Philadelphia Will Host Phi Beta Kappa’s
39th Triennial Council in October

Delegates from 255 Phi Beta Kappa chapters and more
than 50 associations are expected to attend the 39th

Council of Phi Beta Kappa on October 19-22 in Phila-
delphia. The headquarters for the Council will be at the

Sheraton Society Hill Hotel.

The first scheduled event is a symposium in the late
afternoon of October 19, at which Leroy S. Rouner,
professor of philosophy and religion at Boston University,
and Catharine R. Stimpson, dean of the Graduate School
of the Arts and Sciences at New York University and a
®BK senator, will speak. That evening, the University of
Pennsylvania’s Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology
will sponsor a reception for delegates. The Delaware Valley
®BK association will host another reception for delegates
on October 20 at Independence Seaport Museum.

The delegates will elect the Society’s national leaders
for the 2000 - 03 triennium, vote on the chartering of new
chapters, and set the overall policy for the organization.
The winner of the triennial Sidney S. Hook Memorial
Award will address the Council banquet on October 21,
and a special award will be made to a person distin-
guished for outstanding service to the humanities. Re-
cipients of both awards are selected by the ®BK Senate
from nominations received from chapters, associations,

and individual members.

Winston Foundation
Underwrites New ®BK
Poetry Competition

Phi Beta Kappa has received a
$75,000 grant from the Joseph and
May Winston Foundation of Scars-
dale, N.Y., to underwrite a national
poetry competition. Awards of up to
$10,000 will be made in December
2000 at the Senate banquet.

Businessman Joseph  Winston
(PBK, CCNY, 1933) was a PBK Fel-
low. He died in 1998, his wife in 1997.
The grant provides $25,000 annually
for three years; after that time the
foundation will review the project and
assess its future participation.

Competition guidelines, to be es-
tablished by a committee chaired by
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Society Receives
$120,000 Bequest for
Visiting Scholar Program

Phi Beta Kappa has received a
$120,000 bequest from the estate of
Frank M. Updike (PBK, Rutgers Uni-
versity, 1939) to underwrite, through
the Society’s Visiting Scholar Pro-
gram, the campus visits each year of
a humanities scholar whose special-
ization is intercultural relations. An-
thony Grafton [see page 2] has been
designated the ®BK-Frank M. Up-
dike Scholar for 2000-01.

the American Scholar’s poetry edi-
tor, Robert Farnsworth, will be an-
nounced in the Key Reporter this
summer.
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The University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology
and Antbropology will host a reception for Council dele-
gates on October 19.
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Phi Beta Kappa Announces 14 Visiting Scholars for 2000-01

Fourteen professors have accepted ap-
pointment as ®BK Visiting Scholars for
the upcoming academic year. The pur-
pose of the program, which began in
1956, is to enrich the intellectual atmo-
sphere of the institutions visited and to
enable undergraduates to meet and talk
with distinguished scholars in diverse
disciplines. Altogether, the Visiting Schol-
ars will travel to approximately 100 univer-
sities and colleges that shelter ®BK chap-
ters. During each two-day campus visit, the
Scholar participates in classroom lectures
and seminars and presents one address
open to the entire academic community.

The 2000-01 Scholars are as follows:
LAWRENCE D. BOBO, professor of so-
ciology and Afro-American studies, Har-
vard University. Former director of the
Center for Research on Race, Politics, and
Society at UCLA, he is the coauthor of
Racial Attitudes in America; ed-
itor of Race, Public Opinion, and
Society; and coeditor of Racial-
ized Politics: The Debate on Rac-
ism in America. He is now writ-
ing a book on the sociology of
prejudice.

GREGORY D. BOTHUN, pro-
fessor of physics, University of
Oregon. Director of the univer-
sity’s Pine Mountain Observa-
tory, he is the author of Modern
Cosmological Observations and
Problems and Cosmology: Man-
kind’s Grand Investigation, as
well as the scientific editor of the
Astrophysical Journal. He re-
ceived the National Science Foun-
dation’s Recognition Award for the Inte-
gration of Research into Teaching.
WALLACE S. BROECKER, Newberry
Professor of Earth and Environmental
Sciences, Columbia University. A mem-
ber of the National Academy of Sciences
and a fellow of the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences, he is the author or
coauthor of Chemical Equilibria in the
Earth; Chemical Oceanography; Tracers
in the Sea; How to Build a Habitable
Planet; The Glacial World According to
Wally; and Greenhouse Puzzles.

TED COHEN, professor of philosophy,
University of Chicago. He is a recipient of
Chicago’s Quantrell Award for Excel-
lence in Undergraduate Training. Past
president of the American Society for
Aesthetics, he is the author of Jokes and
the coeditor of Essays in Kant's Aesthet-
ics and Pursuits of Reason.

JOAN BRETON CONNELLY, associate
professor of fine arts, New York Univer-

sity. She is director of the Yeronisos
Island Expedition and Field School and
the author of Votive Sculpture of Hel-
lenistic Cyprus, as well as of the forth-
coming Women and Ritual: Priestesses
in Greek Art and Society and Parthenon
and Parthenoi: Reinterpretation of the
Parthenon and Its Sculptural Program.
She is the recipient of a MacArthur fel-
lowship.

NANCY FOLBRE, professor of eco-
nomics, University of Massachusetts. A
MacArthur fellow, she is the author of
Who Pays for the Kids?; The Ultimate
Field Guide to the U.S. Economy,; and
War on the Poor, as well as two forth-
coming books, The Invisible Heart: Fem-
inism and Family Values and Greed and

Lust: A History of Economic Ideas. She is
an associate editor of the Journal of

Feminist Economics.

David Oshinsky, Board of Governors Professor of History at
Rutgers University, chats with students at Western Maryland
College on one of his eight visits to campuses as a Visiting
Scholar for Phi Beta Kappa in 1999 -2000.

ANTHONY GRAFTON, Dodge Professor
of History, Princeton University. Former
director of Princeton’s Program in Euro-
pean Cultural Studies and the Davis Cen-
ter for Historical Research, he is the
author of Forgers and Critics; Defenders
of the Text: The Traditions of Humanism
in an Age of Science, 1450-1800; The
Footnote; Cardano’s Cosmos; and the
coeditor of The Transmission of Culture
in Early Modern Europe.

GILES B. GUNN, professor of English and
global and international studies, Univer-
sity of California, Santa Barbara. Former
director of the UCSB Dialogues in Human
Values and Public Life, he is the author of
The Interpretation of Otherness: Litera-
ture, Religion, and the American Imag-
ination; The Culture of Criticism and the
Criticism of Culture; and Thinking

Across the American Grain: Ideology,
Intellect, and the New Pragmatism.

AREND LIJPHART, Research Professor
of Political Science, University of California,
San Diego. Past president of the American
Political Science Association, he is the au-
thor of Democracy in Plural Societies;
Democracies; Power-Sharing in South Af-
rica, Parliamentary versus Presidential
Government; Electoral Systems and Party
Systems; and Patterns of Democracy.
RICHARD LOSICK, Maria Moors Cabot
Professor of Biology, Harvard University.
Recipient of Harvard’s Dreyfus Teacher-
Scholar Award, he is a member of the
National Academy of Sciences and a fellow
of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences. He is the coeditor of Microbial
Development; RNA Polymerase; and De-
velopment in Bacteria.
KARAL ANN MARLING, professor of art
history and American studies, University
of Minnesota. A specialist in popular art
7 and culture, she is the author of
Building Disney’s Theme Parks;
Norman Rockwell;, Graceland;
As Seen on TV: The Visual Culture
of Everyday Life in the 1950s;
Edward Hopper; George Wash-
ington Slept Here: Colonial Re-
vivals and American Culture,
1876-1986.
DEBORAH L. RHODE, McFar-
land Professor of Law, Stanford
University. Director of the Keck
Center on Legal Ethics and the
Legal Profession and past presi-
dent of the Association of Ameri-
can Law Schools, she is the author
or coauthor of Professional Re-
sponsibility; Speaking of Sex; Le-
gal Ethics; The Politics of Pregnancy; The-
oretical Perspectives on Sexual Difference,
and Justice and Gender.
PAUL G. RICHARDS, Mellon Professor
of the Natural Sciences, Columbia Uni-
versity. A fellow of the AAAS and the
American Geophysical Union (Macel-
wane Medal), he is the coauthor of Quan-
titative Seismology and coeditor of
Earthquake Prediction. Recipient of a
MacArthur fellowship, he was twice a
Foster fellow/scholar at the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.
ELIANA RIVERO, professor of Spanish,
University of Arizona. She is the recipient
of four teaching awards from Arizona, as
well as grants from the NEH, the NEA, and
the Rockefeller Foundation. Her most
recent edited works are Infinite Divi-
sions: An Anthropology of Chicana Lit-
erature and Siete Poetas. She has pub-
lished two books of poetry, De cal y
arena and Cuerpos breves.

C. KURT HOLTER
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The Legacy of Hiroshima

A Half-Century Without Nuclear War

By Thomas C. Schelling

decades since the first, and the last,

use of nuclear weapons in warfare.
Who could have believed it 50 years ago?
These five-plus decades of nonuse are a
stunning achievement. They may also
represent some stunning good luck.

There has never been any doubt about
the military effectiveness or the potential
for terror of nuclear weapons, and a large
part of the credit for their not having
been used must be due to the “taboo” that
John Foster Dulles perceived to have
attached itself to these weapons as early
as 1953—a taboo that he deplored.

The weapons remain under a curse,
now a much heavier curse than the one
that bothered Dulles in the early 1950s.
These weapons are unique, and a large
part of their uniqueness derives from
their being perceived as unique. We call
most of the other weapons conventional,
in the sense of something that arises as if
by compact, by agreement, by conven-
tion. It is an established convention that
nuclear weapons are different.

This convention, which took root and
grew over the past decades, is an asset. It
is not guaranteed to survive; some poten-
tial possessors of nuclear weapons may
not share the convention. How the inhi-
bition arose; whether it was inevitable;
whether it was the result of careful de-
sign, luck, or both; and whether we
should assess it as robust or vulnerable in
the coming decades—these are the issues
to be examined here.

It has already been more than five

Origins of the Taboo

The first occasion when these weap-
ons might have been used was the Korean
War. American and South Korean troops
had retreated to a perimeter around the
southern coastal city of Pusan and ap-
peared to be in danger of expulsion from
the peninsula. The nuclear-weapons is-
sue arose in public discussion in this
country and in the British parliament.
Prime Minister Clement Attlee flew to
Washington to beseech President Tru-
man not to use nuclear weapons in Ko-
rea. The visit and its purpose were openly
acknowledged. The House of Commons,
which viewed its government as having
been a partner in the enterprise that
produced nuclear weapons, believed that
Britain should have a voice in the Amer-
ican decision.

The dramatically successful landing at
Inchon made moot the question whether
nuclear weapons might have been used if
the situation in the Pusan perimeter had
become desperate. But at least the ques-
tion of nuclear use had come up. I know
of no evidence that apprehension by the
U.S. government or by the U.S. public of
the consequences of demonstrating that
nuclear weapons were “usable” played an
important role in Truman'’s deliberations.

Nuclear weapons again went unused
in the debacle following the entry of
Chinese armies into Korea, and were still
unused during the bloody war of attrition
that accompanied the Panmunjom nego-
tiations. Whether the threat of nuclear
weapons influenced the truce negotia-
tions remains unclear. But the ambiguity
in the “role” of nuclear weapons became
evident at that time, and during the
ensuing years they clearly remained a
threat and a deterrent.

The aversion to nuclear
weapons .
strength and become locked
into military doctrine
without being fully
appreciated or even
acknowledged.

.. can grow in

McGeorge Bundy documented the fas-
cinating story of President Eisenhower
and Secretary Dulles and nuclear weap-
ons in his book Danger and Survival:
Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty
Years. At the National Security Council
(NSC) on February 11, 1953, Dulles dis-
cussed “the moral problem in the inhibi-
tions on the use of the A-bomb. . . . It was
his opinion that we should break down
this false distinction.” Evidently the sec-
retary believed that the restraint was real
even if the distinction was false, and that
the restraint was not to be welcomed.

Again, on October 7, 1953, Dulles said,
“Somehow or other we must manage to
remove the taboo from the use of these
weapons.” Just a few weeks later the
President approved, in a Basic National
Security Document, the statement, “In
the event of hostilities, the United States
will consider nuclear weapons to be as
available for use as other munitions.” This

statement surely has to be read as more

Thomas C. Schelling

rhetorical than factual, even if the NSC
considered itself to constitute “the
United States.”

Taboos are not easily dispelled by
pronouncing them extinct. Six months
later, at a restricted NATO meeting, the
U.S. position was that nuclear weapons
“must now be treated as in fact having
become conventional.” But tacit conven-
tions are sometimes harder to destroy
than explicit ones, existing in potentially
recalcitrant minds rather than on de-
structible paper.

According to Bundy, the last public
statement in this progress of nuclear
weapons toward conventional status oc-
curred during the Quemoy crisis. On
March 12, 1955, Eisenhower said, in
answer to a question, “In any combat
where these things can be used on strictly
military targets and for strictly military
purposes, I see no reason why they
shouldn’t be used just exactly as you
would use a bullet or anything else.”

Was Ike really ready to use nuclear
weapons to defend Quemoy, or Taiwan
itself? The conspicuous shipment of nu-
clear artillery to Taiwan was surely in-
tended as a threat. Bluffing would have
been risky from Dulles’s point of view,
and leaving nuclear weapons unused
while the Chinese conquered Taiwan
would have engraved the taboo in gran-
ite.

At the same time, Quemoy would have
appeared to Dulles as a superb opportu-
nity to dispel the taboo. Using short-range
nuclear weapons in a purely defensive
mode, solely against offensive troops,
especially at sea or on beachheads devoid

CONTINUED ON PAGE 4
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NO NUCLEAR WAR

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 3

of civilians, might have been something
that Eisenhower would have been willing
to authorize, and nuclear weapons might
have proved that they could be used “just
exactly as you would use a bullet or
anything else.” The Chinese did not ofter
the opportunity.

Kennedy-Johnson
Policy Shift

The contrast between the Eisenhower
and the Kennedy-Johnson attitudes to-
ward nuclear weapons is summarized in
a public statement of Johnson's in Sep-
tember 1964: “Make no mistake. There is
no such thing as a conventional nuclear
weapon. For 19 peril-filled years no na-
tion has loosed the atom against another.
To do so now is a political decision of the
highest order.” That statement disposed
of the notion that nuclear weapons
were to be judged by their military
effectiveness. Compare “a political de-
cision of the highest order” with “as
available for use as other munitions.”

Johnson implied that for 19 years the
United States had resisted any temptation
to do what Dulles had wanted the United
States to be free to do where nuclear
weapons were concerned. Johnson im-
plied that we had an investment, accu-
mulated over 19 years, in the nonuse of
nuclear weapons, and that those 19 years
of quarantine were part of what would
make any decision to use those weapons
a political decision of the highest order.

We should consider the literal meaning
of “no such thing as a conventional
nuclear weapon.” Specifically, why
couldn’t a nuclear bomb no larger in
energy vield than the largest blockbuster
of World War II be considered conven-
tional? Two answers were offered to this
question, one mainly instinctive and the
other somewhat analytical, but both rest-
ing on a belief or a feeling—a feeling
somewhat beyond reach by analysis—
that nuclear weapons are generically dif-
ferent. The more intuitive response could
be formulated, “If you have to ask that
question you wouldn’t understand the
answer.” The deplorable character of
everything nuclear had simply become
axiomatic, and analysis was futile.

The other, more analytical, response
took its argument from legal reasoning,
diplomacy, bargaining theory, and theory
of training and discipline, including self-
discipline. This argument emphasized
bright lines, slippery slopes, salami tac-
tics, well-defined boundaries, and the

stuff of which traditions and implicit
conventions are made.

The “neutron bomb” is illustrative. The
neutron bomb was designed to emit
“prompt neutrons” that can be lethal at a
distance at which blast and thermal radi-
ation are comparatively moderate. As
advertised, it can kill people without
great damage to structures. The issue of
producing and deploying this kind of
weapon arose during the Carter adminis-
tration, evoking an antinuclear reaction
that caused it to be left on the drawing
board.

But the same bomb—at least, the same
idea— had been the subject of even more
intense debate 15 years earlier, and it was
then that the arguments were honed
before being used again in the 1970s. The
arguments were simple, and surely valid,
whether or not they deserved to be
decisive: (1) that it was important not to
blur the distinction—the firebreak, as it
was called— between nuclear and con-
ventional weapons; (2) that either be-
cause of its low yield or because of its
“benign” kind of lethality, there would be
a strong temptation to use this weapon
where nuclears were otherwise not al-
lowed; and (3) that the use of neutron
weapons would pave the way for nuclear
escalation.

Arms control is so often
identified with limitations on
the possession or
deployment of weapons that
people often overlook the
fact that an investment in
nonnuclear capability
constitutes a form of arms
control.

These arguments are not altogether
different from those against so-called
peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs). The
decisive argument against PNEs was that
they would accustom the world to nu-
clear explosions, undermining the belief
that nuclear explosions were inherently
evil and reducing the inhibitions on nu-
clear weapons. The prospect of blasting
new river beds in northern Russia, a
bypass canal for the waters of the Nile, or
harbors in developing countries gener-
ated concern about “legitimizing” nu-
clear explosions.

A revealing demonstration of this an-
tipathy was in the virtually universal
rejection by American arms controllers
and energy-policy analysts of the pros-
pect of an ecologically clean source of
electrical energy, proposed in the 1970s,

that would have detonated tiny “clean”
thermonuclear bombs in underground
caverns to generate steam. I have seen
this idea dismissed without argument, as
if the objections were too obvious to
require amplification. As far as I could
tell, the objection was that even “good”
thermonuclear explosions were bad and
should be kept that way.

But it is important not to think that
nuclear weapons alone are generically
different, and independent of quantity or
size. For example, gas was not used in
World War II.

All-or-none thresholds can be suscep-
tible to undermining. A Dulles who
wishes the taboo were not there might
not only attempt to get around it when
using the bomb seems important, but
might apply ingenuity to dissolving the
barrier on occasions when it might not
matter much, in anticipation of later
opportunities when the barrier would be
a genuine embarrassment. Bundy sug-
gested that in discussing the possibility of
using atomic bombs in defense of Dien
Bien Phu (the final French defeat in
Indochina), Dulles had in mind not only
the local value of such weapons in In-
dochina but their broader effect in “mak-
ing the use of atomic bombs internation-
ally acceptable.”

Soviet Policy

The aversion to nuclear weapons—
one might even say the abhorrence of
them— can grow in strength and become
locked into military doctrine without
being fully appreciated or even acknowl-
edged. The Kennedy administration
launched an aggressive campaign for con-
ventional defenses in Europe on the
ground that nuclear weapons certainly
should not be used, and probably would
not be used, in the event of a war in
Europe. Throughout the 1960s the official
Soviet line was to deny the possibility of
a nonnuclear engagement in Europe. Yet
the Soviets spent great amounts of money
developing nonnuclear capabilities in Eu-
rope, especially aircraft capable of deliv-
ering conventional bombs. This expen-
sive capability would have been of
limited value in a nuclear engagement.
Deployment of these weapons reflected a
tacit Soviet acknowledgment that both
sides might be capable of nonnuclear war
and that both sides had an interest in
keeping war nonnuclear by having the
capability of fighting a nonnuclear war.

Arms control is so often identified with
limitations on the possession or deploy-
ment of weapons that people often over-
look the fact that an investment in non-
nuclear weapons constitutes a form of
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arms control. That the Soviets had ab-
sorbed this nuclear inhibition was dra-
matically demonstrated during their pro-
tracted campaign in Afghanistan. I never
read or heard public discussion about the
possibility that the Soviet Union might
shatter the tradition of nonuse to avoid a
costly and humiliating defeat in that prim-
itive country. The inhibitions on use of
nuclear weapons are such common
knowledge, the attitude is so confidently
shared, that the use of nuclear weapons
in Afghanistan would have been almost
universally deplored.

Such a reaction would reflect appreci-
ation that Washington’s 19-year nuclear
silence had stretched into a fourth and
then a fifth decade, and everyone in
responsibility was aware that that unbro-
ken tradition was a treasure we held in
common. Could that tradition, once bro-
ken, have mended itself? If Truman had
used nuclear weapons during the Chi-
nese onslaught in Korea, would Johnson
have been so inhibited in 1964? And if
Nixon had used nuclear weapons, even
ever so sparingly, in Vietnam, would the
Soviets have eschewed their use in Af-
ghanistan, and would the Israelis have
resisted the temptation of use against the
Egyptian beachheads north of the Suez
Canal in 1973?

We do not know. One possibility is
that the horror of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
would have repeated itself, and the curse
would have descended again with even
more weight. The other possibility is that,
the long silence broken, nuclear weapons
would have emerged as standard weap-
onry against an adversary who had none.
Much might have depended on the care
with which weapons were confined to
military targets or used in demonstrably
“defensive” modes.

Extension of the Taboo

I have devoted this much attention to
the nuclear taboo in the belief that the
evolution of that status has been as im-
portant as the development of nuclear
arsenals. The nonproliferation effort has
been more successful than most author-
ities can claim to have anticipated; the
accumulating weight of tradition against
nuclear use is no less impressive and no
less valuable. We depend on nonprolif-
eration efforts to restrain the production
and deployment of weapons by more and
more countries; we may depend even
more on universally shared inhibitions on
nuclear use. Preserving those inhibitions
and extending them, if we know how, to
cultures and national interests that may

I know of no argument in
favor of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, which the
Senate rejected in 1999,
more powerful than the
potential of that treaty to
enhance the nearly universal
revulsion against nuclear
weapons.

not currently share those inhibitions will
be a crucial part of our nuclear policy.

On the 40th anniversary of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, Alvin M. Weinberg wrote
an editorial in the Bulletin of Atomic
Scientists (December 1985) in which he
said that he had always been convinced
that both American and Japanese lives
were saved by the use of the bomb in
Japan, and that long-term good might
result from the Hiroshima bomb:

Are we witnessing a gradual sanctifica-
tion of Hiroshima—that is, the elevation
of the Hiroshima event to the status of a
profoundly mystical event, an event ul-
timately of the same religious force as
biblical events? I cannot prove it, but Tam
convinced that the 40th Anniversary of
Hiroshima, with its vast outpouring of
concern, its huge demonstrations, its
wide media coverage, bears resemblance
to the observance of major religious
holidays. . . . This sanctification of Hiro-
shima is one of the most hopeful devel-
opments of the nuclear era.

A crucial question is whether the
antinuclear instinct so well expressed by
Weinberg is confined to Christian or
“Western” culture. As we look to North
Korea, Pakistan, Iran, India, or Iraq as
potential wielders of nuclear weapons,
we cannot be sure that they inherit this
tradition with any great force.

Forty years ago, however, we might
have thought that the Soviet leadership
would be immune to the spirit of Hiro-
shima as expressed by Weinberg—im-
mune to the popular revulsion toward
nuclear weapons, immune to the over-
hang of all those peril-filled years that
awed President Johnson. In any attempt
to extrapolate Western nuclear attitudes
toward the areas of the world where
nuclear proliferation begins to frighten
us, the remarkable conformity of Soviet
and Western ideology is a reassuring
point of departure.

I know of no argument in favor of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which
the Senate rejected in 1999, more pow-
erful than the potential of that treaty to
enhance the nearly universal revulsion
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against nuclear weapons. The symbolic
effect of 140 or more nations ratifying this
treaty, which is nominally only about
testing, would add enormously to the
convention that nuclear weapons are not
to be used, and that any nation that does
use nuclear weapons will be judged the
violator of the legacy of Hiroshima. I have
never heard that argument made on ei-
ther side of the debate over the treaty.
When the treaty again comes before the
Senate, as it certainly will do, this major
potential benefit must not go unrecog-
nized. ]

Thomas C. Schelling (PBK, University of
California, Berkeley, 1944), Distin-
guished University Professor, University
of Maryland at College Park, is a past
president and distinguished fellow of
the American Economic Association
and author of numerous books. The
topic of this article is one of several on
which be lectured as a Phi Beta Kappa
Visiting Scholar during the 1999 -2000
academic year.
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Beate Sirota Gordon (DPBK, Mills College, 1943) is a woman of accom-
plisbment. Her role in framing the equal-rights provisions in the postwar
Japanese constitution remained secret for decades, but in the 1990s she
became famous in Japan through a television documentary and biography.
The English version of the latter, publishbed under the title The Only Woman
in the Room: A Memoir (Kodansha, 1997), was described by Publishers
Weekly as a “modest, engaging account of a woman who made significant
contributions to both Japanese and American culture.” (Her Japanese fan
club bas printed the equal-rights article of the constitution on silk scarves,
and produced a series of picture postcards about ber and ber family.) Early
this year she was the subject of another TV documentary about ber experience
as an impresario, bringing Asian artists to perform for American aidiences.

Born in Vienna to Russian Jewish parents, she moved at age 5 to Japan,
where ber father, concert pianist Leo Sirota, taught at the Imperial Acadeny
of Music. She attended a German school in Omori for six years before her
Darents transferred ber to the American school, from which she graduated
at age 15. Fluent in German, Japanese, English, French, and Russian, she
added Spanish when she attended Mills College. Before graduation she was
recrutited to work as a translator, first for the CBS Listening Post in San
Francisco and subsequently for the Federal Communications Commission’s
Foreign Broadcast Intelligence Service and the Office of War Information. She
went back to Japan after the war to work for the occupation forces.

After returning to the United States in 1947, she married a fellow member
of the American team that had worked on the Japanese constitution,
Lieutenant Joseph Gordon. They bave a daugbter and a son (Geoffrey

Gordon, PBK, Columbia University, 1980) and live in New York City.

Q. What was it like growing up in
Japan as a European child in the
pre—World War II era?

A. It was wonderful. The Japanese love
children. Since I had curls and looked
different from Japanese children, I was a
curiosity, and people flocked to look at
me. Japanese grownups are very permis-
sive with children under the age of 7 (the
age of reason!), and mothers constantly
attend to children’s needs, so there is
little crying. I was treated very kindly by
the families in the neighborhood whose
children were my playmates.

Q. What was it in your background
that best prepared you for your work
with the occupation forces, and what
resources did you consult in drafting
the equal-rights provisions of the
Japanese constitution?

A. My mother and my governess made me
aware of the sorry lot of Japanese women.
[ also saw, with my own eyes, wives
walking behind their husbands on the
streets, cooking and serving food to their
husbands’ dinner guests but eating in the
kitchen with the children. Mills College
taught me about the need for women to
go out into the workplace and to partic-
ipate in the political process.

Also, working for Time magazine in
New York in 1945 opened my eyes
regarding discrimination against women
in this country. There were some very
highly educated, progressive women at
Time. The best job they could get there
was “editorial researcher.” There were
only two women executives, the heads of
the research department and the cable
department. However, Time trained me
well as a researcher. When assigned to
help draft the Japanese constitution, I
was the only one who immediately went
in search of source materials. I got into a
jeep and told my Japanese driver to find
any libraries still standing in Tokyo,
where I found the constitutions of many
countries—German (Weimar), Russian,
Scandinavian, French, as well as the
U.S.—to serve as examples.

Q. John Dower, in Embracing Defeat,
says of your role in the drafting of
the constitution: “At various points
[Beate Sirota] came down in support
of Japanese positions. Subsequently
when [the Japanese negotiators came
to] the women’s rights clauses Sirota
had originally drafted, [U.S. Army
Colonel] Kades adroitly and success-

fully suggested that since she had

been nice to them earlier, the Japa.
nese should now be nice to her.
Through this friendly reciprocity,
one of the strongest equal-rights pro-
visions in modern constitutional law
survived.” Tell us about it.

A. Actually, I never “came down in sup-
port of Japanese positions.” But the Jap-
anese negotiators didn’t know that I had
written the women’s rights provisions;
they knew me only as an interpreter.
They were favorably inclined toward me
because I had interpreted for both
sides—and I was very fast. Colonel Kades
was psychologically alert, and at 2 a.m. he
said, “Look, Miss Sirota has her heart set
on the women'’s rights provision in the
constitution, she has lived in Japan for a
long time, why don’t we pass the provi-
sion?” They would have had to pass it in
the end, but they could have weakened
it—this way it more or less stayed the way
it had been originally approved by the
American committee.

Q. Did you keep a diary at the time?
A. No. The need for secrecy was so
strongly impressed on us that I wouldn’t
even have thought of writing a diary at
that time, and I didn’t talk to my parents
or anybody else about my work for years.
In the 1950s some scholars and media
people criticized the constitution, and I
certainly didn’t want to lend fuel to those
who wanted to amend the constitution
by letting it be known that some young
girl had helped write it. Then, in the
mid-1970s, the material was declassified
and I gave one or two interviews about it
to scholars. It wasn’t until the 50th anni-
versary of the constitution that Colonel
Kades talked about our work.

Q. Publishers Weekly calls your book
“quietly feminist.” As a feminist be-
fore it was fashionable to be so, you
seem to have managed to gain your
colleagues’ confidence and respectas
some modern-day feminists have
not. Does it have to do with your
linguistic skills?

A. No, it has to do primarily with my
upbringing in Japan, where the culture
catered to men a great deal. Through
politeness to both men and women, I was
able to put across my own views in a way
that did not hurt the male ego. And I have
never had any problem with powerful
women—they have always been good to
me, probably because I do not present
threat. There are some women I'm afraid
of—a person like Bella Abzug, for exam-
ple, would intimidate me. Japanese
women feel warm toward me because of
my knowledge of the Japanese lan-
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guage—I'm one of the few foreigners
they feel they can communicate with
directly in language and feelings.

Q. In view of the fact that you left
college before graduation, how did
you make Phi Beta Kappa?

A. We had a very forward-looking woman
president at Mills, Aurelia Henry Rein-
hardt. She wanted women not only to get
an education and have a family but also to
have a career. She felt that educated
people had an obligation to contribute to
society. When she found out that the
government needed me as a translator
(recruiters who came to the campus said
that only 60 Caucasians in the United
States spoke Japanese, and the Nisei
couldn’t be used in San Francisco be-
cause they had been interned), she gave
me permission to complete my degree by
exam and term-papers. Because I'd gone
to summer school and always taken the
maximum number of credits, I needed
only 12 more to graduate.

Q. How did you get into your career
as an impresario?

A.Inthe 1950s, I began to work part time
for the Japan Society, recruiting Japanese
musicians and dancers who were in this
country to perform in schools. They had
to rehearse in the living room of my
apartment in New York because the
Japan Society’s offices were too small! As
the requests for performances grew, I
received grants to bring in professional
performers from abroad.

In the 1970s, when I became full-time
director of performing arts for the Asia
Society, my goal at first was to bring only
the most authentic and traditional classi-

Beate Sirota Gordon is flanked on the left by playwright James Miki—who
wrote “A String of Pearls,” a play about ber that will tour Japan in May
2000 —and on the right by Akio Fukushima, director of the Young People’s
Theater (Seinen Gekijo), the oldest repertory company in Tokyo, which is
producing the play.

cal performers, who were not well
known here at the time, and I worked
mostly with colleges and universities. I
was aware that I had to bring performing
arts that would connect with American
audiences. One college administrator had
told me, “I'm not interested in anything
Asian, because I once saw a No drama and
it was so static, long, and boring that I
don’t ever want to present anything Asian
again.”

So I went to Asia myself to find artists
and arts that could communicate with
American audiences, and I auditioned
performers in every Asian country except
Bangladesh and Cambodia. I had a travel
budget that permitted me to arrange for

From Jobn W. Dower’s Embracing Defeat: Japan in the Wake of

World War II (W. W. Norton, 1999):

“[Beate] Sirota sat on the subcommittee for civil rights, and her almost
serendipitous presence there provided GHQ’s ‘constitutional convention’ with
the rare perspective of a young, spirited, idealistic, and remarkably
cosmopolitan European Jewish woman who was attuned to both Japanese
and American culture and especially sensitive to issues of repression and

Dpersecution.” [p. 365]

“The section [of the Japanese constitution] enumerating ‘rights and duties of
the people’ was, and remains, one of the most liberal guarantees of human
rights in the world. Thanks largely to Beate Sirota, it even affirmed ‘the
essential equality of the sexes’—a guarantee not explicitly found in the U.S.

Constitution.” [p. 369]

“[Sirota] and everyone around ber strongly believed they were belping to
create the less oppressive society that most Japanese desired but could not
obtain from their own leaders. In Sirota’s case, the feeling was based on an
unusual sense of identity with Japanese women, coupled with personal
knowledge of their legal and marital oppression. She also bhad seen the ‘thought
police’ in action, for they bad routinely visited ber parents’ house to extract
information about guests from the servants and kitchen belp. . . .” [p. 360]
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performances—ritual dances and festival
entertainment—to be put on just for me,
out of season. Many of the performers of
these arts are not professionals.

It was difficult to find authentic per-
forming arts because the Asians were sure
that Westerners wouldn’t appreciate
them. They always tried to show me more
Westernized renditions. For example, in
Burma I was shown a “traditional classical
dance” that seemed quite modern and
Western to me. After some probing, I
found out that the only thing traditional
about the performance was the 200-year-
old music—the dance had been choreo-
graphed only 10 years earlier.

Q. What sorts of performances
proved most successful here?
A. At first the Japanese ones were most
popular, because Americans were most
familiar with them. Later, performances
from other countries became successful
too, because we worked very hard to
introduce them sensitively. When you're
presenting something new to people
who have ballet, modern dance, or
Beethoven in their minds, it is important
to provide explanatory brochures, post-
ers, and program notes. In New York, I
created an “atmosphere” for the perfor-
mances by setting up photo, art, and
handicraft exhibits in the lobby of the
Asia Society theater, and by serving sam-
ples of the food of the country being
represented—sushi or dumplings, for ex-
ample—so as to appeal to all the senses.
As time passed, I began bringing contem-
CONTINUED ON PAGE 8
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porary as well as classical arts—modern
works that were more representative of
the modern Asia, the Asia that was pro-
ducing Toyotas.

Q. Was there any single presentation
that you remember best?

A. I think what touched people most was
“Children of the Wind,” an enchanting
Japanese children’s entertainment by Jap-
anese mimes. The actors used the tradi-
tional Japanese artifacts as props for sto-
ries like the “Ugly Duckling,” which is not
a Japanese story but which was done in
Japanese style, with black-clad actors
making giant origami birds fly. The direc-
tor also used traditional Japanese chil-
dren’s games to show their universal
appeal. At one performance I sat next to
a woman who said of some intricate
jump-roping on stage, “That is just as we
used to do it in Philadelphia!” Inciden-
tally, “Children of the Wind” was so
popular in the West that it went to a
festival in Vancouver every summer for
many years.

Q. What is your next project?

A. I plan to write a book that will
concentrate on my impresario career,
particularly on my adventures in search-
ing for the performing arts of Asia. I was
trained in many Western arts and in
Japanese dance. At one time I wanted to
be a dancer—I studied modern dance at
Mills with Marian Van Tuyl, a student of
Martha Graham, before I had to switch to
folk dance, which is easier on the knees.
The training I had received in Tokyo and
Oakland, and the constant attendance at
concerts and theater performances from
the age of 6, gave me a good understand-
ing of the performing arts.

Q. Given your experience in public
and cultural affairs, do you have any
special advice for young people grad-
uating from college today?

A. It seems as though many of today’s
youth are apathetic, chiefly interested in
making money, going for the MBA, slight-
ing the humanities. I think young people
must get involved in society, particularly
in politics. They have to vote and work
for the party of their choice. They should
also work in international organizations
that promote peace and understanding
among peoples—such as the Peace Corps
and Doctors Without Borders— or they
won’t have any world to live in. ]
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Johns Hopkins 1999 ®BK Graduate Describes
Teaching Sixth Grade in Oakland

By Molly Ness

Iam a first-year teacher of sixth-graders
at the Roosevelt Middle School in East
Oakland, California. When I graduated
from Johns Hopkins University (PBK,
1999) with a B.A. in political science, I
had several job offers with consulting
firms and research organizations, and in
the fields of law and politics. I chose to
make the commitment to Teach For
America because it offered what I con-
sidered the ideal combination of educa-
tion, community service, and working
with children.

Teach For America is part of the Ameri-
Corps service program. Founded 10 years
ago, Teach For America places more than
800 college graduates every year in the
nation’s 12 most impoverished school
districts: in urban areas such as Baltimore,
Los Angeles, the Bay Area, and New York
and in rural areas such as the Mississippi
Delta and the Rio Grande Valley. All
members undergo an intensive five-week
training program before they take up
their assignments.

The training focuses not only on the-
ories of education but also on practical
ways of becoming an effective teacher
and of holding children to high expecta-
tions while seeking to level the playing
field for students at schools like mine,
who obviously lack the educational op-
portunities that children from better
backgrounds have. Teach For America
corps members are warned that the two-
year commitment will be challenging, but
are encouraged to rely on parents, ad-
ministrators, fellow teachers, and Teach
For America alumni for support and guid-
ance. Corps members are hired directly
by the school district, and many complete
state credentialing programs during their
two years of service.

Roosevelt is an extremely over-
crowded school, with an annual teacher
retention rate of 60 percent. The student
body is 50 percent Asian, 25 percent
Latino, and 25 percent African American.
Located in a rough area notorious for drug
use, the school is plagued by gangs. My
students are nonnative English speakers;
they speak 10 languages, including Cam-
bodian, Vietnamese, Spanish, Arabic, and
Cantonese. Many of my students are
recent immigrants, and I am expected to
teach them conversational and written
English as well as the sixth-grade social
studies state-mandated curriculum.
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Although 1 had been told before I
began my Teach For America commit-
ment that I was about to experience a
harsher reality than anything I had pre-
viously known, I nonetheless believed
that teaching was a 9-to-3 job, that I could
leave my work at school and keep my
personal and professional spheres to-
tally separate. I believed that I could
bring my students into my classroom,
shut the door, and leave all of the
problems of the inner-city community
at the doorstep. I believed that I could
instill the love of learning in my stu-
dents, and somehow forget all the tur-
moil they faced in their lives outside
school.

I believed that my passion and enthu-
siasm for my children and for teaching
would never diminish. I vowed that I
would stay positive and avoid the disillu-
sionment that so many teachers feel. I
would go into my classroom every day
demonstrating the same energy and
passion I started with in September. It
wouldn’t matter if it was a gloomy
Thursday afternoon in late October, or
if I had been battling the flu for the
previous two weeks. I believed that I
would never become the “worksheet
teacher.” Rather than slide grammar
worksheets under my students’ noses, |
would have them build the Pyramids
out of sugar cubes. I set high expecta-
tions not only for my students, but for
myself as well.

In one swift move, I graduated from
college, packed my belongings, and
drove cross-country to start life anew in
an entirely unfamiliar environment with-
out the comforts of family, friends, and
home. I remember thinking at first how
exciting all this was—relocating, getting
my first real job, and having the respon-
sibilities of adult life. It was a whirlwind
of adventure, embarking on a new chap-
ter in my life.

But by early November, the excite-
ment had worn off, and the reality had
begun to sink in. I was in a new city, far
from my home, from roots to my past.
Maintaining a positive learning environ-
ment in an otherwise depressing place
was an endless challenge—the constant
planning, the discipline, the paperwork,
the headaches of the district bureau-
cracy. I felt underappreciated by my
administrators and abused by my stu-
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dents. I would come home from school,
sit on my couch, and think, “I can’t go
back tomorrow.” I felt drained. And grad-
ually I felt I was letting my students down,
as though nothing I was doing in my
classroom would ever be enough to make
life fair for them. I was becoming the
worksheet teacher that I had sworn I
would never be. I felt I had lost myself in
this process of trying to serve my stu-
dents. I started asking the really hard
questions, about myself, my life, and my
commitment.

Often I feel that Teach For America is
too eager to dismiss the frustrations we
teachers inevitably feel about our lives
and our jobs. It sometimes seems as if I am
just supposed to grin and bear it through
two years, until finally I can reflect on my
experience and say, “That was an impos-
sibly difficult experience, but I am a
richer person because of it.”

Given the passion and dedication of
most corps members, it seems taboo to
question your commitment to Teach For
America and to your students, but in fact,
I question my commitment almost every
day. I have a vivid memory of calling my
best friend, also a '99 corps member, who
was in Compton, to ask, “Will you quit
with me?” At first I thought that doubting
my commitment made me a bad person,
and that some omniscient Teach For
America presence was frowning down on
me. In fact, maybe all this questioning of
my commitment is actually a positive
force that makes me push to achieve
more in my classroom.

When I went home for the winter

break, I didn’t know what to tell my
friends and family about my Teach For
America experience thus far. Should I tell
them how I teach 127 students who
speak little to no English? Should I tell
them how there are never enough mark-
€rs, or scissors, or even textbooks to go
around? Should I tell them that my school
has no heat or that we have no nurse? Or
maybe I should tell them about my 13-
year-old student who cannot spell “dog”
because he is a victim of social promo-
tion? Should I tell about how I had a
student dragged out of my classroom, in
handcuffs, by the Oakland city police?
Or maybe I should tell about the time
when I decided to call home to talk to
Damon’s mother about how he swore in
my classroom. 1 assumed that I was
being a concerned, nurturing teacher.
Instead I discovered that Damon and his
mother were in hiding from his father,
who had recently tried to murder his
mother.

Given the passion and
dedication of most corps
members, it seems taboo
to question your
commitment to Teach For
America and to your
students, but in fact I
question my commitment
almost every day.

I slowly realized that any platitudes 1
would provide would be out of place, and
simply untrue. I could barely make sense
of the tension of opposites I felt in my life:
Did I want to quit, or did I want to devote
all of my life and energy to the Teach For
America vision?

I began to reflect on my initial impres-
sions of teaching. I remembered feeling
overwhelmed upon first entering my
classroom. Where did I even begin to
teach these children English and social
studies? More important, how could I
teach them that education would be their
way out of poverty and into successful
and meaningful futures? How could I
teach them to be upstanding citizens and
to practice civility in their everyday lives?
How could I teach them conflict resolu-
tion, responsibility, and self-respect?
When I told my father about my worries,
he said, “Do your best. You have been
handed an impossible situation. All that
anybody can ask you to do is your best.
Don’t beat yourself up over what you
cannot accomplish.”

The problem is, however, that far too
many of our nation’s children go to
overcrowded schools like mine that can-
not provide adequate materials, instruc-
tion, or attention. They will receive a
sub-par education, which seems to man-
date that a cycle of poverty will not soon
be broken. And too many teachers are
thrown into their classrooms with mea-
ger tangible support. Teachers do not
receive enough concrete incentives to
make teaching a lifelong profession. Our
best teachers are often lost before they
even start to achieve success in the
classroom. It is no secret that teachers are
overworked, underpaid, and underappre-
ciated; I am living proof of that.

Lately, I have struggled to make sense
of the lessons that I have learned thus far.
Here they are:

1. I have learned more about the
world in my few months of teaching than
I did in four semesters of college.

2. I have learned that children are
unbelievably resilient. My students face
immeasurable challenges, and tackle
them with the courage, grace, and
strength that some adults fail to demon-
strate.

3. I have learned that many people in
the world today would rather ignore
school districts like Oakland than to try to
solve the problems.

4. I have learned that it is rather easy
to be idealistic in thoughts and words, but
much harder to keep that idealism in
actions and in everyday life. In other
words, I have learned the meaning of
humility.

5. I have realized that prior to my
teaching experience, I had lived a shel-
tered life.  had always thought that I did
my part to make noble contributions to
society, but I now realize that those
efforts were far too sporadic and mini-
mal.

6. 1 have realized that too few people
in our society today devote their lives to
making this world a little better than they
found it.

7. And I have learned that although I
am only one person, my power as a
teacher will extend further than I could
have ever guessed.

Editor’s note: Molly Ness plans to return
to Roosevelt next year but has not yet
decided whether to teach sixth grade
again or to follow her students up to
seventh grade “in order to provide some
stability for these children, who have very
little of it at home.”
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Letters to the Editor

Presidential Evaluator’s
Musings

Reading “Musings of a Presidential
Evaluator” by Alonzo L. Hamby (Winter
1999 -2000) was enlightening, especially
since the results of the presidential eval-
uation were released only days prior to
the arrival of the Key Reporter. Professor
Hamby’s “musings” gave more depth to
the straight listing reported by the pop-
ular media. And he certainly proved to my
satisfaction that he was an appropriate
choice for this evaluation.

However, in discussing the success of
presidents in the “equal justice for all”
category, he downgraded Lincoln for
“affirm[ing] freedom and opportunity but
never align[ing] himself with the goal of
equality of wealth.” And why should
Lincoln have considered “equality of
wealth” if he affirmed freedom and op-
portunity? We are each promised “Life,
Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness.”
The freedom to pursue happiness allows
each of us to determine how successful —
and wealthy—we become (conceding
suitable minimum governmental sup-
ports). We have never, to my knowledge
in this country, been promised “equality
of wealth,” other than by the American
Communist and Socialist parties, which
do not garner widespread acceptance.

Was Professor Hamby inserting an-
other level of interpretation into the
evaluation: the personal views on society
of the expert evaluators?

Robert G. LeMay, Downers Grove, 1ll.

Alonzo Hamby responds:

Sheathe your indignation, Mr. LeMay!
How could I downgrade a president I
rank as one of the three best ever and
describe as “America’s greatest moral
statesman”? My purpose was simply to
show that the past was a different world
in which assumptions widely held in
today’s contemporary discourse were not
present. The issue you raise about the
nature of “rights” is an important and
difficult one that philosophers have grap-
pled with at least since Aristotle. Even a
scholar impetuous enough to rank all the
presidents should be wary of it.

My own outlook, which you rightly
believe influenced my evaluations, is that
people should enjoy some sort of right to
opportunity and that governments can do
useful things to secure it. If you believe
that efforts to secure absolute equality of

condition have a tendency to result in
totalitarian anti-utopias, I think (after
careful consultation with the shades of
Lenin, Stalin, and Mao) that you are on to
something.

Your Winter 1999 -2000 issue is most
informative and intellectually stimulat-
ing. The book reviews were also very
interesting. I particularly enjoyed Profes-
sor Hamby’s article about the U.S. Presi-
dents—most appropriate for the presi-
dential holiday weekend. I think it would
interest many of us to learn which col-
leges elected our U.S. Presidents as mem-
bers of Phi Beta Kappa. Could you publish
this information in a future issue?

Marcia Maylatt Smith Fleming, Wash-
ington D.C.

Members in course: John Quincy
Adams and Theodore Roosevelt, Har-
vard University; Chester A. Arthur,
Union College; William Howard Taft
and George H. W. Bush, Yale Univer-
sity; and Bill Clinton, Georgetown
University.
Honorary or alumni members:
Martin Van Buren, Union College;
Franklin Pierce, Bowdoin College;
Rutherford B. Hayes, Kenyon College;
James A. Garfield, Williams College;
Grover Cleveland, Princeton Univer-
sity; Woodrow Wilson, Wesleyan Uni-
versity; Calvin Coolidge, Amherst Col-
lege; Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harvard
University; Harry S. Truman, Univer-
sity of Missouri; Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, Columbia University; and
Jimmy Carter, Kansas State University.
Eleanor Roosevelt was elected to
honorary membership by the Radcliffe
College chapter (1941).

I must say that I was surprised, in a
way, that Bill Clinton is a member of this
distinguished body. It is not surprising,
given his sharp mind; however, in view of
the obvious fact that he has a serious
moral and ethical deficit, I must declare
that I am not proud to be associated with
him (even though distantly) through the
medium of membership in Phi Beta
Kappa. Is there any way his membership
can be revoked, in regard to his blatant
lying to the entire country? If I lied or
cheated to get into Phi Beta Kappa and
this were later revealed, would I be
removed from membership? If I were

otherwise found so morally deficient,
would my membership be revoked? For
what do we stand, besides h