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Abstract o o

I Ritual,” Symbolic Anthropology, Conflict, Higher Education-)

2
3

This paper 1nvestlgates the structural aspects of r1tual

in a modern unlver51ty, and .explores how ritual operates

.through the use of ‘tenure at a large university in the Western

United Statesl‘ The study is an ethnohistorical analy51s of the
firing of a tenured professor - H.Bruce Franklin. The paper
con51der§ how people socially construct their own reaiity and

discusses: a)the positioning of the actors in the.drama, b)the

" historical forces that are at work within the symbolic representation

of time, and c)the place of ritual as a process in a period of
conflict in a modern -organization. A synthe51s of the: 1nterplay
of r1tual structure and function is explalned g0 that a more
1ntegrat1ve understanding of ritual in a modern "educational

oréanization will be understood.
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I Had arrived then at the conclusion that in fashioning a work of art we
are by no means free, thai 'we do not. choose how we shall make it but that
it is pre-existent tq, us and therefore we are obliged, .since it is both
necessary and hidden, to do what we should have to do if it-were a law of
nature, that is to say to discover it. But this discovery which art
obllges us to make, is 1t not, I thought, really the dlscovery of what,
though it ought to be more precious to us than anything‘in the <worid, .
, Yet remains ordimarily for ever unknown to us, the difcovery of our true
llfe, of reality as we have felt it to be, which differs so greatly from,
what we thlqk it 15. .

’ Marcel Proust The Past Recaptured
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Few studies have investigated ;hé(role of ritual in periods -
of conflict‘anddviolence in modern society. Mary Douglas (1973)
and Suzanne Gampbell-Jones (1980) showed how rltual fupctions in
the Catholic Church, and Deal and Kennedy (1982)- con51dered
ritual in the organization of a moqern corporatlon. Mosﬁ studies
of r}tual's pulfiple roles and forms, however, foeus on simple
societieé;that'presumably have a structural need for rituals that
madern societiee-have either %ost or replaced. Roy Rappaport argues

that "'abapdonment of ritual, widespread inﬁq the COxitemporéi'y -world,

is contributing significantly‘to social and environmental
problems, as well as'mp-fallures of ‘meaning" (1979 142). Rene

2

Girard, on the other haed whose work examlnes ritual violence
and sacrificial texts, belleves that in the modern world. the

written law and the courts have replaced the rltual V1olence of
earlier societies: "For us the circle has been broken. We owe
our good forfune to one of our social institutions above ell:s

our judicial system, which serves to-deflect the menace of

WA

vengeance"‘(1977:15). Although Rappaport, Girard, and others
(e.g.Gluckman 1962;Turner 1968) point to. structural and psychological .
diffegeﬁces between modern and simple éocieties' uses of ritual, ;
virtually no anthropologically-oriented work has been done on
rituals in modern organizations. : |

I have sought here a framework for discussing a specific ‘form

of ritual in a modern organizatiom.' The study centers around

"what I term ritual violence. In The_ggums of Affliction Turner -

states: ‘"There are in Ndembu culture many kinds of ritual which

may be termed collectlvely ‘rituals of affliction' or 'drums of
affllctlon' for Ndembusoften use the term 'drum' as a. synonym both

for a type and an actual performance of ritual" (1968: 15). This «
paper considerSa partlcular ‘drum of affliction' in a modern )
university. Modern organlzat1ons, like small bands or tribes,

or small units of larger 5roups,"must have wéys of resolving

conflict that threatens the body. These resolutions often come

N
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through non<personalized means and by public means, so that . *°

- there is no single person wgp has to take responsibility for the

execution or sacrifice of the victim. * .
I begin with an analysis of tenure and academic freedom at
a large western university, using a case within the. last twenty
years in which the univefgify fired a tenured professor. I )
create éhe historical context for those a€tions and relate them
to the social climate of the time. In the second parf of the
essay 1 provide a framework from which we can view the ritual ~
aspects of tenure and a discussion of how actors in these events
socially conﬁtructed'their own reality. I consider: a)the
positioning of the actors in the drama, b) the historical forces =
tha* are at work within the gymbolic representatior of time, and
¢) the place of ritual as a process within a process in both
simplex and multiplex communities. The third p;rt of the paper
1nterpret5rthe activities-at the unlver51ty through this frame-
work, suggesting that our mlsunderstandlng of nodern ritual may be
related to the technologlcal underpinnings of moderi professional
organlzatlons. ’ .
A caveat to the reader. because I concentrate on how a group
socially conatructs and gives meanlng to itself, and how BOClal
reality exlsts within that profgne and sacred world view, I
do not deny that indiwvidual pnocesses and actions are possible.
The focus on this paper, ﬁowever, i8 on’one group's social
cdnstructiOn of reality. Indeed, the intent of thlB paper is not
to generallze about all professional organlzatlons -or all of
moderﬁ society. This paper illustrates the limitations of
the universalist assumptions of recent theorists that rltual

conflict operates in a particular way for all societies (e.g. Girard

1977), or that ritual conflict exists only in a particular form
of comiunlty (e.g. Rappaport 1979 Gluckman.1962,1965). The in~-depth

t‘ptudyn_ of one organization over a long t;me span, and a clear
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explicution of how one ritual works-albeit under extraordinary
circunatances—will point theudiscuésion of ritual away from a
llnear contlnuum model of rltual 1n simplex-multiplex societies,
and toward a morms 1ntegrat1ve understandlng of the 'drums of

affliction.?

M

"I Tenure and Academic Freedom at Stanford:The Franklin Case as Ritual

b}

It is generally a;knowiedged that Edward A. Ross of’
Stanford University planted the seeds of .tenure in the American
professorlate in 1900. Stanford Presldent Jordan fired the young
Economics professor for views that were too liberal for the
university. Ross’s case sparkeq a national: and local outcry,
for many people felt that a young man had lost his job fou
sggaking.his mind. Initially,-.as a professor hired in 1893,
Ross had- the respéﬁt and admiration of the president, faculty
and students. President Jordan said of h1m "I do not know' < -
a man in this department in whose future I have more confidence.

I'think, of all the younger men in the country in this line of

‘work, Dr. Ross is the most prominent. He shows himself entirely

free from either political preaud1ce§ or the prejudices of °
books" (Elliott 1937:331).  Ross, for his part,.also thought
Stanford and Culifornia were the best’place to be. 'President
Jordan. his heart in higher education and the. advancement  of
pure sclenpe, had gathered about him four score men 25-40
years of age who shared his ideals" (Ross 193%6:54). Jordau
and California were, "everything I could de51re" thought Ross;
Stanford was a young institution imbued with the Germanic.

concept of Lehrfreiheit, a dedication for ,academic excellence,

and a zeal to make the university the "Harvard of the West"
as Governor Stanford .had demanded of President Jordan.

Lehrfreiheit, the forerunner of academic freedom,.was the belief

G
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that the professoriate must enjoy a f?eedoﬁ'of teaching and a .

freedom of inquiry so that the foundation of the university was

the éoncept of the free assertion,'discuésion, and development

of ideas. | o Y

' From 1896 until his dismissal in 19QO,ﬂRoss increasinglf

tested the abilitx of the university to allew for the free dis-

cuosion of ideas, while at the same time allow the institutioﬁ

to remain true _to Governor St;nford'sbdictum that the professorigte

stay away from political maneuverings. It is not surprising '

that the storm over Lehrfreiheit should descend upon a Professor

of Economics and Sooiology,’in that the period from 1870

onward saw the oentral focus of intellectual:inquiry move from

that of theology and religion to the social and economic sciences.
> By 1900 Ross had embraced severai controversiaf'subjects

in"the admlnlstratlon 8 view: the free coinage of sllver, the

munlclpal ownershlp of publzc utllltres, the rallway union )

strike of 1898, and a publlc forum about the power of the "ruthiess

.capltallsts." He also spoke out vehemently against 4sian

'1mmlgrat10n because Asian laborers took JObB away from the working

class. These causes were Socialist in nature, decidedly

polltlcal and deflnltely aberrant for a professor at Stanford

Unlver51ty‘ The unlverslty. financed by the sole trustoe,

Mrs. Leland Stanford, could not.withstand such attacks from one

of its oWn. For the wife of a; rallroad barog who had made countless

m11110ns~by employlng Chinese laborers to build a prlvately owned

rallroad, Ehe words of Ross were no ‘less than heresy; his ideas '5 .

threatened the health, well-being and virtual stability of the

entire institution. By November 12,1900 Mrs..Stanford demanded-

and received-President Jordan's ‘concurrencﬂe that Ross must be

fired.

v

"Ross' s dismissal provoked an outcry against the meddling.-of an old
woman, the 1mpoten9p of a unlverslty president to defend academic freedom,

and the harmful effects the dismissal had on a dedicated professor's

n
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career. In general, the:faculty supported the President and Mrs;
Stanford, but seven professors resigned in protest. Whiledthe student

voice was nil, the reports of the press were shrill in condemnation:

M"Universal is the sentiment of reprobation of Mrs. Stanford's course"

"No name on the-faculty list has brought greater glory to the institution
‘than Professor Ross’s" (Ross 1936‘?3). The American Economic Association
_became the. flrst professional organization in the country to 1nvestlgate~

an 1nst1tutlon g firing of a professor.
As mentioned, most students of higher educatlnn look to this

. incldent as planting the idea that the professoriate needed a

formalized system-tennre-to protect academic freedom. Since then, over

‘elghty-flve percent of the institutions of higher education in America

have created some form of tenure. While tenure systems differ from
institution’ to 1nst1tntlon, one general form is that a department
hire an assiskant professor into a tenure-track position for three
years. After three years the tenured faculty members of the department,
elong with student ‘evalvations and an assessment by the dean, vote to
renew the individual's contract for another three years, or let him/her
.£0. The debartment's wote, with the deants assessment, becomes the.
property of the provost's office where a decision is recommended to the
president and Board of Trustees. By the end of the sixth year a
einilarhprocess occurs at which time either the individual becomes an
Associate Professor and receives tenure, or loses his/her job. A$ a
research university like Stanford, tenure commlttees take into consid-
eration factors such as publlcatlon record, research projects underway,
student evaluation of teachlng, and dlssertatlon advisee load. Generally,
after. a faculty member has been granted tenure an arbitrary time period
is set up for amother review to see if the individual's rank should be
moved from Associate level to full Professor. , .
Variqus S§§f§,°°°“r where a unlversltz,denles tenure and an
investigation happens. Hbst recently, Stanford Unlverslty and the
Unlvere;ty of California at Santa Cruz have denied two feminist faculty
members tenure on the grounds that their research is not scholarly. A

Teview of their cases by outside committees is underway. While formal

i?f‘;tigitions of tenure denial are not widespread, many cases can be

4




discussed since the days, of Edwerd Ross. What is more rare is- to
consider a professor who has been granted tenure and loses hiS‘dob. The
caSe of H. Bruce Franklin provides one of the first instances where the |
American professoriate decided to fire a* tenured faculty member for
h actiVities that sore;y tested the university's dedication to academic -~ .
' freedom. - ' Lo . -
- ¢ By 1970, the battleground for academic freedom was not to be tried

on a "cross of gold" or on immigrant ships bringing economic doom to the

“American worker as it had in Ross's time; rather, free ‘speech centered S

upon a country thousands of miles from the Stanford canpus and battleships:

that delivered American soldiers onto the shores of Vietnam. Stanford's

" :alleged involvement.with the war, ranging from Board of Trustees invest-

ments, to computer simuiation nodels of American‘invasions of Laos, .

demanded action, thought Bruce Franklin, on the part of the university

, -

community. ’ .-
The events of the time, centering around the war,‘and the situation
on the campus, were filled with discord and near-chaos. The.presidency, .
“ after ; long-reign of Wallace Sterling, was -first left vacant, and then
filled by Kenneth Pitzer for a brief eighteen uonths, beginning'in 1969.
President Pitzer,.unaware of, and unable to cope with increesing‘tension
. on campus, stayed away at Rice University until he finally arrived into
a virtual witches' brew of troubles, anxieties, and increasing campus

" unrest. The provost's position had also been left vacant for a short

time, so that for a critical few years the university was without
consistent leadership in the two top poSitions. By 1970;the external ) ’
factor of the war in Vietnam, combined with the lack of top leadership,
r a faculty that,increaSingly demanded a voice in the goverqence of the
’ institution, and a student body that'reacted against the perceived in-
difference of an'administration, provided for a 51tuation that many thought
was close 10 disaster. Buildings had been pillagea, and lives had been

threatened when the- new president -Pichard Lyman-»assumed affice.

L U SN P ——

Lyman's immediate energies went-+0 restoring calm tO’%he univerSity.

His appOintment of a trusted faculty member, William«Miller, to the post

2

of provost, created a feeling among the professoriaté that their voices

would be heard in the administration. The newly crahted Faculty Senate -

. also provided a forum for scholarly discourse aboutfiaculty‘concerns.
l
|




X

If Pre51dent Iwman thought his actlons ealmed the unlverslty waters,
then h1s perceptlon of H.Bruce Franklln was that he poured oil on, and
was ready to dight a match to, those same waters. Profgssor F;anklln, a
noted Marxist scholar of Herman Melville, was a founding member of the
Venceremos Brlgade - a Marxist, third world group that called for the
'actlve overthrow1ng of the-capitalist system. As an early outspoken
opponent of the war, Franklin originally had embraced liberal causes
whose purpose was to brlng about a peaceful solution in the Vietnam war.
He had tried peaceful means-sit-ins, demonsirations against napaim
prodgcing companies in a nearby town, and countless teach-ins to help v
studeﬁtq debate the pressing concerns of the day. By 1968 he and ;thers,
however, had concluded the university needed to be brought to its knees
if the war were to end.. . ’

The act that instigated Franklin's dismissal pr3ceedings was a
speech given-or attempted to be given-by Henry Cabot Lodge at Stanf\rd
Unlverslty on the night of January 11,1974. The president asserted that
| Franklin had sought to disrupt the speech and not allow.Lodge to speak.
Franklin's resﬁqnse was, "It is criminal not to take action against the
murderer of the Vietnamese people. I would argue that the actioh I and
others did on January 11 constitdte inappropriate behavior. The:
appropriate response to -war cr1m1nals is not. heckling, but what was done
to those at Nhrenberg. they should be locked up or- executed" (Franklin
Files 1/12/71). _ . |

To a man deéicated to gentile discourse such as Lyman, statements
such as“the above, and snbseqﬁentvcomments by Franklid did little to clear
the air of the problems that beset the university. Prior to the
Lodge incident, Lyman had taken the position that Jordan had with ’
Ross;anlo Alto business people had protested to the president /
about’Franklin's Hisrupting normal business activiti. He responded:

"The university cannot be held, accountable for extracurricular actions

of its faculty. At the same tlme such activities can be relevant in

' determining an individual's fitness to teach. The difficult question is,
when do such activities constitute conduct which would warrant cismissal"
(Franklin ?iles 9/7/70). By January 29, after the Lodge incidernt, Richard

A
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' Lyman had decided when such activities were inappropriate. - By then
his comment was: '"The time for rhetoric about the need to protect
- eqpentfh} rights while enforcing essential respon51b111t;es is over.
©~ The task is upen us" (Franklin Filee. 1/29/71).
Like Mrs. Stanford during the Koss episode, he saw the”university en
the brihk of possible disaster - buildings had been trashed and lives
threatened -'and he somehow had to restore order to the impending
‘chaos. A picfure of a tyrannical president out to crush faculty and.
student v01ces is not accurate; Lyman was an opponent of the Vietnam
.. war, but he had had no radical conversion as had Frankline. "He applauded »
' free speech, but not at the expenss of others. His spllt with Professor
Franklin was that whefe Franklin wanted action, Lyman wanted discourse.
Lyman expecked the upiversity toAact in the way that Jordan had .
proposed after the Ross affair: "I will deny freedom for men without
experience in life, for men who live in a visionary world, for men whose
ready eloquence takes the place of science. Men with the Ph® were not
always prepared for the freedom a grown man must take. Their fitness to
speak usually dates from the period in which they make the discovery
that they are not. yet quite ready" (Veysey 1965:298-9). Franklin the |
vl visionary, was clearly unfit to speak. . - _
‘After the Lodge incident Franklin succeeded in having three more
charges brought before the Advisory Council.’ On February 10,1971 he
gave a speech in White Plaza where he said that students should march on
the computation cent-~ and dierupt the ¥Gamut-H" program that hgd been
.-on the computer. Gamut-H was the acronym for a computer simulation model §
. of an armed invasion from Vietnam into Laos by American goldiers. TFranklin §
‘and_other revolutionaries felt this insidious duplicity on the part of the
© "nentnal' university and decided that stopping the war xachine - in this
instaﬁce, the computer center = was éhe only appropriate response toc an
administration that was unsympathetic and unwilling to listen to their
néeds. Franklin stated atﬂfhe conclusion.of his speech:‘”What we're asking
oo “for is Tor people to make that little tiny gesture to show that we are |

- willing to inconvenience ourselves a little bit and to begin to shut dowa

. the most obvious machinery of war, such as, and I think it's a very good
target, that Computation Center' (Frankliu Files 2/10/71)." ’ |
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~ Students subseguently marched on the center, took it over, did

minimal damage (eight hundred dollars worth) agg mulled around until

police arrived. The police ordered everyone to leave the premises, and

. the two -facuilty observers that had been sent there by the administration

o

Gouncil to review the matter rather than a lesser body, ''because the

. began to leate. What actually occurred in the ensuing mowents is unclear;
3

what is certain is that Franklin urged the faculty members to stay, to
observe, s0 that violence against the studeﬂts did not Happen. For
these actions the administration charged him‘ﬁlth ihciting to.riot and
seeking to foment trouble during a dangerous sitgation. '

" Finally, on thé same night he gave another speech advocating a

;complete shuttingedown of the university; after ;hermeeting violence

ensued. Whether Franklin's speech caused.the violenge, or even if people
of his persusaion partioipateg‘in theiviolence,nis still a mattel of
queStioh. . On the ohe hand there are'those who say he "incited" people to
riot and ihcitement to riot is groupds for disqissal. ‘On the other
hand," the American Civil Libertiebs Union contended that he "advocated" -
for people‘to disrupt aotiyities"anduthat advocacy of an action is

protected under the law. The deoision about these charges: 1)the
Lodge 1n01dent 2) the speech about the computation center, B)the act1v1t1es

. at the Center, and L) the nlght speech about closing the un1vers1ty, was

to be de01dedxby the Adv1sory Council to the President.
Presldent Lyman wrote to Franklin that he wanted the Advisory ,

sapctions againét you, as a faculty.member, are most serious in this
Goun01l rather than a lesser one that can only. 1mpose a warnlng”
(Franklln Flles 1/29/71). Seven men = all tenured and all full
Professors - in the fields of: Biology, Theology, Psychology, Sociology,
EngldEerlng, Business, and Computer Science, comprlsed the Advisory
Councile The Chair of the Council.uwas the future provost for Richard
iyman, and preSent president of the -institution - Donald Kennedy.‘

The Advisory Council. collected over two thousand pages of testimony

Y

during thebfall of 1971. They llstened for six hours a day for over six

weeks to testimony given by Franklln, un1Vers;ty officials, and countless ‘

witnesses. Everyone absolved Frapklin of any wrongdoing in the Lodge affair..




On the speech about the computation center, everyone agreed upon his guilt
surrounding the charge of inciting people to riot. On the speech and
his actions at the computation center there was a split decision 5=2,
with the Chair and theology professor casting the dissenting votes. i
Finally, the vote concerning punishment for these offenses was also 5=2; \
again Professorvaenpedy and Brewn dissented. President Lyman accep%ed
e  the Council's verdict that tenure should be revoked and Franklin let go;
Y ‘Lyman presented the cas® to the Board of Trustees, they concurred, and
Franklin lost his job. “ | )
Thus, within a year's time of trial and conflict, a tenured English : -
professor lost his job for-acticns judged undignified for a prBfessor.
* _While the Council had considered lesser penalties, in their final
judgment: "We are highly "au:L\

concept in this case. Professor Franklin's announced convictions about

us whether rehabilitation is a useful

the guilt of the university are deeply held and his opposition to the
institution in the present form seems implacable" (Franklin 197 5:39). e -
| There had been an outpouring of sentiment about Franklin's case both
natlonallv and locally. The American Civil Li' erties Union and AAUP
demanded a legal investigation. In the Stanford Archives over seven
boxes bf’newspaper elippings exist that represent a wide range of faculty .
opinion in support of the president's decision, or’deménﬁing Qhat the
Advisory Council dissolve and let Franklin return to teaching. <‘he
. ' most vocal supporters of Franklin were the group who were most silent
during the Ross affair = the students. Many students attended tpe‘
% hearings of the &dvisory Council, and many of them appeared as witnesses
in support of Professor -Franklin. Nevertheless; the .assessment by Mayhew .
of community sentiment was probably most chosely represqutlve of the
truth: "There were some on campus decidedly critical of ‘the entire process.
However, the larger preponderance of campus'epdnion accepted the referral
s of the matter to the Advisory Board, the Board's recommenddtion, and
the final Board of Trustees decision to terminate the appointment'(1975:34).
We have, then, an individual who lost his yﬂ>grém a modern university
< ‘because the community perce1ved his ideas and actions as aberrant. The

historical precedence for such an event comes from a 51mllarly prosperous

i <
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and eventful time in higher education = 1900 Both periods were times of
rapid growth, 1nst1tut10n building, and &n increasing bureaucratization |
of procedures. Ross and Franklin had similarly high marks from students
and fa ulty as intelligent and 1ndustrlous, with an excellent record of
scholar y,research. Both 1nd1v1duals were married men, under forty, who
had cﬁ;ldren. The academic community had always been‘thelr livelihood and
after their firings théy both found teaching positions eiseﬁhere: Ross at’
Nepraska and later at wisconsin, and Franklin at Rutgers University.

Their dismissals centered around problems exte;ﬁal‘to the university-
Asianﬂimmigration and the Vietnam war~and they created much discussion
nationally and locally. The majority of the faculty stuck by their
iresident, but there was also a sizable minorifj of the faculty who

dissented in favor of Ross and Franklin. The context of the situations

were one of conflict and discpgg4‘of potential, actual, and symbolic

violence within the university and against one individual. -What remains
to be seen is if these acts were rituals of affliction, what similarities
they have, if any, to the structu=al and functional quhlities of ritual .

in primitive society, and finally, what can be learned from their analysis.

II Framework . Y
Soclety is not a haphazard collectlon of individuals that comnstruct
their reality individually. Rather, society is’ a group of individuals that °

. construct their meaning not only from individual consciousness, but also from

a life-world that has order and struature prior to the individual entering
it. in this light} society entérta;ps a-structural hialectié between the
objective structure and subjective interpretation that is mediated by
history, ‘time, and the positioning of the actors within the social drama. o
Berger and Luckmann comment on how we create our collective knowledge:
“Institutionalization occurs whenever there is a reciprocal typification
of habitualized actions By types of actors. ”Put differently, any such _
typification is.an 1n5t1tut10n. What must be stressed is the reciprocity
of institutional typlflcatlons and the typicality of/hot only the actions
but also the actors in institutions._. The .typifications of habitualized
actions that ‘constitute -instituticns are always shared ones. They
are available to all members of the particular social group in question, .

and the institution itself typifies individual actors as well as

]




individudl actions: ” The institutions posits that actions of type X
. will oe performed by actors of type X. For example, the instikutiOn
\ of the law posits.that heads shall be chopped off in speoifio ways,
under- specific circumstances, and that spec1f1c types of individuais
shall do the chopping (1966:54). '
To translate: a net, a web of socjal relationships exists, "and how s
pegple interact with, .aad in, that net is determinéd by the web itself
" as well as the meltitude of individuals that mark the1r ‘existence in
that web. ThlB interpretation reJects the idea that 1nd1viduals are -
mechgnistlc yawne who can do nothing to determine their own history, and
the idea that individuals can create their own reality. People’create
meaning for their 11ves, make sense of their world, by a collective
_ideology that allows the individual a freedom of 1nterpretatlon and . J
‘ection within a set of boundaries defined by collectively shared patterns
° and symbols. j .. .
Ritual conflict exists within this net. °It can be viewed from
several perspectives: as an 1nst1tutlonallzed system, it acts cathartically
in order to preserve and restore order to the organization; as a device for“
the profane world, it allows communlcatlon with elements of the sacred
world; as a structure for the comnunlty, it distances virtual from actual . -

o

violence; and as a symbol, it invokes 1nd1v1dual meanings in accordance

""\

<

with the actors’ relatlonshlp to, and knowledge of, the collective
_structures and functions of ritual violence. As stated, most "theorjes
of r1tual focus upon the assumption that rltual is structurally deep, .
or that ritual is time-free. An alternative way of understandlng ritual
1s to ask how $he particular soclety whereln ritual resides was created,
’.how it operates today, how it has changed over time, and how ritual has
.worked w1th1n that 1nst1tutlon. When we speak of ritual and look to the
individual structure we frame our .questions so that our answer depends
upon ritual's relationship to society, rather “than the reciprocal
> interaction of the social and strqctﬁral relationships within society.
A better understanding of the perspective of ritual within a
socially constructed and mediated reality can be gained by a discussion

| : of: a) the positioning of the actors and their roles, b) the time frame
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-in which these actors function, and the specific set af ritual events
that take place, and c) the place of ritual within societal reality.

Actors and their ‘roles: The actors for whom we concern ourselves are

the sacrifiers, the high priest, pfiest—officiants, and the victim.

 Hubert and Mauss call those people whom receive the benefits of the

victim's sacrifice the sacrifiers. ‘The sacrifier can be either an

individual or a groui of individuals bonded together in a common interest. -

Within this collectivity exists an individua} or small delegation of
(indivudals who will officiate as priests during the sacrifice. It is

the prlests respon51b111ty to perfnnmthe savrlflce, defined as, "A
religious act, which through the consecration of the victim, modifies

the condition of the moral person who atcomplishes it or that of certain
objects with which he 3s concerned! (Hubert and Mauss. 198%13). Generally,
the sacrifiers attribute to the priest(s) a unique power of défining the
form the ritual will take, when it will tékemplace, and who the victiﬁ &
will be. The priests are the upholders of'social morality, as well as the
physicians who heal diseased social relationships. Turner (1968) argues
that the attribution of this power to an individual is vital for soc1et1es
without centralized polltlcal institutions. I w1ll argue later that
atéributed power is as pqyer%ul in organizations with a centralized
political hierarchy. _ . o )

The priest cah be seen as the guide to the sacrifice; the one h

wno will be both of the .sacrad and profane worlds, and who will have

x

a distinct relatlonshlp with the v1ct1m, high priest, sacrifiers, .
and the gods. Within the priest resides the power to direct the rltual‘
expulsion of the victim from the perane world into the sacred. The
priest's knowledge of how to perform the act ensures that errors wilil
not happen, and that the victiqfs disease will not spread throughout
the collectivity. Dress, masks,'ﬁréparaéion{ the time}pf the’sdérifice,h
become focal pdints for special consideration that only the priest |
may resolve. Thus, as the préést-officiant. increases his sacredness,

- he makes safér his travel with the victim to the world of the sacred.

Thls serves the double function of allowing the priest to return .

+ to the community, and resume life within the world of the profane.

<
o
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"during the coyrse of a sacrif;cialirife, as a scapegoat.who carries

o

A.distinction can now be made between the priest-officiants and
the leader (or high—priest)of the collectivity. ‘The highépriest may .
or mgy not officiate during the ceremony. An attributed social power

resides in this individual so that he/she is generally the one in

the profane world who acknowledges that a crisis exists within*the

community, and that a form of ritual is needed to quell this drisis.

The high-priést’can Either appoint those people who will be priests,

or the leader can take on the sacred qualltles for hlmself.' Ase '
leadershlp exists within a speclflc set of spatial and temporal

planes, so the leader's designation of the rltqal 1§ also structured

by those planes. The high priest is of the profane\world and recognizes

the necessity for the gropp to create a generative transformation
to tha world of the sacred. It should be noted that’+the leader is not

. necessarily of the sacred world, but rather, one who leads in the every-

day mundane affairé of the community. When the high-priest feels thosé

alfairs threatened 1t is through the attributed social power of the

group that this 1nd1V1dual can, start the sacrificial process in motlon.'
The victinm prov1des the channel of communication between the

sacred and préfane world. Tpés Being can take on many different

shapes ‘and forms: as an animal that is immolated as an offering.

the’ communal pollution out of the community, thereby .purifying the
profane world, as a surrogate victim‘that embodies an idea, or truth,
that the communlty may cherish, and at the ‘samé time fear.

' The questlon remalns why society chooses one victim and not
another; is the selectlon of the victim merely arbitrary? We have
a social desire for a sacred iject that the community-at-large, or
through the attributed social power of the high-priest,. believes
resides in the_ victim; It is at this boint‘that we must draw into
play the, positioming of the actors, and an underssandlng of how the
historical processes interconnect wlth those actors. That is, to fully

understand why a particular actor is transformed into a victim, as a

‘Ecapegoat, & surrogate. an offering, or otherwise, we cannot decontextualize

the ritual itself, but instead need to understand the history from which
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these actors and structures have arisen, as well as the present
climate and tenor of the community, and larger society. To

decontextuallze a rltual, or to describe the ritual ‘event void of its

1mmedaate, circumscribed influences and climate is to palnt ritual h\x‘

as a static process, unchanging; it then becomes a universal model NG
N

whlch can be applled to all communities. w

As‘atated, the search for universals is not. now helpful if we
are to work-within the framework of a socially constructed and mediated
world by which peoplercfeate - and recreate - their collective reality.
Because 50c1ety seeks a sacredness which appears in the future victim,
that 1nd1v1duﬁ} becomes a sacrlflclal object of the collective de51re.
The victim, then, is an, object endowed with a sacredness designed to
save society. The community, werking within ‘the larger framework of
its bistory and structural posltlonlng, creates a generatlve
transformatlon of victimage that is structural movement from ‘the world
of the profane to that of the sacred. i

Within the actual ceremony of expulsion, society defines the victim
"as both of, and outside of, the community. Some form of distancing
must takep%ﬁgfng the ceremony, so that the victim appears different
from the ordlnary, but '‘not 8o different that the 1nd1v1dual has ho
relatlonshlp with the communlty. In this light, the victim is. not merely
an objecf of exchange,.or a gift, to the ;ods of the sacred world.
We can neither predict who society will preciselyuchoose as its victim,
nor can we say that its selection is arbitrary. The'sacrifiers,~
the community and beneficients of the sacrifice, have a high-priest
wnd priest~officiants who translate the actions.of the victim as the °
individual moves from the profane to sacred world. The victim has
a sacred chnracter because of a collective representation of that
which is ‘the causof communal pressure. The iufluence of hlsgbry and
the force of tlme come into play so that the ritual is not a predictive
mechanism that is solely structural in natﬂre, but is directly 1nfluenced
by its contextualized history and representation of glme. '

-
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, succession of epochal durations, advancing in a unilinéar movement.

‘Instead of cyclic or unilinear, I view time as a pendulum, discontinuous, Y

- 0

o

Time: One aspect tﬁht needs to be considered when we discuss ritual

violence is the concept of time. That is, the repitition of an act,

. the entropy of the organism, and the rate at which the organism repeats

the act and/or dies, all provide markers for an understanding of ritual.
I am troubled by an analy51s of a structure that is time~free. If
we take info account the idea that individuals, groups, institutions,
have distinct histories by which they define_themselves, then we -
necéssarily need to ;ccount for the life history of the organization
under study when we consider the ritual aspects of a situation.
Berger and'Luckmann support this view when they say, "Institutions
further iﬁply historicity and control. Reciprocal typifications
of actions are built up in the coursesof a shared history. The& cannot
be created 1nstantaneously. Instltutlons always have a history, of
which they aie the prbducts. It is impossible to understand an institution
adequately without an’understanding of the historical process in which .
itewasjproduced" (1966:54=55). ’ ;

At the same time, a linear model-of reality, which places acts
within set chunks of demarcated periods, strikes me as bereft of a sense
of how change takes place. Within this view, we are forced to see time,

and the acts that occur within it, as a continuous movement, as a

with a sugcession'of alternations and full stops. We distinguish
intervals not as time zoneé set in hours or days, but as periods
created in social dife by society. The western 1dea that we fill in
blocks of time, that a partlcular day or time perlod is when we must
fulflll a given act, ritual or otherwise, has confused the matter so

that we see time ordering life rather than vieﬁ&ng a cdmmunityﬁs life .

. as'a series bf,interconnecte& - and freeSwinging - pendulums. That is,

an organization, whether primitive.or modern, exists not only by the
internal structures and cycles of itself, but also by its connection to,
and intertwin{hg with, the larger societgdlpolitical,social, and
economic structures. When we investigate ritual conflict it is critical
to consider how these different pendulufis interconnect and overlap with

one another. To oontinue the metaphor: a grandfather clock has a wide

.swinging penhaniam, and it is only at the most extreme ends of the

* 20




of the community péndulum that ritual conflict appears. Yet we
must also tgké into account that ri;ual conflict - the movement from
* the world of the profane Eo the sacred - ig’ tempered and mediated by
the larger éociety. With this view, ritual conflict does not-begin -
! merely because a communlty is in CrlSlS, but depends also on individiial
actions and the larger societal context. :

Victor Turner, (1964 ,1969) has -posited that ritual is a "llmlngl"
perlod one that”is timeless, unstructured, a process within a process.
Edmund Leach, on the other hand, looks at these liminal periods not
as.unstructﬁred, but as that which orders time. '"The interval ' ’
between-two successive festivals %f the same type is a !period',
usually a named period, e.g. 'week',’year'. Without the festivals,
such periods would nbt exist and all order;would go out of social
life. Until we have done this there is’no'time to be measured'

(Leach.1968:135). . ‘ l -

There is much to be admired in the analyses of Turner and Leach
for they have broken free of a western definition of time that is
unilinear. We need to push the analysis further, however, and recognize
the larger historic processes within which ritual functions. To ask if
a systenm reaches the point of ritual conflict every week or year is not
helpful; we must thlﬁk of the epochs ‘themselves and understand how they
order time. To believe that ritual conilict is a universal that w1ll" T 4
aiwaysﬁtake- Place- whexi-f-éi;e’f'iﬁternal peridulum reaches it most extreme =~
endpoints is to deny the complex interplay and interrelationships among
thevorganization, the larger social history, and the placement of tﬁe‘ -

- actors within this drama. :
R If we take the pehdulums to be the macro view of a life sycle,

N

\\\‘we must also inéestigaté the micro time-world, the liminal period, of -
AN

the ritual itself. When we speak specifically of this liminal: period,
we éﬁn\qivide the ritual into sections: there is‘a preparation for the

rd

~ . : . .
sacrifice\\a‘symbolic death, a period of seclusion, and finally, a

symbolic reﬁi{th. The preparation of ritual violence is the naming of
o o a victim by the prlest and the intensification of tho victim's guilt

a by placing upon thg v;ctlm the image the saCrlflers have produced.

The saCrlflcla; preparatlpn creates’ the proper dlstance for the victim
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within the community. ' It will be remembered that a victim may be either
too foreign for the communify, or too(closely identified with the

group. The preparation creates the proper distance sdpthat the community
can carry though with its sacrifice. The priest needs to prepare in a

variety of ways so that pollution does not -take pPlace, and so the

priest can correcply translate the dialogne that will occur between

both worlds. This preparation can be the time of the ceremonial dressing,
the time for annointing, and a host of other ablutions that will protect
the priest(s) es*%hey enter the actual sacrifice.

Merely because the priest and victim are both sanctified and prepared

for ritual violence in no way necessitates a beginning for the sacrifice.

Hubert and Mauss claim, "It cannot take.place at any time or anywhere. ,

_For not all times of the'day or year are equally propitious for sacrifice.

« « « The place of the ceremony itself must be sacred" (1981:25).
To proclaim this does not rua contrary to our discussion of time;

we note that there are specific places contingent upon specific times

*for proper sacrifice to occur in both the profane and sacred worlds.
‘'This is not to say that the sacrifice begins at a prescribed time or

‘that the denotation of western time is what Hubert and Mauss meant.

The sacrifice does not take place haphazardly, without reference to time
or highly rule-governed structures; indeed, the ritual occasion ic )
hlghly ‘specified, yet it ie not/;n’referenee to a partlcular time, but
to the continuity of the sacrlflce and the sw1ng ofjkhe pendulums
themselves. o '

What follows the preparation is the s *ymbolic~death of a victim -

' a representational movement from the profane world to the sacred. The
nature of the victim is forever changed at the culmination of the
sacrifice. Once the sacrifice is over & cleansing process begins so that
the priest and community are purified from any pollution they may haveA
encountered from the victimage as well,es from any errors that may have

taken place during the sacrifice. Often this purification will take

place in Secluaion, until there is a symbolic rebirth that returns the
society fron the world of the sacred to that of the profane.

We hnve. hhen, a view of time acting not as an objective demarcation

of events, but as & socially constructed marker for those events. - The




ritual event has a set structure of activities which prepares the
. - individual for sacrifice and insures the community against pollution
by victimage. We must now address preciéely what types of community

possess such rituals. Modern communities? Only simple societies?

~r

Or is ritual violence exclusive to people of a specific menfality or
social strqcture? |
Place of Ritual Violence: Various anthropologists have posited reasons
as to why modern sociéty does not have a structural or cognitive need
for ritual. The assumption has been that traditiona society has
functionally sacred uses for ritual because simplex society is of
a smélier scale and complexity than modern society. The function of
r1tual in modern society, say these theorists, is now otiose because
of alternate structures that take the place of ritual. Instead of
looklng at ritual as an 1mbedde&-deep structure in a si&flex soc1ety,
however, we need to consider ritual within a contextual process that

- has 1nterconnect1ng links to 9ther segments w1th1n tge systemy That is,
the actors in the various social dramas of modern and traditional
society do not neceséérily have to have a singular unified role relation~
’shlp to the rest of society 1n order for ritual conflict to appear.

Max Gluckman, for example, felt that tribal life appeared

distinctly different from modern society because of a highly
industrialized technology in multiplex communities. "If one follows

the development of ‘rituals through from tribal stages to the modern

industrialized state, there is first a decline, and then a drop, in
the ritualization of social relations" (1962:25). Modern socie;y, in
Gluckman's eyes, had created a plethora of roles for the individual;
As the greater -segmentation of‘rble differentiation increased, ritual
use and practice decreased. Conversely, the greater the community
relied on the individual for all of its 'undifferentiated andvbverlapping'
. roles, the greater the need for ritual. .

To carry the point fﬁrther, Gluckman, followdd by Turner (1968)
expressed the idea that as modern technology férced simplex society into
the modern world, structural "cléﬁvages" arose that produced divisiveness,

and therefore the rituals that once served as a prbtection against disorder

' ' no longer were of any real use. This sort of cleavage provided a clue
|
}
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as to the disfunction of ritual violence within muléiplex society..
Again, Because the structure had begun to crack (as ! ‘opposed to the
individuals wlthln the structure) ritual was incapable, of effectuating-

E any catharsis.for the communlty. Simples soc1et1es are ones, therefore,

Ewhereln the political structure goes unquestioned and r1tua1 conflict

: | _Eoccurs. This does not happen in modern soc1ety becasse the rituals
are ‘inappropriate,' “'They are 1nappropr1ate in the state because we
have revolutionaries as well as rebels. All other groups have )
voluntary arnd not compelled membershlp. And many differentiated secular
'instltutlons, with great freedom of ‘movement, allow for the temporary
solutlon of personal and sectional confllcts" (1965 135).

/” Varlous.problems arise W1th the above analy51s when rltual is |
considered w1th1n the social comnstruction of reallty. One assumptlon
is that all 51mple societies, all preindustrial pebples existed in -
small units such that all individuals coexisted oq a face-to-face basis.
If we tonsider, however, various works on ritual 1n large cities N

' (Crapanzano 1973) or similar analyses of preindustrial cities (Sjoberg 1960)§§

[sN

- we can see that countless societies existed in pre-technological society
that were npot ordered on the face-to;}ace relationships that Gluckman )
deems as vital conditions for ritual conflict, That is, we can safely
assume that rltual con%llct was a8 likely to happen with the Hamadsha
of Meknes in the nineteenth century as 1E&was with the Ndembu.' To stake
that urban situations do not allow for coﬁfllct does not appear ‘to take
into account ritual conflict ih preindustrial c1t1es.

Role differentiation does indeed exist to a greater degree in .
modernfeociety than primitive ones. Yet it is not helpful to paint

. ~ & dichotomous distinction so that we sce people with a unified ideology

h'and belief system on thegone hand, and a highly segmentalized,
ditferentiated people on the other. Close-knit networks exist injboth

, ) modernband traditional society so that a common ground does exist on

f ) 4 which individuals are able to share moee than that defined by their

formally assigned productive tasks. The factory worker relates to

. another fictory worker not simply as a worker; but also as a friend,

an ethnic compatriot (or enemy), a sexual partrer (or rival) and a host
9f other Bocial relationships. We'carry with us a multiplicity of roles

- ) : LY
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and while the relations of production may have changed in modern society,
the production of those relations, and the forces that relate to those
relations remain.
= A basic probleﬁ with a view that traditioﬁal society had a need

for ritual relatlnns is to account for why - and how = those needs -
‘have changed. That is, one is hard-pressed to account for change
and how those'structural c}eavages have ¢come about if one believes . -
that simple society existed in a close-k;it network without anyone who
" questioned the moral'order.. All societies, how;ver, have marginél'feople
- of one form or another; oftentimes these people will question tlie
“structural order and possibly bring about cﬁénge. Revolution; and-
revolutinaaries surely have occurred not onliy in the twentieth ;entury;
but throughout time. There hage«beéﬁ rebellions not only;against
the emperor, but also the empiré. One need only to read about hhe
cargo cults of New Guinea (Lawrence 1964;Harris 1975) to find individuals
who, questioned the socio-political order of the time and so xtfto
foment change. That few people questioned the morai“;rder is not to be
deﬁated;"tofthink, however, that noone prior to modern society
revoltéd against structural fofms appears'mistaken.‘

When one approaches the'stu§y‘of ritual,; of necessity we must‘look;
- at the larger societal éontext} to do otherwise presehts the problems
- that have just been considered: a singular éonception of how pécple
structured and lived their lives, rather than an acceptance of the
. multiplicity of codes and forms that have always existed in the
world. If we are capable ‘of looking at the reciprocal relatmnnshlps of
these Varlous_structures we will gain a different understanding of

ritual than is nérmélly done,

13

An interim sﬁmmafy is in order: If we understand how people socially
construct their life-world, than three points become central to
consider in a étudy of'ritﬁal::the‘éétnrs and their positions, history
and time, and the place of ritual in multiplex-simplex society. To
study ritual structures divorcéd from time relies on the belief that
hlstory does not temper or alter'socletal reallty. To accept that
role segmentatlon did not appear in tradltlonal society denies the
muitiplicity of paradigmatic changes at work throughout societyxes.




To point toward a theory of unlversal victimage relies far- too ueavily
ofi a belief that the 1nf1n1te complexlt;es of life can be reduced to .
one simple mechanlgtlc formula whereby individuals have little, if any,
freedom of movement. Yet each ﬁoint.lhhen considered not in opposition
to one another, but of interconnected significance, points toward a
more integrative understanding of ritual's relatlon to a society

than is commonly considered. ! ﬂi
i ‘This section has sought to define ritual violence and place it
w1th1n the time and spatlal arrangements of a broader framework than
is normally done. We now need to turn to Professor Fi:anklin's case _
at Stanford University for data which we will be able to inter?ret
through the framework of the social eonstructien of reality.

TII1I Ideas as Victims oN

Place:The Modern Organization Most de}initely. distinctions exist ‘between

a modern’ organlzatlon and simple societies. Modern organlzatlons are
voluntary; members do not. enter the organization at birth, and it is
hlghly likely that they wlll not be in the organlzatlon at death.
‘The organization has neither a structured geographlcal setting nor
generational-kinship similarities to simple soc1et1es. At the same
time, there are characteristics of some modern-organlzations that .
parallel those of simple society. Erving Goffman (1961) describes

total institutions as organizations where all aspects of llfe occur in

the same place and under the same authorlty, each member's aaily
act1v1ty is carried out in the same proximity as a large group of \S
memberg?;the day' B8 activities are highly scheduled and coordinated;
and there is a single script designed for the organization. Prisohs, .
boarding schools, and residential universities are examples of total
- ifistitutions. _

Another similarity of a modérn organization to that of a simple
society is found in inetitutipns'with a unique'history and background
that seec itself as having a distinctive purpose. That is, ﬁany organizations
have a distinctive history and traditions, a series of emblematic symbols
by which people define themselves. Even Max Gluckman admitted that some
modern institutions have similarities to tribal life. He felt that pockets

of social relations existed where one set of roles influenced the actors

g . .- ‘ -» ¢
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performance in ‘other roles.* He, too, polnted to a university as an ®
exapple (1962 43) of one of these pockets. - ¥

I propose, then, a more systematic 1nveatigation of a univérsity
culture in relation to ritual v1olence. Institutions have a life, a saga, , ~
a belief system, that relates to the framework of eoclety as a whole
1nsofar as the 1nterplay among individuals is codified by both thls
; larger social,’ ‘and more communlty-speclflc,framework. Thise" 1nterpretation
lends 1tself to an- understandlng of the sacrifice of whom I will term a
modern-day victim of a multlplex.communlty - H.Bruce Franklin- for
" surrounding his‘trial we shall see a sacrifice centering around an idea
that'is the lifeblood of the university - the idea of Academic %reedom.
In short,'wero Academic Freedom to be‘destroyed{ so would thehuniversity.
Stanford, a re51dent1a1 institution with 'a partlcular tradltlon and ;
history, is the place for which we dlscuss r1tual'conf11ct. With a
sacrificial v1ctim the unlverslty moved from the world of the profane
to that of the sacred 1n‘order 'to kill = and thereby preserve =
-that which it held most high - Academic Freedom. Various other examples
of klngs actlng as paupers, ‘Oor sacrlleglous action toward holy obJects
during a ritual momentlare akin to how we view the victimage of the idea
of academid freedom fthrough the trlll of a tenured faculty member.
Actors: PresldentJAdvlsorx Counc11,Professor,Academlc Community As stated,
Professor Franklin is the victim 6f this drama. "The leader and high-
priest is the presldent of the 1nst1tut10n, chhard Iwman I view the
“prlests of the rite to be the Chair of the Advisory Councll, and the
other tr1bunal members. The un;verszty community - students, administration,
and most importantly, faculty - were the sacrifiers. The sacrffiers
were the chief behefioiar;es of the act.. They resided i; the profane
world, and it was this world that was threatened, that contributed to
the ritual taklng place. .

6
The Stanford victim possessed the dual)qualltles of beloé w1th1n

and outside the community. Franklln was a H manities professon in a

scientific community, a Harxlst in a conservative 1nst1tutlon. Professor

"Franklin had tenure, but whef his promotlon to full professor oame"up,

it was denied on the grounds that it was premature (Franklin 1975:29).

" The victim's dress, style,,and deméannrﬂwere deoidedly different from

r
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that of other tenured faculty members. He wore work-shirts and. combat
. boots, lived off campus, and saw his role’ with students not as a tutor ‘
- . or léarned pedagogue, but as that of a friend and compatriot (Franklin,1975).
Before the @ismissal proceedings began the high-priest placed Franklin
on academic probation, and disallowed him from setting foot on the campus. ,' .
Thus, Franklin took on the needed exterior and interior qualities ¢
necessafy for & sacrificial victim of this sort: he Tooked and acted -
' differently from other ténured faculty, the administration ;elieved him
of any responsibility prior to the trial, he lived away from the uni:ersity
colmunity, and the university denied him the full participation and
status of becoming a full professor. Finally, when the commnity -
via the tribunal - revoked his tenure appointment the comments made
concerned the,impossibility,of-'rehapilitation' "(see page 10).
_ The secular leader and'high-griest of the sacrifice was the
president of the university. A full professor of the faculty, and )
adminrstrative member for a short time, this man had the right balance of .
\A-e . power, and was jin a position at a particular moment in time whereby he
could accuse someone of .a crime so that a ‘sacrifice couid be effected .
that;wouldhmove the victim from the profane to the sacred world and ,//
thereby save the univessity from destruction, It is imﬁerative to note
‘the position of the actors within this drama. Normally, a president
would neither have the need to invoke a sacrificial trial, nor would any
individual be in the position to.gain such t&Pmendous attributed power.
- Furthermore, an individual who was not at all of the facnlty, but simply
~  an administrator, or someone from outside thecommunity whose serviee to
. > the institution was minimal - such as was the case with President Pitzer -
. wolild have undoubtedly encountered the hostility and suspicion of . '
‘the sacrifiers.r President Lyman, it should be- iterated, succeeded .
) in. unifying the comimunity to the pOint that the vast majority of the

faculty coalesced around the president and viewed the victim as the
. , cause of their troubles (see ‘page 10).
' The AdVisory Council was also a fitting tribunal - the ancient god
+of theology was balanced by the new paeans of academia.engineering, ;
science, sociology, business and psychiatry. These priests were
| highly respected men .and enjoyed a long»affiliatiQP with the university,
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All but the theologlan wore the garb of the university - suits - and
they donned the juridical mmsks of1a courtroom in order to carry out
what was to .become the sacrl!lclalAprocess.‘ The . testimony heard by |
the professors reads-like any courtroom proceedings: "due pfocess,> }
. out of-order, overrpledg objection sustained" etc,.and yet, curiously, | %
.not one of these meﬁ“was a lawyer or a be?ge. They had taken on new: ‘
‘roles and masks for this sacred occasion. .
wa have, then, the posatlonlng of actors v1th1n a drama that allowed
'for attributed power to the Jeader, and social vicdtimage to a deviant. ’
Power was given to the priests so that they could define the form and
« time of the sacrifice as well as act as guards to the vittim on his
- journey from the profane to the sacred. The high priest named the victim,
announced that a crisis existed and a ritua would take place. Furthery ‘
‘he appointed tﬁe‘priests (see page 9) to ensure that these individuals
were powerful. and sacred emough to perform‘the needed transformation; 5
To beiieve, however, that the leader or high-priest always has this power,
to consider that any professor of-Franklin's persuasion will be chosen
as'a yictim, is to disregard this positioning at diffefegt moments in
hiuto;y. The ability of am individual_to appear as a threat to the
empire has existed»relatively rarely in the history of any institution
or community. What now needs to be considered is the historic and
structural processea'at work that surround this ritual.
= Time: Pendulums and Structures Ritual violence - in any social system =
is extravordinary. It is that moment-when the pendulum of the community
o  has swung to its most extreme point, and the larger social-historical
process is also in a state of enervation and change. In Professor
Franklin's case, the instability of the university eeme about because of
a'void of top leadership, the activities of an institution ‘that many
deemed.wrong, and the larger social context of a war that posed chaos
for the ‘entire social order. The sacrifiers, led by the hlgh-prlest,
saw the v1olence abroad and at home escalate, and they percelved that
this 11olence would bring about the virtual destructlon of the 1nst1tut10n.
The expulslon of Professor Franklin brought about a cathartic euphoria K
and freedom from an.impending pollutant.

Perhape most complex within the discussion of time is the notion
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that Franklin was an offering of that which the University held most
F

high - academic freedom - from their brofane world to the sacred. - -4
Let us remember the .core of the modern university, the early concept
of Lehrfreiheit, which we now discuss under the generig heading of . ‘ /f
. -academic freedom. All people of the unlvers‘ty give verbal support
to the idea, and the free assertlon and discussion of ideas is allowed
a broad range. Emlle Durkheim, an academlclan«wrltlng in the heyday
cf Lehrfreiheit, stated: "There is at ;eaot one p;inciple which those the
most devoted to the free examination of everythiﬁg tend to place above
" discussion and to regard asdunfouchable, that is to say, as sacred:
this is the very principle of free examination" (1915:244). In .
‘October of 1982 fwo Stanford authors echoed that sentiment in an article
in the univer%ity newspaper saying: !'No issue, except possibly salary,
. v is of more ‘enduring concern to the Stanford faculty- than intellectual
‘ - freedom" (Stayer and Calabrese,1982 L.
Yet a contradiction exists that in order‘to save that which a ? -
society perceives to be most sacred, it will exﬁunge from its system
durlng periods of crisis that same sacred object or idea. During this
'l‘mlnal' perlod,a profane community discovers what is most sacred -
énd sets about to offer it to the sacred world so ‘that the profane can
agaln apotheosize its core beliefs. The hlstory from which the organism ‘ .
has come -~ its forces and drives = the perception of tlme as a series of \
’ 1hterrelated pendulums, and the activity of the 1nd1v1duals within the
system come together and set 1n motion a structural pattern bent on
creatlng movement from the profane to the sacred in order to save
the community. . ' P ’
| It is 1mportant to polnt out that only twice in the history of the
1nst1tutlon has its destruction seemed imminent =~ during the Franklnn
case, and in 1900, with Professor Ross. The similarities attested to
- | inithe first part of this paper point to the institutionalization of ' .k
a code fOr ritual violence in the university. Our mlsunderstandlng

ofwrltual violence in modern organizations is inexorably due to the

ra41cally dlfferent nature of the forms of written and oral discourse

UltPln modern organlzatlons. If we accept the Franklln case as a

potentially destructive 'drum' and view this drum within the complex
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net of eociei‘relationa'we ¢an understand the structure itself, and

the similarities to ritual violence in other communltles - either

traditional or modern. Appendix I points out the structural similarities
and contéxtual differences of the two cases, of ritual violence at
Stanford University. ° . ’ , e

While the t1me of the ceremony was not prescrlbed by any

‘individual , the order of events did follow a"set pattern. A form

of ritual tends to occur while the university is 1n eesslon. Edward
Ross lost hla Job during the fall quarter of 1900, and Bruce. Franklin's
trlal took plece during the fall term of 1971. Each member of the Council
worked six hours a day, every day, for most of the quarter, not on

-

teaching or research but on the sacrificial proceedings.

The preparation for the sacrifice took Place from the time that : ,
Lyman accused Franklin of misconduct, and named the form the sacrlflce '
would take. Throughout the sumer term the Advisory Council prepared
documents, and the victim became further distanced from the commnnlty.
Franklin lost his job, resulting in the symbolic death of the v1ct:,m,
and the university returned to normal and discussions about academlc
freedom ceased. The president took a sabbatical to Europe and cleansed
himself in seclusion from the community of the impurities he had received
throughout the proceedinge,

What may be termed the conscience of the sacred idea, the role
occupied in double fashion by the theologian and Chair of the Advisory
Council, issued a minority report whose purpose was to create -
and recreate - a new moral order. "The university has many champions
at work defending its interests. The individual, particularly if he
espouses unpopular beliefs, is not so amply blessed with supporters.
Stanford University will be less a true university without (Franklin)
and more a true unlverezty with him. We may do untold harm to ourselves
and to the cause of higher education unless, by imposing a penalty short
of dianieeal we seek to keep him as a very uncomfortable, but _very
i-portent part of what this unlverelty or any university is meant to

‘be" (Franklin Files Advisory Report:146).

Thus began the symbolic rebirth of the victimized idea - academic
freedom. The voice for Academic Freedom, the Advisory Council Chair,
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eventually was elevated to the position of Provost, and finaliy,-w
President of the university. His elevation signified the symbolic
restoration of the university's affirmation and belief in

academic freedom. Calm had been restored to the unlver81ty, the
atmosphere of chaos had abated. )

I3

The argument.can be made that I have pushed the analogy of ritual
violence in a modern organization too far. I have described a modern'
system where the actors within a socially constructed reality act
differently from those in prlmltlve BOClety when dealing with conflict.
Indeed, the 'violence' of a faculty member's expulsion from a unlverslty

can seem tr1v1al to the anthropologist who has watched ceremonies or

ritual initiations where young boys go through a series 6f physically
‘harmful and violent episodes. My intent, however, is not to show that

the same forms of ritual take place in all societies; it is to point
out that the cognitive and social mechanisms that are at work in simple
society are also evident in modern institutions which have defined
parameters, such as a university. I have also sought to describe.
ritual not as an isolated event divorced from societal reality, but
instead have shown how the wider societal context and the acts within
that context directly influence the ritual structure.

We have eeen_how ritual violence operates in a modern setting, with
a distinct set of actors, whnt functions it serves, and in what forms
the conflict occurs. In times of crisis, a group of people with a common
ideology and belief system, for ; variety of reasons, see their world
threatened. In a situation of perceived chaos a leader/high-priest
has attributed social power so that he/she can set in motion a sacrifice
in order to save the community. The prieats, appointed by the _
leader, enact the ritual so that the victim is moved from the werld of the
profane to that of the sacred.
' The ritual violenée that occurred with Ross in 1900 and with
Franklin in 1971 also has differences - and so they should. As society

is not static, neither is rittal. Again, ritual acting with and in

" a net of complementary forces, changes because of these forces. While
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the structural elements and symbollc aspects will be slmllar, the
codes vary due to the perlod in which the ritual takes place, and the
individual actors within' the ceremony. Thas, the increased bureaucra-
tization and 1nst1tut10na11zat10n of the university called for a greater
amount of wrltten documents during the Franklin case, than in Ross's
day. The role of the high priest who perceived the chaos in Ross's
time was the ownér of the university, while it was the president
- for Franklin. The vocal sacrifiers in Ross's time were the'faculty,
yet the student role had increased by Franklin's time so that they s
" too were beneficients of the sacrifice. - J '

The similarities between the Ros# and Franklin casés afford us an v g
understanding of how the actors within their structural roles have
‘different positions within the stage’of the drama, thereby creating change
within the drama itself. The unaerstanding of time and the Bocial and
historical processes th&i are entirely out of the hands of the community - -
Asian immigration and a war in Asia - contextualize the ritual so that we
see another factor at work that -builds toward the needed Eacrifice. The
sacrifice itself, however, follows set patterns, again influenced by
the ectors and the social world in which it operates.

To paraphrase a nineteenth century philosopher: "Organlzatlnas
make the1r own history, but they do not make it just as they please;
they do not make it under c1rcunstances chosen by themselves, but under
circumstances directly encountered; given and transmitted from the past.'
Students of ritual need to reckon with what these circumstances are and
how they intrude into the structurelof ritual in the here-and-now.
The life of Stanford University = and no doubt other modefn organizations -

demands & symbolic understanding of its actions, the individuals within

those actions, and the history from which‘it has come. » '
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-Symbolic victim
Societal Pressure

*Communitj Pressure

Preparatibn

‘n

¢ Sacrificial Form
Seclusion_

Symbolic Rebirth

&

Académic Freedom

Asisn immigration Vietnam war .

Growth/Institution
Building
. - 4 ,
a)Trustee to President:

letters/conversations .

b) Victim on sabbatical
Letter of Dismissal
Trustee - £0es abroad

Tenure as a system

Ross Case: 1900

> - R
) Table I:Stiructure of Ritual
! Stanford ‘- I- Stanford II
_ Structural element Ritual Detail Ritual Detail ;
High priest - 'Trustee/Ownar President
Priest(s) - i President . Advisory Council
& . R .
Sacrifier(s) Academic Community Academic Commununity
Faculty Faculty/Students '
* Victim Professor: Professor:
Scholar/teacher Scholar/teacher

°

Academic Freedom

¢ +

°Grd'\;vth/Institption
Building

Prgsident to Victim:

legte;,of suspension

Tribunal and Report

President goes abroad

?

Chair of Advisory

Council becomes

President

Franklin Case:1970



