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pel conformity to its proclaimed truth. It professes a particuiar animus
for so-called ‘‘secular humanists.'* The tide is rising and will soon
bring to our gates another set of barbarians.

A second source of threat is the government, federal and sometimes
state, which manifests not so much specific hostility as general indiffer-
ence or heedlessness to learning in pursuit of certain economic theories.
That heedlessness is apparent in the drastic cuts in the appropriations
for support of the humanities, the ans, the sciences, and scholarship
generally, particularly historical scholarship. More directly the univer-
sities feel the impact of these policies in the curtailment of student
loans, research grants, and other government sources of support. When
the universities tum to private donors to make up for losses in govern-
ment revenues, they find that new federal income tax laws have obliged
by reducing the tax incentives for private donations.

“With Prospects So Fair..

Great universities are resilient. Though their fortunes may ebb and
flow within limits, they have a habit of self-renewal, a happy tendency
to adapt creatively to the challenges of successive eras, so that they con-
tinue to play a leading role in the world of learning over a long period of
time. By so doing, they develop personalities which tend to persist, to
mold the behavior of faculty and students, to establish expectations in
the various publics to which a university responds, to set the limits of
aspiration and define the modes of getting there.

The ingredients of such resilience are many: a fortunate access to re-
sources, appropriate leadership at crucial times, the dedicated support
of those whose lives the university toauches—these and more. Two
traits, however, must be present. The institution must remain true to its
own personality, and it must maintain the integrity of its academic life.

Threats to the institution’s integrity arise from time to time in various
forms and orginate from different quarters. Periodically, forces in soci-
ety outside the university, sometimes opemting through government
and sometimes as vigilantes, have sought to limit the search for truth or
punish those in the academy whose version of the truth deviates from a
prescribed orthodoxy. At other times, the enemy has been within. Parti-
sans of one good cause or another have wanted to capture the university
in order to further a purpose having more to do with some brand of so-
cial justice than with education or the advancement of knowledge. To
be sure, the university must remain open to all forms of competing
truths, but must be the exclusive presence of none. Most importantly, it
must uncompromisingly conduct its academic affairs so as to pursue
knowledge at the highest level of quality of which it is capable.

Recent history i of threats from all possible
directions: McCanthryism, ' sgthoritarians of the left
and right, and even the unintended consequences of otherwise admira-
ble efforts: to compensate for past oppression, to stop an unjust war, to
achieve a greater measure of social justice at home or abroad. Our pas-
sage has been harrowing.

Now, we face not only a possible recrudescence of those sorts of
threats that are rooted in some political ideology, but two new, non-
ideological sources of concern. In our eagemess, individually and insti-
tutionally, to aid the process of technology transfer, to get ideas from
the academic laboratory to the marketplace as profitably as possible, we
run a grave risk of losing our essential integrity. The possibility of great
financial gain may temper too much our habits of skeptical thinking,
may alter our practice of circulating new ideas quickly and freely
among our peers for criticism because our professional peers now loom
as commercial rivals, may undermine our academic drive to advance
the fundamental knowledge in our field because the monetary rewards
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Such are some of ghc cheerful prospects that greet your new president
upon the eve of his inauguration. As a historian, leamned in his profes-
sion, he may derive such comfort as he can from the knowledge that in
the eight centuries since the first universities were founded he will not
be the first to confront a time of troubles as head of a great university.
He will need all the wisdom he can command, all that he has gained and
exhibited in his services to some of your sister institutions such as Yale,
Princeton, and Tulane. He may need even more wisdom than that. On
the sources of wisdom he may appreciate a story that originates in our
common native region, the South. There was an old man who somehow
acquired a reputation for wisdom. Asked to explain this, he said:
**Well, wisdom is the product of good judgment. Good judgment is the
product of experience. And experience is the product of bad
judgment.’*

( ./'L ’,r', (
by Sheldon Hackney

are to be found in the applications, may distort the traditional criteria by
which we appoint and reward faculty because commercial value at
times competes with intellectual value. Academics are human. When
the stakes on the table begin to mount, one's commitment to the free
flow of ideas within the scholarly community and to the other desired
attributes of the search for truth tend to fade.

A second new and subtle cause of concern stems from the govem-
ment’s legiimate desire, in the interests of national security, to limit the
flow of high technology to unfriendly nations. There are regulations
that require this, and they are being used. The probiem arises because in
this area knowledge is power and ideas are tantamount to the machinery
or devices themselves. In addition, because knowledge is also profit.
there is the temptation to limit the flow of ideas to our friendly competi-
tors. Thus, we are now seeing worrisome attempts to police the activi-
ties of foreign students and scholars, to limit their participation in cer-
w@in research projects, to restrict their access to certain conferences, and
to inhibit the free flow of information among people interested in the
same field. There is no easy answer to this dilemma, but it is a serious
concemn.

Beyond the ideologieal threats and the potential dangers residing in
new forms of govemment regulation and in the commercialization of
knowledge, there are several forces working together to form a hostile
environment for higher education in the coming decade and beyond. It
is not that universities are becoming less prominent or less important in
the life of a nation increasingly dependent upon knowledge, for quite
the reverse is true, but the boom time of the 1950s and 1960s is over
and has been over for almost a decade.

We are in the midst of a great sea change in demography that has
already begun to lower the number of young people between the ages of
18 and 22, a decline that will become precipitous in the last half of the
decade of the 1980s. The implications are enormous. The growth that
individual institutions depended upon to open up new fields and im-
prove old ones is no longer there. Because of the absence of prospective
growth in undergraduate enrollments, and because of the age structure
of a professoriat that underwent tremendous expansion in the 1960s, the
outlook for academic jobs is very tight. The response has been a decline
nationally since 1975 in applications to Ph.D programs and in Ph.Ds
eamed. There is also a widespread suspicion that some of the best and
brightest students in the humanities and social sciences who might for-
merly have pursued an academic career are now going into medicine,
engineering or business, a trend that threatens the vitality of research in

(continued past supplement)
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the humanities and social sciences on campus today, and the steady pro-
duction of new insights and perceptions in the future because of this
**lost generation of scholars.’’
.. There are problems beyond demography. Inflation, high interest

tes. and slow economic growth combine to accentuate the iron law of
university finances: expenses tend to rise faster than standard sources of
revenue because productivity gains are so hard to achieve in the cortage
industry of education. Into this already foreboding mix. stir a sudden
reversal of federal government policy on student financial aid, a serious
cutback in research support, and the diminution of tax incentives for
chantable contributions, and one has the prescription for the 1980s.
They will be testing times.

Fortunately. the University of Pennsylvania is not a mere imitation of
an ideal notion of a university, or a pale reflection of some other univer-
sity. but an institution that has grown organically over 242 years from
its unique beginning. It has a very strong personality of its own and a
rich heritage of accomplishments that bears witness to its strength.

Whatever the immediate effects of Benjamin Franklin’s document of
1740, Proposals Relating to the Education of Youth in Pensilvania, in
which generally the **practical’’ received equal treatment with the **or-
namental,’’ the University of Pennsylvania has been characterized by
the juxtaposition, and increasing interaction, of liberal leaming and the
practical or applied branches of knowledge.

In research, as well as in graduate and undergraduate education,
there are numerous cross-cutting strands that link individuals, depart-
ments, and schools in fruitful combinations. Joint degree programs car-
ry students across school lines. Multiple appointments attach faculty to
the various academic units in which their interests lie but are pursued
from different angles. Graduate groups bring faculty together to govern
the offering of a particular degree no matter where in the University the
faculty pnmarily reside. Research centers and institutes bring together
investigators from different disciplines who share an interest in a sub-
ject. Within the School of Arts and Sciences, for instance, there are five
majors offered by the faculty of other schools. and fifteen interdisci-
—plinary majors most of which are strengthened by scholars from outside
the faculty of Ants and Sciences, not to mention the fifty or so students
pursuing individualized majors at any one time. We teach public policy
in at least four different schools, do energy-related research in at least
three different schools. examine linguistics in four departments and two
schools, and our faculty in the life sciences are sprinkled generously
over five schools.

One could go on. but the point is clear. Penn brings its faculty togeth-
er in extraordinary ways.

The result is an academic community that is exceptionally dynamic,
that is more than the sum of its parts because of the creative combina-
uons and recombinations, that exploits the advantages of diversity. Di-
versity applies to people as well as programs. For a long time, Penn has
had a reputation as the most heterogeneous of the Ivy League schools in
terms of the social backgrounds of our students, a trait of which we
should be very proud. The presence of 1600 foreign students adds to the
mix in educationally useful ways. Along with the more-than-fifty ex-
change agreements we have with foreign universities and a globe-trot-
ting faculty, this gives Penn a decided international dimension.

Scrappy and Competitive

Finally, there is a quality in the Penn personality that is difficult to
quantify but exerts a dominating influence. I refer to the energy level of
intellectual activity and especially to the thriving self-help ethic in the
faculty. Perhaps because we have had such a slender endowment as
compared to other universities of our quality, Penn has developed an
entrepreneurial style that has served it well. We typically rank among

athe top ten universities in the country in securing outside support for

—,‘esca.rch. and the campus is salted with institutes and programs that are
monuments to some faculty member’s vision, drive, and ability to raise
funds. We are a scrappy, competitive, loosely structured community
that puts a great deal of emphasis upon individual initiative.
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Our task over the next decade or so is to take advantage of the
strengths of our own special idenuty. Given the challenges, we are in a
favorable position. We must maintain our entrepreneurnial character.
providing incentives and rewards for those who help themselves. At the
same time, we need to provide some greater coordination among the
units of the University to minimize the loss of energy through friction.
This will not, of course, provide a total answer to the problem of ade-
quate resources. We will have to be both aggressive and imaginative in
soliciting support from all of the traditional supporters of the Universi-
ty. In addition, we will need to search hard for nontraditional sources of
revenue, and to find ways for the University to share in the profits of
**technology transfer’’ without compromising our academic integrity.

No matter how successful we are in this search for support. we will
still face the challenges of demography. In order to continue to bolster
the quality of our undergraduate programs, we will have to pay greater
attention to teaching, advising, and the total residential expenence.
This must not be simply a place where professors rent laboratory space
and students contract to meet faculty peniodically in classrooms. It
should be a community of people with a shared devotion to leamning and
to critical thought, and it must promote a full and rounded experience
for young adults in their formative years.

The challenge of graduate education is dual. The nation is now un-
derproducing scientists and engineers. Our responsibility is to educate
as many as our situation will allow. On the other hand, in the human-
ities and the social sciences, the problem is to attract enough students of
the highest quality to maintain the vitality of our programs and to pro-
vide a cadre of junior faculty when tenured positions start to open up in
the 1990s. We will be seeking ways to support graduate students finan-
cially and to maintain the vitality of our graduate programs given the
shrinkage of the graduate student population in centain fields.

A Community of Trust

As practical problems get much more complex, less amenable to so-
lution through a single discipline, and as the world of knowledge
changes so that the interesting new breakthroughs increasingly occur at
the periphery of traditional disciplines, and as old problems yield new
insights when attacked by different disciplinary tools, one would pre-
dict that large intellectual payoffs in the nextdecade or so might well be
available by combining disciplinary interests, by bringing together dif-
ferent disciplines to attack a problem. by seeking to integrate knowl-
edge that is increasingly fragmented. Penn is especially well suited to
do that. not only because it is strong in traditional fields of knowledge,
but because of its matrix organization, its intellectual heterogeneity,
and its existing tradition of traffic across intellectual tariff barriers. We
must plan carefully to put our major efforts and resources into those
things at which we have a head start because of our demonstrated facul-
ty strengths and which promise to be the most intellectually fruitful into
the foreseeable future.

If we do all these things well, and if we continue to cherish our insti-
tutional integrity, we will not only survive the test of the 1980s but
strengthen the University in the process. This is a lively, marvelously
energetic and diverse University that is still in the process of evolving
into a single community of trust. We must encourage that evolution.
The campus helps in this knitting together. In its beautifully consolidat-
ed form, it both symbolizes and facilitates the community we seek to
be. It is a campus that is at the same time separate from, yet still open
to, the city from which it draws so much sustenance and returns so
much strength. It has now the opportunity to demonstrate that a hetero-
geneous community can function with mutual respect, and even intense
loyalty, if the common goals are well understood and the contributions
of every different element are appreciated. Penn can be that place, that
warmly supportive human community thatencourages the highest intel-
lectual standards in all its components, and delights in the contributions
to human welfare it makes through its pursuit of leaming.

With prospects so fair, | invite all Pennsylvanians to join me in an
affirmative renewal of dedication to our University. We have much to
do if we are to fulfill the promise of this marvelous institution, and we
can only do it together.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 16, 1993

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Today, I am officially nominating a native of
Alabama, Dr. Sheldon Hackney, to be the next
Chairman of the National Endowment for the
Humanities. Dr. Hackney is among the most
respected leaders in American higher education. He
has served for the past twelve and a half years as
the President of the University of Pennsylvania,
after serving for five years as the President of
Tulane University and three years as Provost of
Princeton University. Dr. Hackney has a
distinguished record both as a first-rate scholar,
author, and educator and as an astute and temperate
administrator.

Dr. Hackney is uniquely suited for the
challenge of heading the agency and carrying out
its mission to support the humanities public
programs, education and research. He was, for
example, a founding member of the Collaborative for
Philadelphia Schools and the Committee to Support
the Public Schools, projects which profoundly
changed the way the humanities are taught in the
Philadelphia public schools.

Dr. Hackney is one of the leading Southern
historians of his generation. He has continued to
teach courses in American history while serving as
President of the University of Pennsylvania, an
uncommon practice for executive officers of
universities and a measure of the importance he
places on teaching. His support for undergraduate
education led him to seek a reorientation of the
curriculum at Penn to ensure that the teaching
mission of the university was granted the same
priority as the research mission.
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By Sheldon Hackney

HME CURRENT ATTACK by Sen. Jesse Helms

and his allies in Congress on the National

Endowment for the Arts raises in the most

dangerous way a fundamental question
about Amencan freedom of expression. How is it to be
limited?

The attack on the arts endow ment and on free speech
is a reaction against two grants made recently by the
ants endow ment—one to the Institute for Contempo-
ran An at the University of Pennsyvivania to suppor: a
traseling retrospective exhitition of the photography

of Roben Mapplethorpe ! and the other to the South- .

castern Center for Contemporary Art. which used a
portion of its award for afellow ship to the artist Andres
Serrano. Senator Helms and his allies charge that pan
of Mr. Mapplethorpe’s work is “"obscene™™ and ‘" por-
nographic™ and that Mr. Serrano’s is “sacnlegious.”

The attack takes the form of an amendment (o an
appropnation bill that would prohibit the use of federal
fund> for the dissemination. premotion. and proeduc-
tion of ““obscene or indecent matenals. including but
not himied to depictions of sadomasochism. home-
eroticism. the exploitation of children. or individuals
engaged in sex acts.”” or "matenal which denigrates
the objects or beliels of the adherents of a particular
religion or non-relipon.”” or ‘“*matenal which deni-
grates. debases or reviles a person. group. or class of
citizens on the basis of race. creed. sex. handicap. age.
or national ongin.”’

Given the impossibly vague and broad language of
this proscnption. anyone can easily imagine works that
unquestionabl, should be available to the public that

- would be denied federal suppon. Leo Steinberg’'s
scholarly study of the seauality of Chrst in Renais-
sance painting would be banned. along with anything
dealing with Salman Rushdie’s The Saranic Verses. |
would be on dangerous ground in my course on the
histony of the 1960°s when discussing the Ku Klux Klan
or Malcolm X. not to mention Andy Warhol's movie.
Ciao. Manhartan. Would English departments have to
refight the battles over D. H. Lawrence’s Ladv Chat-
terlex's Lover and James Jovces's Ulvsses? Soqal and
political satire would be off limits. of course. and forget
the idea of showing the work of cuniemporary Bntish
artist Francis Bacon in Des Moines and Kansas City . or
discussingitinacourse on 20th<century art. Gauguiniis
clearly out. and to be entirely safe the National Gallery
should probably take down Albert Pinkham Rvder’s
Siegfried and the Rhine Maidens If my suggestions of

tentioned proposal to absurd extremes. one need only
review the history of authoritanan regimes to discover
how efforns to regulate human thought and creativity
always become crudely irrational.

The bill with the Helms amendment has passed the
Senate. The House has passed an appropnation bill
contatning a different and more tolerable rebuke to the
arts endowment—a budget cut of $45.000. the exact
amounl spent to suppon the work of Mr. Mapplethorpe
and Mr. Sermano. The matter will soon be resolved by a
House-Senate conference committee.

Much is at stake. The issue is not whether Mr. Map-
plethorpe’s images are pornographic or Mr. Sermanc’s
sacnlegous. or about whether their work is an or
whether they are artists. The question is whether our
government, having decided to support the arts. should
be involved in attempting to suppress certain forms of

/expression in an attempt to cleanse public discourse of
offensive material. It is perfectly fair for Senator Helms
and his think-alikes to denounce Mr. Mapplethorpe
and all he stands for. and it is within bounds for them to
cnticize the Institute for Contemporary Art and the
arts endowment. That is pant of the Amecncan way.
They should not. however, use the power of the public
purse to limit the public’s intellectual and cultural life.
Itis ironic that at the same time we were applauding the
pro-democracy movement in Tiananmen Square with
its demands for expanding the scope of public dis-
course in China. a little group of willful men was busy
in Washington attempting to limit expression in the
Land of Liberty. X

The proponents of the Helms amendment tacitly ac-
know ledge that they are undercutting a chenshed
Amencan commitment to free speech. because they
insist that thev are not proposing censorship Artists.
they argue. may create and exhibit anything they wish:
they simply cannot enjoy afederal subsidy if their work
is judged by someone to be offensive or obscene within
the .meaning of the Helms amendment. Thit logic is
tortured bezause the amendment. in effect. would cre-
ale a blacklist. and pecople whose names were on it
would be less equal thanothers inthe eyes of the law . If
not censorship. it is most surely govermment discrnmi-
nation against certain ideas. s

If there is a program of govermmental subsidies. and
there centainly needs to be. the competition for suppon
should be opento all artists on the basis of their mentas |
aruists. as judged by qualified people in the ficld. When

the artd snAdAu mant 1 m: ~—n =

The Helms Ammd ment Imperils the Basis of Intellectual Freedon






““All of the arguments being made for
putting blinders on the NEA could also be
made with regard to the university as a

whole.”’

I am unabashedly proud of the fact that in each
of these instances, as a result of careful planning
and great effort by the universities, the speakers
were able to speak, those who wanted to hear
them could do so, and those who felt insulted or
demeaned by the speakers’ presence expressed
their opposition in ways that did not disrupt the
event. On those occasions, after my nerves got '
back to normal, I thought [ had seen the univezsity
at its best, exposing and examining difficult (even
hateful) ideas, providing society an open forum in
which truth can be tested in a form of trial by in-
tellectual combat. These victories tended to rein-
force my conviction that open expression is a fun-
damental prindple for a university and that it must
not be compromised.

onsequently, when my summer of content-
‘ ment was destroyed last August, first by the

decision of the Corcoran Gallery not to ex-
hibit the Mapplethorpe show, then by the Helms
amendment to the National Endowment for the
Arts appropriation bill, I had a relatively easy time
sorting through the issues and reaching a dedsion.
The University of Pennsylvania must support its
Institute of Contemporary Art, the creator of the
Mapplethorpe show with the aid of a grant from
the NEA, and must do whatever it could to pre-
vent any political damage to the NEA or to the
general condition of artistic or academic freedom in
the United States.

The director of ICA had decided on artistic
grounds that Robert Mapplethorpe’s photographs
deserved a retrospective show. The standing ex-
hibits committee of the ICA Board had reviewed
that decision and approved the show. The NEA
had considered the request for a grant to support
the show in its normal way, reviewing slides of
the works to be exhibited, and had judged the
project more meritorious than competing pro-
posals. The system worked just as the original act
of twenty-five years ago had intended for it to
work—in a nonpolitical manner, using professional
judgments and criteria having to do with artistic
merit.

The show ran uneventfully and very successfully
in Philadelphia, not a city known for its fascination
with the artistic or sodal avant garde. It also ran in
two other cities without incident. As the date of its
appearance in Washington approached, the opposi-
tion began to coalesce and found its champion in
Senator Helms. After fielding some inquiries from

the Helms office, the Corcoran cancelled the show,
thus incurring the wrath of the art world and al-
lowing the Washington Project for the Arts to
house the show and reap whatever benefits accrue
to a suceds de scandale.

The continuing drama of the Mapplethorpe
show, important as it is in its own right, is less
central to my present purpose than a subject it re-
veals: the relationship between freedom and public
virtue. First, some history. The amendment to the
appropriation bill introduced by Senator Helms as
a way of preventing federal funds from supporting
such ““outrages’’ as the Mapplethorpe show or the
work of Andres Serrano (whose picture entitled
*“Piss Christ’’ was especially objectionable to Sena-
tor Helms and to a variety of Christians) poses the
question of the relationship between freedom and
certain laudable objectives in a very direct way.
The amendment stated:

None of the funds authorized to be appropriated pur-
suant to this Act may be used to promote, dissemi-
nate, or produce—

(1) obscene or indecent material, including but not
limited to depictions of sadomasochism, homo-eroti-
dsm, the exploitation of children, or individuals en-
gaged in sex acts; or

(2) material which denigrates the objects or beliefs of
the adherents of a particular religion or non-religion;
or

(3) material which denigrates, debases, or reviles a
person, group, or class of citizens on the basis of race,
creed, sex, handicap, age, or national origin.

The Mapplethorpe show contains work that
depicts all the proscribed things in category one.
Serrano is responsible for category two. Category
three offers a kind of equal opportunity censor-
ship. Putting aside for the sake of current argu-
ment the question of the vagueness of the pro-
scriptions, the issue is not whether it is a good
thing to have a society in which no one suffers
denigration on the basis of some group characteris-
tic not within his or her control, nor whether it
would be nice to have a society that respects
different religious beliefs, or eliminates the sexual
exploitation of children. I like those goals. The
question, however, is whether it is appropriate for
government to pursue those goals through legisla-
tion that suppresses certain forms of expression.

amendment not so much by my fondness for

Iwas mobilized by the threat of the Helms
the ICA in particular, or for art and the thegljet









The Hackney Presidency:

Twelve Years of Accomplishment at the

University of Pennsylvania
April 19, 1993

Since becoming Penn’s 21stchief executive in 1981, Sheldon Hack-
ney has often articulated Penn's goal to become the leading international
wban re search university thatis committed to undergraduate education.
During bis tenure. and with the involvement of many in tbe Penn
community. be bas:

* Emphasized undergraduate education. introduced acoherentgen-
eral education requirement, enbanced the freshman seminar pro-
gram taught by senior faculty. initiated the freshman reading
program, created seven new College Houses to foster aresidential
living/learning environment, and taught undergraduates in each
year of his presidency.

® Placed Penn atthe vanguard of urban research universities that are
responsive (o the needs of their local communities, through bis
creation of the Cenler for Community Partnerships and bis advo-
cacy of public and community service as an integral part of the
educational experience.

® Served as one of America's most forceful spokespersons on the
critical importance of freedom of expression. and on the need for
community and civility, both on and off campus.

® Initiated the Campaign for Penn, which will raise more than $1
billion (Penn is only the second university to do so) and which bas
already added 122 named professorships ( a record in higher
education) and includes gifts from more than 83,000 alumni
donors in this past year alone. more than any other university.

¢ Suengthened at Penn higher education's preeminent academic
and administrative planning process, which bas provided Penn
with unusual academic and fiscal stability in turbulent umes.

® Established Penn as a global university. increasing (fromlessthan
2 percent to 10 percent) the proportion of undergraduates from
abroad. intemationalizing research and the curriculum, and ex-
panding oppontunities for foreign study and international faculty
exchange.

® Developed one of the mostbeautiful urban campus in America. by
conserving the best of Penn's past in Frank Furness's Victorian
gem. now tbe Fisher Fine Arts Library. and College and Logan
Halls: and creating exciling new spaces for its future in the Law
School Library and Clinical Research Building.

® Made Penn an “institution of choice™ by atracting the strongest
individuals nationwide to key academic and administrative posts,
and enhanced Penn’s unique position as the “‘cradle” of college
and university presidents.

Undergraduate Education

Under Hackney's leadership. Penn's vision of itself has crystallized
into the president's statement that “"‘Penn wants to be the leading intena-
uonal urban research university that really cares about undergraduate
education.” Hackney. also a professor of history. taught undergraduates
in each year of his presidency. either in an honors history seminar or a
freshman seminar.

Among the enbancements to undergraduate education are the creat-
ing of an undergraduate education fund of $10 million o support a wide
vanety of school-initiated programs: increasing the diversity and quality
of Penn’s undergraduate student body: maintaining Penn's commitment

to a need-blind admissions policy during a peniod of extraordinary fiscal
pressures; encouraging increased faculty involvement with undergradu-
ates as ad visersand leachers of freshmen seminars: supporing expansion
of the house system to enbance the undergraduate residenual expenence
(there arc now 17 options including the first-year houses. living/leaming
programs and college bouses); and encouraging the leadership of the
School of Arts and Sciences to undertake a reform of the undergraduate
general education requirement that has since been adopted in whole or in
part by Penn's other undergraduate schools.

Hackney's two provosts (Michael Aiken, Chancellor—lect of the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and Thomas Ebrlich. presi-
dent of Indiana University), who as Penn's chief academic officers,
shared his vision of the centrality of the undergraduate experience in
defining Penn's special character.

Civility, Community, and Freedom of Expression

A deep commitment lo the values of civility, community, and
freedom of expression has been a ballmark of Hackney's administration.

Penn’s commitment to diversity has grown through the recruitment of
students, tbe appointment and tenure of faculty. the hiring of employees
and the broadening of cummicular and extracurricular offerings. He bas
often said that such diversity is a fundamental part of the educational
experience students need as our world shrinks under the impact of mass
communicauons. lechnology and the global market.

Penn’s undergraduate minority enrollment bas grown from 13 per-
cent o 30 percent and intemational undergraduate enrollment bas
increased from 1.2 percent to 10 percent. Gender balance has changed
0o: next fall's first-year class is expected Lo be about 44 percent female.
Women deans head four of Penn's 12 schools. and three of its senior
officers are women.

Hackney bas articulated freedom of expression. civility. and respect
as the core values at Penn: ‘“There can be no honest advancement of
knowledge where the different experiences, identities. needs. values,
abilities, and heritages of individuals and groups are invisible or dispar-
aged.” be has said. “Recognizing that we are a diverse community is
central to achieving the aims of this University to ‘gladly leam’ and
‘gladly teach,’ as Chaucer put it."”

Among his achievements at Penn in suengthening the civility of
discourse and the breadth of educational experience are the following:

® Revision of the University's judicial system and Guidelines on

Open Expression to ensure that pre servation of freedom of expres-
sion is the preeminent University policy.
¢ Developmentof Sexual and Racial Harassment Policies to protect
members of the University community from abuse of power
relationships and deprivation of rights to ful} and equal participa-
tion in the University community.
Support for the University's developmentof a wide range of area
and etbnic studies programs and faculty research within the
framework of raditional academic disciplines.

® Vigorous defense of the right of students and faculty to invite a
diverse range of speakers lo campus, ranging from Margaret
Thatcher and Ronald Reagan to Louis Farrakhan.

Introduction of a voluntary program for freshmen to acquaint
them with the dynamucs of a diverse campus commusuty.

AIMANAC INSERT April 20. 1993






&he News Work Bimes

How Penn Defended
The First Amendment

To the Editor:-

1 greatly appreciate ‘“Don't Burn
Hackney at the Stake™ (editorial,
June 10), supporting my nornination
by President Clinton to head the Na-
tional Endowment for the’ Human-
ities. Given the distorted image of me
that is being energetically propagat-
ed by a few journalists, [t took a good
bit of skill and not a little gurnption to
sort through the chalf and arrive at a
balanced judgment.

But you repecat a major distortion
that has found its way into the folk-
lore about events of this spring at the
University of Pennsylvania. Contrary
to journalistic accounts, I did de-

nounce confiscation of 14,000 copies of

The Daily Pennsylvanian, the inde-
pendent student newspaper.

After saying that diversity and
open expression seemed to be in con-
flict, 1 made it clear that “‘there can
be no compromise regarding the
First Amendment right of an inde-
pendent publication to express what-
ever views it chooses.” [ also re-
affirmed a ban on such confiscations
that | promulgated four yéars earlier.

As for my having dealt ‘“‘weakly"
with the students involved, the facts
are otherwise: .

Penn's student judicial processes
will go forward when the students
involved return to campus in the fall.
As president, I have no role in those
processes. |1 do not determine who is
prosecuted, how their cases are adju-
dicated by faculty-student panels or
what sanctions are applied.

That may not be the best system,
as it creates the kind of confusion
your editorial reflects, and a commit-
tee is being formed to re-examine it
But as you point out, there are often
real virtues to such a methodical and
independent system of due process In
insuring a just outcome to controver-
sial cases. SHELDON HACKNEY

President, U. of Pennsylvania
Philadelphia, June 11, 1993
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Hooray for Hillary =

In‘her commencement address at the
University of Pehnsylvania this week, Hilla-
ry Rodham Clinton spoke words that des-
perately needed to be heard by students,
faculty and especially by Sheldon Hackney,
the university president.

Mrs. Clinton urged Penn students to
celebrate their diversity and to uphold the
idea of universities as ‘“havens for free
speech and free thought.” The first lady
expressed her distress at ‘‘hateful acts,
hateful words,” but urged students and
administration not to resort to censorship.

“For all the injustices in our past and
our present,” she said, ““we have to believe
that in the free exchange of ideas, justice
will prevail over injustice, tolerance over
intolerance and progress over reaction.”

The University of Fennsylvania has be-
come the latest battleground in the conflict
between free speech and efforts to make
students more sensitive to the feelings of
minorities and women. The problem is that
these good intentions often do damage to
the First Amendment and to the values of a
university. If a university does not stand for
free thought and free speech, what does it
stand for? Without these values, how can
there been honest teaching and learning?

At Penn, some of the university’s black
students have trashed the First Amend-
ment. Offended by the opinions of a
right-wing columnist, the student censors
confiscated 14,000 copies of the Daily
Pennsylvanian and dumped them in a trash
bin. The students said they had done noth-
ing wrong, because the newspapers are
free and there are no limits on how many
copies a person can take.

The craven Hacknev. who soon will be

We have to believe
that where there is a
free exchange of
ideas and open
debate, justice and
tolerance wiill prevail.

right of an independent publication to ex-
press whatever views it chooses. At the
same time, there can be no ignoring the
pain that expression may cause.”

He is right on both counts. Unfortunate-
ly, on the issue of free speech, Hackney is a
wimp. He has refused to publicly condemn
the students’ actica, even though 15 Penn
law professors 51gned a letter to Hackney
saying he had not spoken out strongly on
this First Amendment issue. They must be
wondering what happened to the Sheldon
Hackney who vigorously defended free
speech when Louis Farrakhan appeared on
campus and when the homoerotic works of
Robert Mapplethorpe were displayed.

Another free-speech controversy at
Penn involves Eden Jacobowitz, a white
freshman who faces a hearing on racial
harassment charges. His offense? While
trying to write an English paper, he was
interrupted by a group of black sorority
sisters making loud noises outside his dorm
window. He yelled at them, “Shut up, you
water buffalo.” The Amarican Civil Liber-
ties Union has come down on the side of
Jacobowitz.

It should be clear by now that the courts

“Fndowment for s, a federal pinaia

for the nation’s artlsts, responded to this
assault on a free press with mush. “Two
important university values, diversity and
open expression, now stand in conflict,”

Hackney said in a statement after the pa-
pers were trashed. “There can be no com-
promise regarding the First A/r\nendment

~are not going to tolerate speech codes and
censorship by colleges trying to curb racist,
anti-Semitic and other offensive speech.
Contrary to what some may think, free
speech is not the problem; it is part of the
solution. Hillary Clinton is right. We have to
believe that where there is a free exchange
of ideas and open debate, justice and toler-
ance will prevail.
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Doublethink at the University of Pennsylvania

Following wev cocernts ron the report of
oo el of Cweeersitun of Peansylemiie ad-
arhextrnturs appotled to stilie the thett of
e cntire press run of e stadent newspa-
per. The papers were seizel all over compus
b lack activist stuldents opposed to The

| Dy Peansylvenne s editorial content.

The veport. achich criticezes  security
auavis. nbsolves the students of any wiong-
domg—veccept falwre to showe 1.D. cards.
The panel analyzed what supposedly tran-
spriend at cach of the campus sites icolved.

A relater editorial appears teday.

Individual Incidents on April 15, 1993

1. Biomedical Library Johnson Putilion
(6:32 a.m.s: Incident involving two Stu-
dents and two officers responding to a call
from a School of Medicine security guard.

The panel found that one officer be-
haved In a discourteous manner toward
the students by ordering them to leave be-
fore determining who they were or giving
them an opportunity to explain their pres-
ence. The panel found that his actions vio-
lated Section 8.4.02 of the "'UPPD [Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania Police Department}
Policies and Procedures Manual™ and
should be reviewed by his supervisor for
possible disciplinary action.

The panel found that the Medical
School security guard behaved appropri-
ately by contacting the UPPD.

The panel recommended that all secu-

rity personnel receive training on working.

and interacting with people from diverse
hackgrounds. This training should include
information about the diversity of the
Penn community and the expectation that
all members of the community should be
ireated with civibity and respect regard-
less of race. color. sex. sexual orientation,
religion. national or ethic |sicl origin,
age. disabilityv. or status as a disabled or
Vietnam era veteran.

2. Blockley  Huall;Johnson — Favilion
(7:48 a.m.): Incident involving two stu-
dents, one Medical School security offi-
cer. one Medical School Supervisor of
Security, one security officer ... and
four police officers responding to a call
to UPPD that "A black male at Blockley

Hall tried to take all the DP's {Daily
Pennsylvanians].™

The panel found that one officer be-
haved in an unprofessional manner in vi-
olation of Section §.4.02 of the "UPPD
Policies and Procedures Manual” by
cursing at the student and used excessive
force ... by striking the student with his
baton. The panel also found that the offi-
cer failed to conduct a proper and thor-
ough investigation because he neglected
to interview the security personnel who
were in pursuit.

3. David Rittenhouse Laboratories (8:20
n.n.): Incident involving two students,
four officers, and the UPPD dispatcher.
When two officers stopped the students
carrving a large trash bag outside of
DRL. they were informed by the students
that this was a protest action.

The panel found that the responding of-
ficer ... violated Section 5.22.0 of the
~UPPD Policies and Procedures Manual™
by not requesting that a supervisor be dis-
patched to the scene in response to a
demonstration.

The panel found that the dispatcher vi-
olated UPPD Divisional Directive 92.08 by
making a command decision without con-
sulting a supervisor.

4. Dwiversity Museum/Sports Medicine
(8:16 a.n.): Incident involving two stu-
dents. a Museum security guard, a Mu-
seumn administrator and two officers. The
Museum administrator pursued the stu-
dents, who took the DP’'s from Kress
Gallery, and caught up with them in
Weightman Hall, where he made a *citi-
zen's arrest’ and detained the students.

The panel found that the Museum ad-
ministrator's actions in pursuit of the stu-
dents were inappropriate after they left
the property of the University Museum
and not in accordance with the authority
and responsibility of his job functions. His
actions should be reviewed by his supervi-
sor for possible disciplinary action.

The panel found that the students
should have shown their Penn cards.

* * *

In summary. the panel concluded that

once the incident occurred at DRL [David

Rittenhouse Laboratories}, the CPPD
should have recognized that the removal
of the DP’s from at least three different
locations was a form of student protest
and not an indicator of criminal behav-
ior. According to the University's '‘Emer-
gency Procedures Protocols' . the
UPPD should have contacted the Office of
the Vice Provost for University Life as
soon as it recognized that the students
were involved in a form of protest. Once
the VPUL was notified of the protest,
Open Expression Monitors would have
been dispatched to cbserve and monitor
the students’ actions. in compliance with
the existing Open Expressicn Guidelines.
Since this act was a form of protest and
not a criminal offense, it would have
been more appropriate for Open Expres-
sion Monitors, not police officers, to me-
diate and attempt to resolve any further
conflicts that resulted from the removal
of the DP's. The Open Expression Moni-
tors could have informed the students
about the Open Expression Guidelines,
notified them if their actions violated the
Guidelines, and identified students who
violated the Guidelines.

Recommendations

It is vital that all UPPD personnel re-
ceive additional training about appropri-
ate responses ... to student demonstra-
tions and protests. This training must in-
clude extensive information on the Uni-
versity's Open Expression Guidelines
(and] the role and responsibility of Open
Expression Monitors.

The UPPD Policy on handcuffs, Sec-
tion 5.7.06, should be reviewed ... to as-
certain if there are circumstances when it
may be inappropriate to handcuff de-
tainees. . .. The application of any newly
implemented policy should be monitored

. to ensure that the policy is applied
consistenty, s non-discriminatory, and
has no adverse impact on any group of
people. After the policy is implemented,
data should be maintained by the Depart-
ment on the race and sex of individuals
handcuffed, nature of offenses. and rea-
sons for handcuffing.

(-7
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House Hobbles Democracy

The Cold War is over, but obviously
we face an unstable world, clearly por-
tending a struggle of ideas and values.
Yet the House of Representatives
voted to scuttle the National Endow-
ment for Democracy, a federally
funded outfit that hands out pencils,
fax machines and used computers to
exile groups pushing to bring democ-
racy to their embattled homelands.
This week we’ll find out if the Senate
duplicates this preposterous move.

The House professed budget-cut-
ting. saving the lordly sum of around
548 million, or half the funding that
goes to the National Endowment for
the Humanities (see above). It’s also
about equivalent to what the U.S.
spent on missiles alone when it
launched the June 26 strike at Saddam
Hussein's intelligence facilities. And
the Agency for International Develop-
ment gets some S$6.5 billion a vear. A
lot for Third-World pork, but nothing
for spreading American values.

In the confusing, regionalized
vears since communism’s retreat,
NED's projects have proven particu-
larly useful. The endowment helps
Iraqi exiles to fight for secular democ-
racy in their home; its funds helped
pay for the distribution of thousands
of copies of Charter 91, the exiled
Iraqis’ draft bill of rights, inside Sad-
dam’s Iraq. This year the Free Iraq
Foundation, an important center for
Saddam'’s opposition abroad, received
590.000 in NED money.

NED funds have also helped
Ukrainians seeking to widen political
discussion in a nation currently led by
the former local chief of ideology;
Lebanese interested in working on
conflict resolution; independent Viet-
namese publishers who produced tons
of documents, cassettes and printed
material designed to alert informa-
tion-deprived Vietnamese to the

breakdown of socialism in Eastern
Europe; and Chinese fighting for
democracy in the airless atmosphere
following Tiananmen Square.

Writing from his Arizona refuge in
support of NED, dissident Fang Lizhi
noted that “‘it would be wonderful if
democracy did indeed grow automati-
cally out of economic development,
but history gives us, unfortunately,
no such guarantees.” The publisher
of the Vietnamese magazine Que Me
noted that through NED funding the

periodical made ‘‘real headway in

bringinga flow of information and de-
mocratic ideas which was totally de-
nied in Vietnam.” Vytautas Lands-
bergis. Lithuania's opposition leader,
called the democracy endowment's
work ‘“‘crucial.” Elena Bonner wrote
that cutting NED was ‘“‘penny wise,
pound foolish."

What escapes the endowment’s op-
ponents is the miracuious economy of
NED-style programs. Had the West
spent a few tens of millions producing
some effective propaganda for the air-
waves around Belgrade during the
1980s, for example, Slobodan Milose-
vic likely would never have gained his
Orwellian stronghold on the minds of
Serbian nationals. Radio Free Europe
never made it into Tito's Yugoslavia
because U.S. lawmakers deemed the
nation ‘‘relatively democratic.”

This week promises to bring some
interesting news on the foreign aid
front: Joe Biden has threatened to fil-
ibuster to save the life of another ef-
fective information vehicle, Radio
Free Europe. Since Congress knocked
NED off its version of the budget leg-
islation in June, the agency has re-
ceived numerous letters of support.
NED also has some White House
friends who could be of help: until his
recent ascendancy, David Gergen sat
on NED's board.

Asides

Danny: No Crook

Caught in the throes of the House
post office scandal, tax nabob Danny
Rostenkowski proclaimed Saturday
that he is not a crook. He declined to
take questions from reporters. Just in
case it has escaped anyone's notice,
he has also declined to take questions
from a grand jury.

Subpoenaed a year ago to testify
on this matter, he responded with a

letter huffing about ‘*‘prosecutorial
overreaching” and citing the Fifth
Amendment. For the purpose of
whether he ought to go to jail, the
Ways and Means chairman is pre-
sumed innocent, as he pointed out
Saturday. For the purpose of what we
should think of the guy deciding how
much to tax us, if he's innocent he
should tell it to the judge, or at least
the grand jury.
















































