ghosts at the spas 
of heritage 5

Dying in a pi ague 
of fables, w ed op  words 
like yellowed ^uit into 
a swollen riv^r grown 
sterile with U<e leprosy 
of discontent

while the holy dogs 
of Spokane walk withered 
in the afternoons 
of change.

-Joseph Dionne

L e t t e r  f r o m  t h e  C i t y  

t o  a  F r i e n d  

U p  h f o r t h  i n  O c t o b e r

Oh if your canoe paddle isn’t dripping eddies 
for red maple sa>es to lisping navigate—

I will crush tosliscrete dust 
frail bronze valhim floating 
on oil-black asphalt.

If you, black hai* wing-spread, don’t drow-l 
in gold dry deptls, and crush 
may apples bit#*- in your teeth-

. k
How can I, fly£aught in webs
of wire and crdss walks,
die resplendent velvet deaths ’•
to live again?.

The grapes alon* the blurred road to the old farm 
and bursting bla* k, I tell you-

A brief purple shadow crept
on a brick wall yesterday-
What smoky juices will your
and the sly old. nan your follower
pour for gg fro^i Coke bottles at Christmas?

The sassad|^|[h the graveyard is first 
and most deepen nking yellow, 
the tannen in die back woods 
smoke green a fu r  the first frost-

How do I know?
Around the edges of exhaust fumes 
curled a solitary feather of wood smoke.

Oh how do I kndw?
Last night
the neon sign o ¡posite
blinked k
elm-yellow
oak-red
and died
until spring.

-Jennifer Lee
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Involvement: freedom key
Marion. Nowak, Detroit sophomore, is State 

News director of Sparta cuss.

By MARION NOWAK 
State News Staff Writer

The need for academic freedom, and for the 
creation of actually representative institution
alized organization to attain such freedom, has 
become more acute than ever. Academic free
dom, and most specifically the aspect of aca
demic freedom implying the maximum possible 
participation of all groups involved in the uni
versity process through sharing of the decision
making, is more than requisite in the univer
sity community today. Most existing systems 
within the international student community 
must either be radically changed or more effec
tively handled in order to attain such freedom.
In some educational structures, especially the -< 
European forms, institutions are totally lacking 
to aid in implementing any academic freedom. 
The need in this system is the greatest; it is be
ing met with more responsibility on the part of 
students and administrators than in America.

The European system of academics has a 
reputation in America of providing great aca
demic freedom for the indidual student. In this 
system, much allowance is made in class at
tendance and subject matter, provided that a 
“ general competence" is attained. The flaw in 
the system is that it creates laxity: all too often 
a general competence is not achieved.

As a result, many schools are reorganizing 
after the American pattern, creating depart
mental requirements and overall organization. 
These reorganizations, and the original Euro
pean organization, however, quite significantly 
lack any institutionalized mechanism to allow 
students to make any sort of self-governing de
cisions whatsoever. Student rights all too often 
are virtually nonexistent.

The French system in reaction to the vio
lence of such schools as Lyons and the Sor- 
bonne, is instituting such American-patterned 
organization. In France, all schools are totally 
dominated by the Ministry of Education. Ed
gar Faure, minister of education, pledged in 
July that the ministry would never again dic
tate to students and universities. Faure said, 
“ The Napoleonic concept of the centralized, 

authoritarian university is outdated. The little

empires, the little feudalisms in certain sec
tors of higher education and research have 
shown their senility."

Faure's revisions, however, although wildly 
revolutionary in contrast to the existing sys
tem, are nevertheless inadequate. Foreseen 
are new student controls over dormitory hours 
and facilities and cafeteria food (one student 
strike was caused by the absence of light and 
heat in a residence hall) and some limited free
dom of political expression.

The entire German educational system, begin
ning with primary schooling, is perhaps the 
most acutely defective in Europe. As in the re
mainder of Europe, very little freedom of 
expression exists for the student. One German 
administrator stated. “ The position .of our 
deans corresponds to that occupied by medi
eval territorial princes." The absolute power of 
academic life or death is held by each professor, 
such that “ the students are almost serfs.”

Student action and agitation is attempting to 
change some of this, and has had some mini
mal success. “ If it weren’t for the students,” 
said one German professor, “ our universities 
would still be plunging recklessly into the 
nineteenth century. The demand here exists not 
only for elimination of medievalism in student 
freedom but medievalism in education.

The problem of attaining more academic 
freedom in the American system exists largely 
due to the ineffectiveness or apathy of existing 
organizations. All too often the student govern
ment has no interest in eliminating constraints; 
even more often, these organizations aren't em
powered to do so.

The effort to logically receive a fair share of 
the responsibility in governing the university 
must be made. If a body of students reacts in 
mob frustration of stupidity, they have in the 
United States been consistently unwilling to 
accept responsibility for the results of their 
actions ( this is one of the greatest differences 
in maturity between European and American 
student demonstrations: the Europeans have 
displayed a willingness to accept the conse
quences of violence that American students 
often feel they're exempt from).

At MSU. the individual student has a great 
deal of personal freedom. The existence of ac
tual academic freedom, however, is very dif

ferent. Michigan State theoretically has a great 
deal of academic freedom in the form of the 
Academic Freedom Report. The Academic 
Freedom Report is basically a document clar
ifying the position of the administration rela
tive to the position of the students.

Although the Report has been praised as “ a 
step in the right direction,” it is wholly inadé
quat*. The Report makes no provision for stu
dent action in the university community out
side/)! previously outdated lines.

For instance, ASMSU still has no decision
making powers. Until students can work with 
the realities of the University (that is, money) 
they cannot be said to be complete members 
of t! c  university community. If students are 
as feature as welcoming addresses to fresh
men'would have us believe, then they are cap
able of the maturity needed to aid in running 
the university.

“ Students have a short time scale,” believes 
Wayne State University president William 
R. Feast. “ They want everything to happen in 
one f ir  two or three years and when they leave, 
they won't have to worry about these prob
lem; at all. They’re not responsible for the 
long/term consequences. That’s why it takes 
fact lties longer to decide to tinker with curri- 
cukms. If you do, you have to keep it that 
way for awhile.”

T' îs attitude is erroneous; it aids only in 
agg avating the form of the university com- 
muiiity as two armed camps rather than one 
mt^rated community. Most importantly, 
the administration governing the university 
carwot lose sight of the fact that, in the words 
of a Columbia administrator, “ the present 
student generation is a much better representa
tive of the next student generation than any 
faculty," any administration.

Attaining responsible academic freedom is a 
necessity in the international university com
munity. When students, faculty and adminis
trators can debate hopefully without fear of 
violence or Suspension the community will be
gin, to be just that-a complete community. Stu
dent action in this direction, even under the 
gui je of protests over gymnasiums or campus 
cops, is quite emotionally working in this di
rection. Whether this tack, largely devoid of 
rea son, can have success remains to be seen.

'Small time’revives theater
By STEVE ROBIN 

State News Reviewer
Critics and theater audiences have for years 

been heralding the death of the stage play as 
an art form. Much of the appreciation of thea
trical productions during the past decade has 
been escapist and nostalgic. But the reasons for 
this have become increasingly clear and there 
are now elements which would revive faith 
in the offerings of the stage, particularly in 
New York. At this point even some of the 
staunchest pillars of the Broadway produc
tion, like David Merrick, declare that they 
are turning to Hollywood and the film as 
the medium of today. And perhaps movies 
are the only things that can communicate to 
the Pepsi generation, but perhaps Mr. Mer
rick and his successful colleagues are re
sponsible for just that.

Theater, by definition, is a local art form. 
Canned copies of a New York or a London 
producion cannot be sent throughout the world 
in a matter of weeks for the general consump
tion of large, steady audiences. For this rea
son it is difficult for a play to deal with a 
specific issue and expect to have a com
mercially successful run of more than a few 
months. A structured play necessarily lacks 
the social immediacy of improvisation or, 
for that matter, television. And by the time 
a play has reached toward the masses, the 
production is a less carefully constructed road
show, or it has "iecome a movie. At any 
rate, it is far enough removed from the ori
ginal to eliminate the intended effect.

Commercial success in the theater is another 
obstacle which evefy well intending play must 
face. If the author is well .known because of 
form«* commercial or critical successes, his 
difficulty in getting another play produced is 
minimized. But getting that first play pro
duced is an ordeal, especially without a lot 
of close professional connections. And, frank

ly, nobody wants a loser, particularly the big 
“ reputation”  backers like Merrick, who are 
capable of pumping hundreds of thousands 
of dollars into a production that may not last 
more than a week. Therefore, the dollar sign 
has meant dead end for a lot of young authors 
with a lot of good things to say. And factors 
like these to dignal the absolescence of the 
theater.

But don’t despair, theater lovers. Though 
the number of lights on the Broadway mar
quees has dimished somewhat, there have 
always been the dedicated few who have 
turned out theatrical masterpieces like “ West 
Side Story” and “ Who’s Afraid of Virginia 
Woolf” and “ Cabaret.”  These, of course, are 
forced to run alongside “ Hello Dolly!" anc 
the numerous one-a-season Neil Simon com
edies that seem to run forever. The latter 
category cannot be criticized for a lack of 
artistic content but merely for replacing orig
inality with razzle-dazzle or forced laughs or- 
magnetic personalities. This is just the type 
of stagnation that turns a great deal of talent 
away from the “ big time."

So, America has a young and flourishing 
“ small time” in the guise of the off-Broad- 
way theater. This medium has developed from 
small and experimental obscurities and con
troversial material like LeRoi Jones plays 
into a well-formed and highly successful sounds 
ing board for many very good plays. Chrono
logically, the last theater season in New York 
demonstrates that lots of people would just as 
soon leave Broadway and go to a smaller 
theater if they can pay less money and see a 
superior play. Merrick’s biggies like “ The 
Happy Tiipe” floundered for several months 
with half-full houses, while small downtown 
productions like “ Your Own Thing” plays 
every performance to capacity crowds and wins; 
all the awards usually reserved for on-Broadwaj 
shows. Even good plays, like Arthur Miller’s

‘ The Price” seem tired compared to the grip
ping dialogue to be heard a few blocks up
town in “ The Boys in the Band.”  And those 
f 2w blocks mean several dollars saved on tick- 
tts. In comedy, too, “ Souba Duba,”  on the 
Fast Side, is every bit as funny as Neil 
Simon’s this year smash, “ Plaza Suite.”

Then why the pretense? Why don’t the off- 
and-on Broadway elements, the new and the 
cld, merge for the mutual good? The fact is 
tiat many of the successful off-Broadway pro
tections could very well have been produced on 
1 roadway, but they clererly chose to buck the 
l.irge theater and high price syndrome that can 
ft? such a burden. The plays themselves, 
however, are of a calibre worthy of the big 
t me. Off-Broadway has become a synthesis 
of the commercial and the experimental suc- 
e»ss, thereby affording the average theater
goer an opportunity to see a good play that is 
“ with it.” To the more radical elements this 
r »presents selling out, and they have focused 
tieir talents on what is known as “ off-off- 
i  roadway.” And the surprise of the year on 
proadway as the huge success of “ Hair,”  the 
tribal rock musical that scaled the ranks from 
a- small East Village theater to a cavernous( 
discotheque to its present home at a full- 
fledged Broadway theater.

Ten years ago, Edward Albee himself would 
n t̂ have approved of this. LeRoi Jones would 
s ill disapprove. But to a lot of talented peo
ple and satisfied audiences, this represents an* 
important level of development. A beginning, 
perhaps, of saying goodbye to David Merrick 
a„id that genre of power god, and saying hello 
tw unstale, stimulating and young theater. If 
the theater can appeal to young people it can- 
njt die. If the old dog can be taught some new 
tricks by his new masters, then there is no 
need to put him to sleep. And better yet, he 
will stop putting his audiences to sleep.
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B r i t i s h  T V  s e r i e s ’ d u m p e d
By MARK MCPHERSON 

State News Reviewer 
A few weeks ago Patrick McGoohan, bet

ter known as John Drake, alias The Pri
soner,”  regained both his freedom and his 
roadster and roared off into the London dis
tance. With him went a very promising se
ries, probably never to be seen again, short 
of a few summer laps or late-night rerun cir
cuits. Yet the brief success of this show 
and its rapid demise continues a familiar pat
tern. British-imported TV programming, 
while enjoyed here in America, is nonethe
less eventually stifled in its course.

Reviewing the ghosts of a few series past, 
the fact remains that something is wrong 
somewhere, at least as far as maintaining 
decent broadcast material for American net
works. The secret, discovered not so long ago, 
is hardly deep and dark-simply that certain 
“ quality’' programs of the past Jiave not 

that modicum of mediocrity, that 
minute dose of slob appeal which is vital for 
survival. Without it a series today is hard 
put to earn its space in the TV Guide.

“ The Prisoner,”  a CBS handled example, 
is but one case in point. A jury of viewers 
may examine similar situations of the Peo
ple vs. “ th e Avengers,”  “ The Saint,”  “ The 
Champions,”  “ Danger Man,” “ Secret Agent,” 
and also “ Man In A Suitcase.”  Curiously, 
each of these being of British origin, has 
met an identical fate.

“ Man In A Suitcase”  (ABC), concerned 
the attempts of an American undercover agent 
named McGill to clear himself of false char
ges. Throughout the series he sought to vin
dicate himself and, a la Dr. Richard Kim
ble, enjoyed our sympathy while he fought 
to “ beat a bum rap.”

Another British summer series, “  The Cham
pions”  (CBS), offered not one, but three prota
gonists, again in the secret agent vein. On mis
sion to Tibet, this trio (two men and a girl) 
are equipped with super-powers bestowed upon 
them by an aged llama.

A third series, the one which eventually 
proved most closely watched, was “ The Pri
soner." Here Patrick McGoohan, who may 
be remembered from the earlier “ Danger 
Man”  and later “ Secret Agent,”  continued 
his spy identity in episodes in which he star
red as well as helped write and direct. The 
story line involved the nameless agent (Mc

Goohan) who suddenly finds himself impri
soned on a strange little island. His crime: 
simply a desire to retire from his former “ dir
ty business.”

A note to make, after surveying the fore
going bundles from Britain, is the theme 
of each. For in all, for no real explainable rea
son, retribution is the key. Whether the hero 
has been framed (Suitcase), elected to com
bat Evil (Champions) or merely questing 
his freedom (Prisoner), the forces which drive 
the main characters are in many ways similar. 
Supporting this thesis is “ The Avengers.”  For 
some six years now this program has com
manded attention wherever it is seen, and 
the elements which make this happen are 
again tied up in the idea of retribution. Ori
ginally the early plots involved secret agent 
John Steed’s undercover retaliations against 
those who murdered his wife. In time, how
ever, the incentive for vengeance dwindled 
away and was replaced by a lightly bizarre, 
tongue-in-cheek spy proof.

Summing up, we may ask what ultimately 
contributes to the popularity of British pro
ductions in America? Is it that they lack real 
quality, or suffer from an overabundance here? 
Why have the many series failed, yet a few, 
such as “ The Avengers,”  managed to hang 
on ? Why could John Steed and Emma Peel 
continue to captivate viewers, enough so to 
reverse the network decisions to cancel? Is 
it that we have found in such a glamorous 
duo some association with their American 
counterparts, if such exist? Did these worldly 
Avengers, long ago legends in their native 
Beatleland, rekindle for us the days of yore 
with, say, Annie Oakley and her Lofty Craig? 
Eddie Albert and Eva Gabor? Burns and Al
len? Maybe it was Batman and his favorite 
Boy Wonder. Well, shucks, I mean it must 
be somebody. These Avengers have been mak
ing it in England now for almost seven years. 
Can we make a comparison or not?

Now let’s see-there are always the Bonan
za boys. . .  now that’s real Americana!

R e a c t i o n
(Continued from page 7)

reason why they don’t love Hubert. And they 
know something that Hook does not. One ha» 
to go to college, which is why his spinning 
out of that old teutonic chestnut about the 
difference between the right to teach and 
the right to learn is silly, rather like ex
pecting a high schooler io decide he wasn’t 
going to take algebra. He has to, if he wishes 
to go to school, and of course he must go 
to school, or in extreme cases some more 
cramped institution of learning. In the 19th 
century, short hair (their version of to
day’s long locks) equalled expulsion. Today 
it equals trouble, since there’s no exit. 
Ergo today long hair equals short hair. 
This is what Rudd is talking about, and I 
gather Hook isn’t hearing him.

I shan’t attempt to counter some of the 
Professor’s more sinister revelations, such 
as the SDS advice to flood classes with en- 
rollees so as to be able to complain of 
overcrowding. It’s possible, but not novel. 
The old joke at the Sorbonne was that stu

dents went to class when they really wished 
to protest. But, one assertion must be re
futed. The black students at Cornell didn’t 
hold the Chairman of the Econ. Dept, hos
tage because of some hapless lecturer’s 
“ views on African affairs.”  They were 
tired of hearing casual, racist slurs in 
a university classroom.

What Hook’s essay comes to is this: 
he is sick of violence and arrogance, and 
so am I, but if he really believes that there 
is no connection between students like Rudd 
and the outer world, then he is an ab
surdity. I prefer to imagine that he is tired 
of living in the GO’s. I can understand 
why, though I don’t agree. But then I’m 
younger. This is not to suggest that Hook 
and Rudd simply stare at each other across 
that famous gap, but Hook does sound tired 
and disappointed, and Rudd does come on in 
shrill and buoyant tones. Democracy, Hook 
concludes, has courageous, intransigent and 
fanatical enemies. To be sure, but so does 
everything else. Including Rudd. Indeed, 
mostly Rudd.


