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I—Did Jonathan Mirsky Quig
- Or Was He Thrown Qut?

Editor's Note: The following is
the first part of an article sub-
mitted by (wo students to The
partmouth dealing with the
sequence of events which had led
to the imminent departure of
Professor Jonathan Mirsky from
the College. The article is hased
on letters and files supplied by
individuals involved in the case.
The partmouth does not
necessarily agree with any of the
charges or views expressed in the
article. The concluding section of
the article will be presented in
Tuesday's issue.
By DAVID DOLLAR
and LYNN ZORN
Jonathan Mirsky, Associate
. Professor of History and Chinese,
is leaving Dartmouth at the end
of this term. Most people do not
understand the reasons for his
departure after nine years of
- teaching--to many it is not even
clear if he has been fired,
hounded into resignation, or has
resigned by choice.

We have before us a file of
letters between Jonathan and the
various faculty and ad-
ministrators whose actions,
exchanges, and personal
relationships  determined
whether Jonathan would stay at
Dartmouth and in what capacity.
We want to make it clear to
everyone exactly why we are
losing another good professor..
The circumstances of Jonathan’s
departure can tell us much about
the ways in which professors are

“hired:- appreciated,’ unap- -

preciated. and gotten rid of. and
also about the conditions under
which our professors work.

Students do not think and talk
about the politics of appointment
and promotion. They see their
passivity as an inevitable result
of a system too complex for them
to understand or control. In
submitting to the intricacies of
the system, they excuse them-

selves of responsibility for it and
abdicate their control of it.
Students are passive consumers.
We are the ones who lose most
when good teachers leave, and
we have a responsibility to
ourselves and to each other to
change a system of hiring and
firing which clearly does not
work in our common interest
though it directly affects us.
Chinese Status Uncertain
Jonathan came here in 1966 as
an Assistant Professor of
Chinese. He was brought here to
help develop the East Asia Center
and the Chinese language
program. Three years later an ad
hoc committee was set up by the
Humanities Division to evaluate
the Chinese program and to make
a recommendation on its future.
The committee praised the
program and strongly recom-
mended its continuation. The
administration, however
received the report with reser-
vation and continued to talk
about dropping Chinese as an
acade};mclpnf)gram‘

In April of 1970, He
Assistant Professor of ngn,:f-,l;g’
rw;gned from Dartmouth, citiné
as his main reason i
College’s reluctang)ar l&a\él:gll‘ll'lﬁ
itself to Asian Studies. Kuo is one
of six China specialists who have
left Dartmouth since 1968; that
the administration would not

the Chinese program more
ertain status was a
heir decisions to

grant
than an unc
factor in all of t
leave.

Promotion Without Tenure

In 1969 another ad hoc com-
mittee was set up {0 make a
recommendation on Jonathan’s
status al Dartmouth. The con-
tracts for all faculty who do not
clearly fit into one department
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are determined by ad hoc
committees such as this one. The
committee decided that Jonathan
could best serve Dartmouth with
a dual appointment in History
and Chinese. The committee’s
recommendation was sent to the
Dean of Faculty Leonard Rieser,
who presented it to the Faculty
Committee Advisory to the
President (CAP)..

It was agreed at the time that
Jonathan would receive an
Associate Professorship without
tenure; this was compatible with
Jonathan’s intention to never
accept atenured appointment on
the grounds that ‘‘professors
should be subject to periodic and
professional review.”

Though disheartened at the still
uncertain status of Asian Studies
at the College, Jonathan accepted
a four-year contract which
promoted him to Associate
Professor of Chinese and gave
him in addition an official ap-
pointment in History.

Tenure Decision Required

Despite Jonathan's position on
tenure, the CAP stipulated in 1969
‘thata tenure decision would have

to be made on him when his

nrosonl contract expirer p
College policy to offlrer a ::-L'('lf:,.'l’t'
tenured appointment “r.‘.v“,r.',
longjerm contract in a pr;j r“ "
that is considered tentati o
College  wi bl
2ge will, however, awarq

half-ler;ure ina prograrﬁ as Iorr;g
as a depar i .
other hal[;. tment picks up the

A half-tenure appoin )
not affect a depa?{ﬁe;ﬂe:érdrzz
FTE allotments, but serves only
as an administrative device
which allows the College to give :;
long-term contract to a senior
professor in a tentative program
lf‘the program has to be ter-
minated at short notice, the
professor still has a depart-
mental base in which to serve out
his or her contract.

lq prder to make the tenure
decision in 1973 that the CAP had
required, Leonard Rieser, Dean
of Faculty, appointed Professors
Robert Huke, Howard Erdman,
Charles Wood, and Neil
Oxenhandler as an ad hoc
committee to evaluate
Jonathan’s work in Chinese and
Asian Studies, and also asked the
History Department to make
a tenure decision.

Committee Report Favorable

The ad hoc committee, in its
unanimous report, described
Jonathan’s teaching as ‘“‘in-
novative and original, making
unusual demands on the time and
spirit of independence of the
students. Conversely, he is
wholly generous with his own

- time and - knowledge, breeding

close ties with his students. Such
exceptional teaching skills should
be recognized and rewarded.”

They also found that
«Jonathan’s publication record is
excellent,” and further
acknowledge his service to the
whole Dartmouth community:
“His leadership in political ac-
tivities on the campus and in the
broader community, while oc-
casionally  unpopular and
disturbing to some, have always
made each of us think out our own
positions more deeply than
otherwise would have been the
case. As gadfly to us all Jonathan
plays a very important role, one
the College can ill afford to lose.”

Finally, they recommended
that “‘he be appointed to the rank
of Associate Professor with
tenure, or, in the event he con-
tinues absolutely to refuse
tenure, that his present term
appointment in the rank of
Associate Professor be renewed
for a period of not less than five
years.”

Misleading History Decision

It was now up to the History
department to make 2 tenure
decision. Rieser made it clear
that the half-tenure position in
question would not affect the slot
for a Far East historian in the
Department, nor would it affect
the number of tenured positions
allotted to the Department. In a
letter to the Dean of Faculty,
Louis Morton, then Chairperson
of the History Department, in-
dicated his understanding that
“Mirsky’s tenure would not be
counted against the Depart-
ment’s allotments.”

Jonathan did not understand
that as far as Rieser and the CAP
‘were ‘concerned, an affirmative
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» History Department
vote l:z(‘:,'lim\ for Jonathan (o
was ! his dual appointmoent iy
““.tﬂm.v and Chinese, whether he
hs‘m.ncct‘m tenure or not. He
i lid not know that the vote
alse (0 half-tenure only.
Wi (nmll'd Rieser did not explain
l‘;:‘mmhan the significance of

0 History Department’s im-
o iinpi vote. Louis Morton told
l‘;::alhan that Rieser was forcing
S History Department to make
the m}p decision that was bound
a 'mdang"r the position of young,
mennured faculty in the
untf‘arlment. Jonathan

ecificall.\' had refused to be
spe idered for tenure because he
c?é‘sn of want to become involved
.d:l this kind of competition with
;ﬁs untenured colleagues.

He sent Louis Morton a letter
<tating his intention to resign if a
~ormal tenured appointment for
T‘Pm jeopardized anyone else in
:11119 Departmenl. The §enior
members of the History
Department voted not to _o'ffer
Jonathan a half-tenure position.
Jonathan received the decision
without dismay; the context in
which Louis Morton had
originally explained to him the
significance of the vote precluded
the possibility of Jonathan ac-
cepting 2 tenur_e(.i appointment.

Unpopular Political Activities

Since Rieser had assured
Morton that ahalf-tenure position
for Mirsky would not jeopardize
other untenured History faculty,
it is difficult to understand why

Jo herwise.
1t iswpossible~that Morton,

suspicious of the administration
and concerned with depart-
mental autonomy, did not believe
Rieser.

It is more likely, though, that
Morton and some of his
colleagues really did not want
Jonathan in their Department.
Jonathan’s anti-war activities
and scholarly publications on
Southeast Asia did not meet their
standards of objective
scholarship. Jonathan makes
important and unpleasant
historical connections which
“objective” American scholars
would not want to make,

. For American scholars of Asia,
it is personally and politically
expedient to self-deceive; to
acknowledge the nature of our
involvement in Asia would ex-
pose their apolitical ‘‘ob-
Jectivity” as criminal. Just as the

Why Is Mirsky Leaving Dartmouth?

“novelty” ol Southenst  Asinn
Studies had worn thin by 1974, 40
too hind the value of Jonathoan's
tenure as o pgadlly. For Louls
Morton, though, it was con
venient to cover up the History
Department’s refusal to support
cither Jonathan or Southeast
Asian Studies by obscuring the
nature of the tenure decision.
Leonard Reiser, in a recent

i
o

LEONARD RIESER
interview, emphasized that once
the History Department had

declined half-tenure for
Jonathan, it was impossible for
the CAP to offer Jonathan a dual
appointment in History and
Chinese. Thus he recommended
to the CAP that Jonathan be

minated,
thinkable,”’
would be for five or more years.
This
Jonathan that his appointment
would continue to be in both
History and Chinese since the
uncertain status of Chinese made
a single appointment for five
years impossible.

When the
Rieser’s recommendation, voted
to offer Jonathan a two and one-
half year contract ag Associate
Professor of Chinese, Jonathan
felt betrayed.

progra
very m

Jonathdp is also first and
foremost an historian. He felt at
the time that his position at
Dartmouth was shaky, and that
in the event that he had to find
another job, recognition as a
member of the History Depart-
ment here would be a crucial
factor in determining whether he

Jonathan expectod (o eontinue
tenching e an
Professaor of Hintory and Chinese
No one explained to hiyn why thig
might not he possible. A few days
helore the CAP made jig decigion
on the nature of Jonathan's new
conlract, _
Jonathan in private conversation

Ansocinle

Leonard Rieger  told
either he would be ler
which was un
or his new contract

certainly implied to

CAP, acting on

Contract ““Anxious-Making"’

. Jonathan found the contract
wpacceptable  for
reasons. The single appointment
in Chinese meant that his position
at Da‘%nouth was tied only to a

several

whose status was still
h uncertain.

given athree-year contract as =~ could get a position in History at

Associate Professor of Chinese;
the uncertain status of Chinese
made a longer contract
unavailable.

Rieser also says that he ex-
pected that by the time that this
contract expired, the Chinese
program would have been ab-
sorbed in a formal Asian Studies
Program in which Jonathan
could get a long-term contract.

Jonathan was unaware of the
reasons behind Rieser’s ad-
ministrative maneuvers. Morton
had led him to believe that the
History Department’s vote
served only as an effective
counter to Rieser’s pressure to
give Jonathan a tenured position
that neither Jonathan nor the
History Department wanted him
to have. Jonathan did not un-
derstand that it was regarded by
Rieser and the CAP as a vote on
his competence as an historian.

shortness of the
“meager and anxious-making,”
and “measly recognition for a
faculty member whose retention
for much longer periods has been
urged by the senior colleagues
whe know his work best.”

another college.

Jonathan also found the
contract
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