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JISOO MIN—THE TECH

Senior House, the oldest undergraduate dorm, is now graduate hous-
ing.

JISOO MIN—THE TECH

MIT janitor Francisco Rodriguez greets supporters at a rally hosted by service workers union 32BJ SEIU in front of W20 July 11. Originally 
from El Salvador, Rodriguez was detained for deportation by federal immigration officials after his ICE check-in on July 13. Political figures such 
as Elizabeth Warren as well as members of MIT’s leadership have called for Rodriguez to be released from custody.

Healthy Minds Study survey 
data informed the decisions 
about Senior House in 2016
Unbeknownst to participants, residence info was 
linked to drug use and mental health responses

By Karleigh Moore, Vivian 
Zhong, and Anshula Gandhi

NEWS EDITORS

The Healthy Minds Study (HMS) 
survey, administered to students in 
2015, linked each participant’s re-
sponses to their dorm.

The survey included questions 
about illegal drug use and mental 
health. However, survey partici-
pants were not informed that their 
residence information would be 
linked to their responses.

The chancellor confirmed to The 
Tech in an email last night that the 
2015 HMS survey and the 2013 Na-
tional College Health Assessment 
“served to reinforce” concerns of il-
legal drug use in Senior House she 
announced in 2016. (See the surveys’ 
respective results here and here.)

This was the first time the chan-
cellor confirmed that the HMS sur-
vey was used in decisions regarding 
Senior House, despite several oppor-
tunities to clarify the matter in 2016 
and periodically since.  

In her letter to the editor in this is-
sue of The Tech, the chancellor writes 
that the HMS was not used in any de-
cisions made “this year.” The Senior 
House turnaround announcement 
was made in 2016.

Concerns of illegal drug use had 
also stemmed from “information 
provided by faculty, staff, and stu-
dents,” according to minutes sent 
to The Tech yesterday of a June 14, 

2016 meeting between Senior House 
students and administrators. Emails 
about the minutes showed that the 
minutes had been written with input 
from the chancellor.

When the study was conducted 
in 2015, participants were presented 
with an informed consent section 
which was supposed to state exactly 
what information would be linked to 
the survey responses.

“Informed consent is de-
signed to ensure study subjects 
understand what they are being 
asked to do,” according to MIT’s 
COUHES  —  Committee on the 
Use of Humans as Experimental 
Subjects.

MIT sent an excel file to HMS 
researchers to be linked with sur-
vey responses, Lydia Snover, Di-
rector of Institutional Research 
wrote to The Tech Tuesday. This 
file included: first name, last name, 
email address, whether the student 
was an undergraduate or graduate 
student, department, school, resi-
dence, gender, ethnicity, and birth 
year.

The first name, last name, and 
email address of each student was 
stripped from the file the HMS 
team at University of Michigan 
then returned to MIT, in order to 
preserve confidentiality.

“We strip any identifying in-
formation (e.g., name, email) and 
replace it with a non-identifying 
study ID (alphanumeric string),” 

Daniel Eisenberg, principal inves-
tigator for the survey at the Univer-
sity of Michigan, wrote to The Tech 
last Monday.

The contents of the excel file 
MIT sent to the University of Mich-
igan differed somewhat from the 
variables listed in the consent form 
that students signed.

That consent section student re-
ceived listed: name, email address, 
date of birth, gender, race/ethnic-
ity, citizenship, degree program, 
year in program, and grade point 
average.

While GPA, date of birth, and 
year in program were listed as vari-
ables, MIT did not provide the HMS 
researchers with this information.

“We can infer citizenship and 
degree program from other vari-
ables provided,” Snover wrote in 
Tuesday’s email.

This means four additional vari-
ables: undergraduate or graduate 
status, department, school, and 
residence, were added to be linked 
to students’ responses, but not 
present on the consent form.

Elizabeth Glaser, a social scien-
tist and parent of an MIT student 
who took the survey, concerned 
that MIT had data about her son he 
hadn’t consented to, reached out 
to Eisenberg.

“[O]ur protocol does allow for 
linking survey data to data elements 

Survey, Page 8

Senior 
House is 
now grad 
housing
Harassment and 

bullying motivated 

decision, says 

Barnhart
By Karleigh Moore and Vivian 

Zhong
NEWS EDITORS

Senior House will become a grad-
uate residence starting this year, Cyn-
thia Barnhart PhD ’88 announced to 
the dorm’s now-former residents in 
an email last Friday, July 7, citing the 
need for “significant change.” The 
dorm building, E2, is now officially 
referred to by its address, 70 Amherst 
Street.

This marked an abrupt escalation 
from plans announced last month to 
repopulate the dorm with a mixture of 
undergraduate communities, includ-

Grad Housing, Page 8

IN SHORT
The Tech resumes its weekly 
publishing schedule on Aug. 24.

Send news and tips to news@
tech.mit.edu.
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OPINION POLICY
Editorials are the official opinion of The Tech. They are 

written by the Editorial Board, which consists of Editor in Chief 
Vivian Zhong, Executive Editor Emma Bingham, and Opinion 
Editor Steven Truong.

Dissents are the signed opinions of editorial board 
members choosing to publish their disagreement with the 
editorial.

Letters to the editor, columns, and editorial cartoons are 
written by individuals and represent the opinion of the author, 
not necessarily that of the newspaper. Electronic submissions 
are encouraged and should be sent to letters@tech.mit.edu. 
Hard copy submissions should be addressed to The Tech, 
P.O. Box 397029, Cambridge, Mass. 02139-7029, or sent by 
interdepartmental mail to Room W20-483. All submissions are 
due by 4:30 p.m. two days before the date of publication.

Letters, columns, and cartoons must bear the authors’ 
signatures, addresses, and phone numbers. Unsigned letters 
will not be accepted. The Tech reserves the right to edit or 
condense letters; shorter letters will be given higher priority. 

Once submitted, all letters become property of The Tech, and 
will not be returned. Letters, columns, and cartoons may also 
be posted on The Tech’s Web site and/or printed or published 
in any other format or medium now known or later that 
becomes known. The Tech makes no commitment to publish 
all the letters received.

Guest columns are opinion articles submitted by members 
of the MIT or local community.

TO REACH US
The Tech’s telephone number is (617) 253-1541. Email is the 

easiest way to reach any member of our staff. If you are unsure 
whom to contact, send mail to general@tech.mit.edu, and it 
will be directed to the appropriate person. You can reach the 
editor in chief by emailing eic@tech.mit.edu. Please send press 
releases, requests for coverage, and information about errors 
that call for correction to news@tech.mit.edu. Letters to the 
editor should be sent to letters@tech.mit.edu. The Tech can be 
found on the World Wide Web at http://thetech.com
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR

The chancellor’s timeline of the Senior 
House decision

Given the high level of interest in facts 
surrounding the Senior House decision, I 
thought it might help to lay out the mile-
stone events of the last year and share my 
thinking. I’ve also posted a detailed set of 
FAQs.

One note: Since last summer, at the re-
quest of Senior House residents, we have 
not been publically sharing details about 
issues in the house. This has left many 
people wondering why  our communica-
tions seem deliberately vague. While re-
specting student privacy, I will be as spe-
cific as I can.

The milestones:
June 2016 — Our initial decision
Looking at data from the MIT regis-

trar, we discovered that the percentage 
of Senior House students who were never 
graduating was much higher than for the 
student body as a whole (21.1% vs. 7.7%). 
Among a constellation of concerning is-
sues, this prompted us to close the house 
to the incoming freshman class, and to 
launch an effort to promote each Senior 
House resident’s well-being and personal 
and intellectual growth. We called this 
the turnaround. Through the summer, we 
worked with Senior House students to de-
sign the turnaround process.

Fall 2016 — Launch of the turnaround
I appointed a turnaround team of 47 

people, including 28 residents and sev-
eral Senior House  alums. Beginning in 
the fall, we met frequently, as a group and 
in subcommittees.  MIT has a distinctive 
tradition of involving students in many 
important decisions about how the Insti-
tute is run; in designing the turnaround, 
this spirit of mutual respect and trust is 
exactly what we had in mind. We wanted 
student self-governance to prevail, and 
we were hopeful that  it could produce a 
healthy result. In fact, as The Tech report-
ed last December, I told house  residents 
that I believed they were on a positive 
trajectory to have freshmen in the house 
in September 2017.

Spring 2017 — Progress derailed
Unfortunately, in the spring we re-

ceived highly credible reports of unsafe 
and illegal behavior in  Senior House. To 
understand the situation better, we began 

a formal review, consisting of  interviews 
with house residents as well as extensive 
ongoing conversations that Dean Nel-
son  and I had with both residents and 
house leaders.

April-May 2017   — The review
The review made clear that multiple 

students had engaged in unsafe, illegal 
behavior, on  multiple occasions. Impor-
tantly, it revealed a prevailing environ-
ment that enabled and even  encouraged 
such behavior. We also learned that some 
students who were troubled by the illegal 
behavior felt silenced by members of the 
Senior House community. Together these 
signs  told us that Senior House self-gov-
ernance was broken.  We concluded that 
the turnaround had failed.  We thought it 
might still be possible to restore self-gov-
ernance and allow members of the Senior 
House community who were not involved 
in or accepting of the troubling behavior 
to  create a fresh version of the house: a 
reset.

June 12, 2017 — The reset
Because a subset of residents was de-

termined to keep Senior House unchanged, 
the only hope for a reset to succeed was to 
ask everyone to leave and reapply. So on 
June 12th, we did. However, as the process 
began, prospective new residents reported 
facing personal pressure from some Senior 
House residents and alumni about how 
they should behave, as well as an intensive 
campaign to reconstitute the Senior House 
status quo. Undermined in this way, the re-
set was bound to fail, too.

July 7, 2017 — Our decision to use the 
building as graduate housing

Our fundamental obligations to student 
safety and well-being forced us to choose 
a new path.  Judging that a community of 

graduate students would be better able 
to withstand outside  pressure and create 
a new culture of their own, we decided to 
use the building to house  graduate stu-
dents only.  As I explained in a July 11 let-
ter to undergraduates, we had run out of 
workable and realistic options. We had to 
close the house and start again.

Both students and alumni have raised 
questions about whether a residential 
community should  be disrupted because 
some of its members behaved badly. But I 
hope you can see that the issues ran deep-
er than that. This was not about any single 
incident, or just a couple of students who 
broke the rules. And it was certainly not a 
verdict on east side culture. More broadly, 
it was about a house environment that 
made it impossible for us to move forward 
constructively, even with those residents 
willing to work with us in good faith. And 
it was about a loss of trust, including with 
individuals we thought were committed to 
the turnaround.

I know this decision has caused deep 
distress for many people. And it was not 
the outcome we  spent a year striving to 
achieve.  One of its painful consequences 
is the elimination of a space on campus 
that has been very  important to our LB-
GTQ+ students. We are working actively 
with all residents to make sure  they each 
find a welcoming living situation and to 
ensure that the staff in every residence 
is  trained to understand issues they may 
face. We are also starting work with LB-
GTQ+ student leaders to find new ways to 
support their community.

One final note: I have not referred to 
the 2015 Healthy Minds study. It was not 
relevant to any of our decisions this year. 
If you have questions about it, you can 
read more in the FAQs. I am certain some 
in the MIT community disagree with our 
conclusions. But I hope it is clear to every-
one that we take to heart our responsibility 
for student well-being, pay close attention 
to all the input we receive, seek and weigh 
every available option, and make our best 
judgments – with our students at the cen-
ter of the process, and at the center of our 
thoughts.

Cynthia Barnhart PhD ’88

LETTER TO THE EDITOR

MIT IS&T has been injecting Google 
Analytics code into HTML pages being 
served from MIT’s Athena lockers

I recently learned something that I 
thought may be of interest to students and 
staff campus-wide: since April, IS&T has 
been injecting Google Analytics code into 
HTML pages being served from our Athena 
lockers. I noticed this injection because the 
GA code broke a web app I am working on. 
I then checked with the IS&T Service Desk 
who confirmed that the practice was imple-
mented in April at the request of the Office 
of Communications.

From what I understand, other people 
have noticed this behavior too, and have 
begun circulating a petition to stop it. I 
encourage everyone to sign that petition. 
While I support IS&T in their need to be 

aware of traffic levels and such to support 
our work, script injection to provide in-
formation ostensibly for MIT's marketing 
seems like an invasion of privacy. The fact 
that this change went into effect with no no-
tice to MIT Athena users adds to my degree 
of distrust in the motivations behind the 
change.

To their credit, IS&T also created a way 
to opt out. Michael Burnette at the Service 
Desk sent me the following instructions:

Create a file in the www folder in your 
AFS home directory called .htaccess.mit

Add a line in your .htaccess.mit file with 
the following: SSIInject Off

Save the file.

You can also find these instruc-
tions and more information at this link 
from the MIT Knowledge  Base:  http://
kb.mit.edu/confluence/pages/viewpage.
action?pageId=157356292/

I hope this information is useful for 
anyone else like me whose projects may be 
broken by additional code injection, or who 
prefers not to have data about accesses to 
their personal web pages shared with the 
Office of Communications.

Daniel Wendel ’05
Research Associate,

MIT Scheller Teacher Education 
Program

I know this decision has 
caused deep distress 
for many people. And it 
was not the outcome we 
spent a year striving to 
achieve.
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Dear MIT Community,
We are writing to ask for your support 

for the students of Senior House and the 
entire MIT undergraduate community, by 
contacting President Reif and expressing 
your agreement with the steps enumerated 
at the end of this letter.

By now you may have heard that the 
residents of Senior House are being evicted 
from their home, and the entire dormitory 
repurposed for graduate housing, due to 
unspecific allegations of dangerous be-
havior and pernicious cultural norms. As 
a self-selecting undergraduate residence, 
Senior House is a safe space for a number 
of traditionally marginalized populations 
at MIT including members of the LGBTQ 
population (40%), underrepresented mi-
norities (URM, 55%), low-family-income 
students (31%), and other politically dis-
enfranchized groups. It is a traditionally 
progressive dormitory, being the first at 
MIT to go co-educational (in 1970) and 
more recently the first to implement gen-
der-inclusive housing (in 2013). It is one of 
the most visible examples of the unique-
ness and strength of MIT’s undergradu-
ate housing system, long an exemplar of 
MIT’s proud commitment to standing out 
from the crowd by virtue of its diverse ideas 
combined with shared values.

We believe the surprise destruction of 
this community constitutes unilateral and 
ill-considered decision-making as well as 
collective punishment, both of which are 
antithetical to MIT’s values, and raises se-
rious concerns about implicit institutional 
bias at MIT. The treatment of Senior House 
and the assumptions made about its cul-
ture are different from those applied to 
more mainstream dormitories, and Senior 
House residents have received a distinct 
lack of representation from LGBTQ/URM 
administrators amongst those who have 

chosen to determine the residents’ future.
One year ago the MIT President and 

Chancellor announced the beginning of 
a “turnaround” process for Senior House, 
purportedly due to concerns regarding 
low graduation rates and drug use, both of 
which are endemic to the historically mar-
ginalized groups served by Senior House. 
The allegations of drug use were backed 
up with data from the “Healthy Minds” 
survey, which had been sorted by dormi-
tory, even though the survey itself never 
asked for that information. Late in the pro-
cess, Chancellor Barnhart informed the 
students that she had been given a list of 
names of residents who had ordered drugs 
and had them sent to the dormitory. Rather 
than punish those suspected, the informa-
tion was used to fish for further infractions 
via a four-day process of individual inter-
rogations. These were conducted under 
the threat that a lack of corroboration of 
the secret evidence would be used against 
them. Students were asked about their 
knowledge of drug use within the dormi-
tory, under rules which differed from es-
tablished Committee On Discipline (COD) 
procedures and of which the students were 
not permitted to retain copies. They were 
strongly encouraged to remain silent about 
what was occurring and not seek external 
advice or counsel. Such a process appears 
to be unprecedented in MIT’s history.

The students were informed that the 
results of these interrogations showed that 
some students suspected others of pur-
chasing and using cannabis, psychedel-
ics, MDMA, and cocaine. The scale of this 
suspected usage was never disclosed, but 
a small set of individuals was identified. 
Punishment for violating MIT’s policies is 
appropriate, and indeed 5 students sus-
pected of participating in these activities 
have been processed through the COD and 
punished individually as of this writing. 

The Chancellor then dismissed the GRTs 
and announced there would be a readmis-
sion process for any students wishing to re-
turn to the dorm. A few weeks later, in the 
middle of negotiations over the process of 
readmission, the Chancellor announced 
that Senior House would no longer house 
undergraduates, stating that “our plan to 
re-set the undergraduate experience in Se-
nior House is unworkable.”

The punishment being implemented by 
the MIT Chancellor and President goes far 
beyond individual accountability, or the 
desire to eliminate drug use in the dorm. 
Allegations of widely tolerated drug use 
were made by the chancellor, but prior to 
the investigation, very few students were 
aware of the events that have now been 
punished by the COD. The entire Senior 
House community is being eliminated in 
order to end what the Chancellor views as 
a toxic culture. But, the culture in question 
is anything but toxic, as it represents a va-
riety of homegrown, tightly integrated and 
critically needed support networks that 
the students find invaluable to their well-
being at MIT. There is an enormous differ-
ence between being simply tolerated and 
being celebrated with a communal pride 
in the person one is. Discarding the mul-
titude of positive aspects of Senior House 
in order to publicly denounce the unsafe 
and unacceptable behavior of a few in fact 

costs the majority of current and future Se-
nior House students a great deal of safety to 
feel value in themselves and costs the campus 
as a whole an important example of diversity 
and the true MIT spirit of working on difficult 
problems together and coming up with clever 
solutions. Far more is lost than is gained, and 
a terrible example has been set.

If this sequence of events is allowed to 
conclude with such drastic action, MIT will 
have shown itself to be dismissive of its own 
professed values and quick to declare failure 

and abandon tough challenges, a situation 
that harms the reputation of the Institute and 
all who are associated with it.

To remedy this situation before any more 
harm occurs, we are requesting your as-

sistance in advocating to the President and 
Chancellor of MIT for the following guaran-
tees in order to assure the community that 
they are committed to a process of pro-
portionate discipline rather than cultural 
eradication:

1. Senior House will remain an under-
graduate dormitory and continue to be a 
safe haven for those who do not feel ac-
cepted elsewhere.

2. An independent faculty review board 
be commissioned to examine and prepare 
a report on this entire process so that trans-
parency can be achieved and MIT can en-
sure that any mistakes made are not repeat-
ed. In particular, the use of the supposedly 
confidential campus-wide Healthy Minds 
survey data to extract living group informa-
tion that was not present in the survey itself 
raises serious ethical cause for concern that 
affects MIT’s human subject research repu-
tation and is worthy of faculty investigation.

Thank you for your time and consider-
ation, it is very much appreciated.

Editor’s note: This letter was signed by 
28 of the approximately 90  former Senior 
House residents who lived there this past 
spring;  24  are current undergrads. The au-
thors and signatories  of this letter were 
granted anonymity  due to discussion of 
topics that students were pressured to keep 
confidential by the administration,  and 
because certain disciplinary processes and 
investigations relevant to information dis-
closed in the letter  are, to our knowledge, 
still ongoing.

LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Senior House students respond: the chancellor’s 
allegations are unfounded

LETTER TO THE EDITOR

MIT misused survey data to take action against Senior 
House

In Spring of 2015, my son and about 1300 
of his fellow undergraduates at MIT partici-
pated in a survey conducted by the Healthy 
Minds Study (HMS). When the final results of 
that survey were released one year later, the 
MIT administration took actions specifically 
focused on the residents of one dorm, Senior 
House, justifying it by mentioning survey data 
concerning mental health and substance use 
issues in the residence.

My son was dismayed to hear of the ac-
tions taken, since like other students he had 
believed the housing data gathered was based 
on the broad categories asked in the survey 
such as on or off campus housing, not by 
specific living group. Although, not living at 
Senior House, he was not directly impacted 
by the administrations actions, he stated that 
if he had known how the data would be used 
against fellow students he would never have 
participated.

When I reviewed the survey and the emails 
he received from MIT encouraging his partici-
pation, I had similar concerns. I spoke to Se-
nior House residents, who were explicitly in-
formed by Chancellor Barnhart that the HMS 
survey was the data source used to justify the 
actions taken against the house.

When I asked MIT for clarification, I re-
ceived none. Jagruti Patel, the local principal 
investigator for the study in the Office of Spe-
cial Projects, sent back cut-and-pasted boil-
erplate from the experimental protocol but 
refused to answer questions about the source 
of specific residence data and never provided 
a copy of the protocol itself, which would have 
listed the data variables collected. COUHES, 
MIT‘s Institutional Review Board (IRB) which 
is responsible for ethical human-subject re-
search at MIT, replied to my complaint by 

stating that this was an exempt study where 
specific individual data was not collected, so 
there were no problems found.

The whole point of informed consent, 
the cornerstone of ethical human-subject 
research, is that subjects are fully informed 
of the possible benefits and negative conse-
quences of their participation. Neither the Of-
fice of Special Projects nor COUHES seemed 
to believe that the destruction of a student 
living group —  the community in which a 
person may have lived for three or four years 
—  deserved any consideration as a possible 
negative consequence of the study.

After my requests for information from 
MIT were stymied, I filed a complaint with 
the principle investigator for the HMS, Daniel 
Eisenberg at the University of Michigan. Un-
like MIT’s IRB, the University of Michigan IRB 
subsequently found issues with the admin-
istration of the HMS survey at MIT in 2015, 
finding that the potential participants were 
not fully informed as to what metadata such 
as residence would be gathered via the sur-
vey URL. Without that information, a person 
would not be fully informed when consenting 
to take the study.

Because the Michigan IRB determined 
that there was merit to the complaint, the 
Healthy Minds study has revised the informa-
tion provided to any students prior to their 
consenting to take surveys for the HMS, and 
in the case of the 2015 survey at MIT, the vari-
able for residence was removed from the data 
set maintained by the principle investigator, 
but he could not confirm that MIT had also 
pulled the  residence variable from their own 
data set. 

To summarize, a study which was sup-
posed to be helpful to the MIT community 

and to pose minimal risk for harm has instead 
been a source of genuine pain and suffering to 
students who believe their participation in the 
survey led directly to adverse impacts on their 
housemates and fellow students. As a both a 
parent of a recent undergraduate and as a so-
cial researcher, I am extremely angry that MIT 
used data obtained in a questionable manner 
to inform their policies with regards to any of 
their students, regardless of their residence.

The MIT administration has failed to un-
derstand the deep distrust they engendered in 
some students, parents, and alums based on 
their refusal to answer questions or acknowl-
edge concerns about the HMS survey. A sur-
vey which students completed honestly, in 
good faith, was then used in a less than hon-
est fashion against them, poisoning the atmo-
sphere of the entire two years of negotiation 
over the fate of Senior House.

The events which led to this were likely 
unintentional: an inadvertent oversight by the 
study team at Michigan, who wrote the con-
sent text and who may not have realized the 
significance of dormitories at MIT, and the 
team at MIT, who may not have realized that 
the consent form they were given was insuf-
ficient. This oversight would not have been an 
issue, however, if MIT had realized their mis-
take and either discarded data not covered 
by the consent form or informed students of 
their error and apologized for statements in-
formed by study data. But they did not, con-
tributing to the escalation of a conflict which 
eventually resulted in the destruction of the 
oldest on-campus living community at MIT.

The misuse of HMS data was not the only 
mistake made in this process, nor were its 
users the only ones at fault in the outcome. 
However the fact remains that the entire Se-

nior House turnaround process has been 
rooted in data which most likely would not 
have been provided if studnts had been fully 
informed that residence level data would be 
collected. In order to mitigate the damage to 
the community and restore the loss of faith in 
the MIT administration, I urge the adminis-
tration to take the following actions:

(1) Reopen Senior House to undergrads 
after utilizing the services of an outside me-
diator to work with residents and the admin-
istration to find more measured solutions to 
the issues in the house.

(2) Meet with representatives of the alum 
community to find a consensus with regards 
to positive alum involvement with Senior 
House.

(3) Chancellor Barnhart and President 
Reif should jointly apologize to the MIT com-
munity as a whole and HMS participants in 
particular for any pain or distress related to 
the study or actions informed by the study.

(4) MIT should ensure that any copies of 
the HMS survey data set  which contain infor-
mation identifying living group be destroyed.

In my opinion, the administration's ac-
tions did not constitute ethical behavior or 
good science, cornerstones of MIT values. 
This is not the example to set for students, and  
reflects poorly on an institution otherwise 
known for the caliber of its research. To the 
MIT administration,  please consider that how 
you meet this challenge can influence, posi-
tively or negatively, the relationship between 
students and the administration for many 
years to come. I hope you choose wisely.

Elizabeth Glaser, Ph.D., M.S.                                                            
Visiting Faculty, Kamuzu College of 

Nursing, University of Malawi

The treatment of 
Senior House and the 
assumptions made about 
its culture are different 
from those applied 
to more mainstream 
dormitories.

Chancellor Barnhart informed the students that she 
had been given a list of names of residents who had 
ordered drugs and had them sent to the dormitory. 
Rather than punish those suspected, the information 
was used to fish for further infractions via a four-day 
process of individual interrogations. 

The students were 
informed that the results 
of these interrogations 
showed that some 
students suspected 
others of purchasing 
and using cannabis, 
psychedelics, MDMA, 
and cocaine.
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By Jordan Benjamin
STAFF METEOROLOGIST

Following the low pressure 
system and rain earlier this 
week, a new low pressure sys-
tem is poised to develop and 
move off the Mid-Atlantic coast 
and south of Long Island on 
Saturday. Prior to its formation, 
slight chances for showers and 
thunderstorms will persist lo-
cally Thursday and Friday, but 
no large-scale or particularly 
organized activity is expected. 
On Saturday, as the low pres-
sure system tracks south of New 
England, cloudy skies, cooler 
temperature, and breezy con-
ditions can be expected, along 

with possible rain. In the wake 
of the system, sunny and dry 
conditions will return, along 
with near average temperatures. 
Looking forward at the remain-
der of the summer, it does not 
appear that Boston will repeat 
last summer’s record warmth; 
temperatures should remain 
near average to slightly above 
average with rainfall near aver-
age as well. Much of the rest of 
the nation should expect simi-
larly tranquil weather to that 
Boston will experience over the 
next several weeks - attention 
will turn to the tropics as hurri-
cane season heats up, although 
no storms are expected to form 
in the immediate future.

More cloudy weather to 
end the week
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Say Hello

To My Little Friend.
photo@tech.mit.edu
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Who lost Senior House?
Thousands of hours of student time were 

lost preparing for, attending, and following 
up on meetings that were part of the official 
Turnaround, Probation, and Readmission 
processes for Senior House, all of which 
failed. These failures can be attributed to 
poor leadership.  The Turnaround process 
lacked clear goals, objectives, and evalua-
tion criteria. The Probation process lacked 
clear goals, objectives, and evaluation crite-
ria. The Readmission process had the vague 
goal of creating "a new community" but no 
clear evaluation criteria.

For MIT's top administrators (President, 
Vice-President, Provost, and Chancellor) to 

put students through such clearly flawed 
but time-consuming processes was, at best, 
amateurish. Due to the gross imbalance of 
power, students felt compelled to devote 
considerable time to try to save their com-
munity by participating in the administra-
tion's ill-defined Turnaround, Probation, 
and Readmission processes, each of which, 
lacking clear goals, objectives, or criteria, 
was doomed to fail.

Affected students were naturally reluc-
tant to raise this issue with the very academ-
ic officers who still wield immense power 
over them, and this hesitation may be ex-
acerbated by the fact that each of the three 

processes was initiated and terminated uni-
laterally by the administration, without stu-
dent input or consultation, accompanied by 
statements blaming the entire Senior House 
community. In a rare public account, an MIT 
Admissions blogger reports  having "spent 
late nights drafting documents to present at 
these meetings, losing sleep only to have to 
wake up that next morning for even more 8 
a.m. meetings. I missed classes and manda-
tory recitations... I was exhausted, overcome 
with guilt, and felt powerless. Hours and 
hours of meetings, writing, and planning for 
nothing...  once again, with no discussion, 
the nuclear option was taken..."

To protect these students from further 
harm, and to protect other and future stu-
dents from similar harm, the MIT Corpora-
tion should fulfill its fiduciary responsibil-
ity to investigate how the Institute’s senior 
leadership came to compel the waste of 
thousands of person-hours of precious MIT 
student time. The Corporation should then 
direct corrections to any misaligned pro-
grams, policy, or personnel, in order to en-
sure that MIT upholds its core values, and 
that students can safely pursue their studies.

James J. Pekar, Ph.D.
S.B. Physics ’81,

Senior House resident ’77-’81

LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Abolishing Senior House not only alienates current 
residents but also alumni

By  closing Senior House,  Chancellor 
Barnhart and other senior  administra-
tors  have hurt hundreds of  current stu-
dents. They have also alienated thousands of 
alumni.

Nearly 1,400 alumni, going back to 1958, 
signed a letter to Barnhart earlier this month 
expressing their alarm with the administra-
tive actions regarding Senior House. This a 

letter which was hand-delivered to her office 
and cc'ed to other senior administration. As 
of this writing, on Tuesday, July 25, 2017, 
there has been no reply. A new letter, with 
thousands of additional signatures from the 
MIT community, will soon be delivered.

MIT alumni of all generations —  from 
every dormitory —  disagree with the ad-
ministration's collective punishment and 

closure of Senior House for the misdeeds of 
a small handful of students. Many of us be-
lieve that Senior House’s unique culture was 
sadly mischaracterized and misunderstood 
throughout this process.

Alumni should be the Institute's closest 
allies. They represent the best of MIT values. 
They are not the enemy.  In addition to do-
nating money to the Institute, these alumni 

interview prospective undergraduates, men-
tor MIT graduates, and participate in extend-
ed alumni networks in other cities and coun-
tries. Many are quitting, because they view 
not only the decision to close Senior House, 
but also the secretive and top-down manner 
in which the decision was made, as anathema 
to the MIT they love. 

Geeta Dayal ’01

Want to draw graphics that engage, provoke, and speak to the MIT community?

The Tech is looking for editorial cartoonists.
join@tech.mit.edu
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MOVIE REVIEW

Revisiting the calamitous story of Dunkirk
Christopher Nolan’s latest film Dunkirk moves audiences

By Ivy Li
ARTS EDITOR

Erich Maria Remarque’s All Quiet on 
the Western Front begins: “This book is to 
be neither an accusation nor a confession, 
and least of all an adventure, for death is 
not an adventure to those who stand face 
to face with it.” Remarque’s prose is empa-
thetic and cautionary: the young soldiers 
in the novel (and the 1930 film of the same 
name) change drastically from their expe-
riences. As one of the soldiers recounts, 
“We were 18 and had begun to love life 

and the world; and we had to shoot it to 
pieces.”

In Dunkirk, one of the civilian boats 
encounters an emotionally broken sur-
vivor much like the youth of Remarque’s 
war novel. He refuses to return to the for-
lorn Dunkirk, the commune in Northern 
France which has been surrounded by 
the German forces. The Allied forces have 
been cut off, leaving men stranded on the 
beaches and harbor of Dunkirk, waiting 
for a miracle.

The film is told from three perspec-
tives — by land, by sea, and by air — that 
begin at different times. By land, young 
British soldier Tommy (Fionn White-
head) flees from German soldiers on the 
streets of Dunkirk until he reaches the 
beaches. There, he meets fellow soldier, 
Gibson (Aneurin Barnard), burying the 
dead body of another. By sea, Mr. Dawson 
(Mark Rylance), his son, and their teenage 
hand George take their civilian boat out to 
Dunkirk to rescue the isolated soldiers. By 
air, Spitfire pilots struggle against a Ger-
man Luftwaffe plane.

Dialogue is kept to a minimum. In this 
way, the audience can do nothing but 
watch; the soldiers never express their 
thoughts, but we feel their crippling fear. 
We feel the anxiety of pilot Collins (Jack 
Lowden) as he almost drowns inside the 
Spitfire cockpit when his plane goes down. 
We admire Tommy and Gibson’s risky 
choice to save a living soldier thought to 
be dead. There is something remarkable of 

each human decision we witness. Christo-
pher Nolan’s storytelling here is both inti-
mate and distant, as we know nothing of 
these soldiers except for their will to live, 
yet somehow, I find myself caring deeply 
of their welfare.

I was  relieved when the civilian boats 
finally arrive on   Dunkirk’s beaches. The 
soldiers stationed at Dunkirk escape, and 
as they returned to England on train, the 
crowd outside even cheers for these war 
heroes. But as Tommy opens the newspa-
per and reads Winston Churchill’s speech, 
the words and shouts outside ring hollow. 

Those who were not rescued perished; 
those who were saved were only saved for 
the next battle and the next. Life here is a 
walking, pale shadow.

As Mr. Dawson tells his son, if they 
don’t try to save the lives of these soldiers, 
if they don’t fight, then their homeland 
will be next. The civilian efforts in rescu-
ing the troops are a testament against the 
callous apathy of war. Deeply humane, 
Dunkirk is a powerfully wrought film of 
men who, under the torrent of bullets, 
fight for their lives as the world around 
them falls apart.

★★★★☆

Dunkirk
Written by Christopher 
Nolan

Directed by Christopher 
Nolan

Starring Fionn 
Whitehead, Aneurin 
Barnard, Tom Hardy, 
Cillian Murphy, Mark 
Rylance

PG-13, Now Playing COURTESY OF WARNER BROS

A scene from Christopher Nolan’s film Dunkirk.

Shakespeare Ensemble presents “Marina”

JISOO MIN—THE TECH

A pirate kidnaps Marina, played by Katherine Yee ‘20.
JISOO MIN—THE TECH

David Ricardo ‘18 as Professor Gower.

JISOO MIN—THE TECH

A pirate after a duel.
JISOO MIN—THE TECH

Katherine Yee ‘20 as Marina and Victoria Longe ‘18 as Dionyza.
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Organ on a chip: a 3D model for studying 
endometriosis

By Theresa Machemer
GUEST COLUMNIST

The MIT Center for Gynepa-
thology Research (CGR) launched 
in 2009 seeking to improve cur-
rent understanding of conditions 
that predominantly affect women, 
often focused on reproductive 
health. The Center, co-led by sci-
entific director Linda Griffith, PhD, 
of the MIT Bioengineering depart-
ment, and Keith Isaacson, MD, of 
Harvard Medical School, is unique 
in its approach because research-
ers apply tools from bioengineer-
ing, such as tissue engineering, to 
study a topic previously confined 
to traditional methods of biologi-
cal analysis.

For example, to improve un-
derstanding of the ways hormones 
impact the tissue that lines the 
uterus, bioengineering PhD stu-

dent Christi Cook has created a 3D 
tissue culturing system that sup-
ports distinct layers of different cell 
types, sourced from endometrial 
biopsies, that can be exposed to 
hormones such as estrogen and 
progesterone, in a way that mim-
ics the month-long menstrual cy-
cle. “My goal has been to develop 
better in vitro model systems so 
that we can understand some of 
the endometrial pathologies that 
women face,” Cook said. “It’s taken 
a couple years to develop the mod-
el system, and we’re now begin-
ning to understand and use them 
to study things like inflammation 
and how that impacts hormone 
responsiveness.”

Many gynepathological condi-
tions are characterized by changes 
in the uterine cells’ hormone re-
sponsiveness, including adeno-
myosis, infertility, leiomyoma, and 

endometriosis. Endometriosis, 
a primary focus of CGR, affects 
about 10% of women and occurs 
when cells similar to the endo-
metrium, the innermost lining 
of the uterus, grow elsewhere in 
the body, usually around the pel-
vic and abdominal areas. Not all 
women with this condition show 
symptoms, but those who do can 
experience debilitating chronic 
pain.

Currently, treatments for en-
dometriosis begin with a first line 
treatment of oral contraceptives, 
but not every patient can tolerate 
them and they aren’t effective for 
every patient. If oral contracep-
tives are ineffective or aren’t an 
option, the next step would be 
hormone antagonists, which block 
cells’ ability to sense hormones. 
“These can have nasty side effects 
— it’s like a fake menopause, so 

this isn’t ideal,” Cook said. Another 
option for endometriosis patients 
is surgery to remove the misplaced 
endometrial cells that character-
ize endometriosis, but that is also 
not entirely effective.  “There’s no 
perfect way to treat this disease 
right now, what works for some-
one might not work for someone 
else and we still don’t know why,” 
Cook said.

CGR also has a number of col-
laborations around MIT, including 
running an IAP class on endome-
triosis and working with the MIT 
iGEM team in 2016 as they cre-
ated a synthetic biology tool for 
diagnosing endometriosis. “[Linda 
Griffith] is definitely excited to talk 
to any researcher on campus who 
has a potential interest in seeing 
what sorts of unique projects and 
ideas can come out of pairing to-
gether unusual departments,” 

Cook said.
One such collaboration is be-

tween CGR and CSAIL to develop 
an app that could be launched in 
Isaacson’s clinic so patients can 
track the day-to-day impact of 
their disease, endometriosis or 
otherwise. CGR would then collect 
and analyze this data, comparing it 
to the patient biopsies they have in 
the lab. Currently, endometriosis is 
classified based on the size of the 
misplaced cellular growths, but the 
severity of a patient’s symptoms 
don’t necessarily match the appar-
ent severity of the disease stage. 
“Maybe there’s different types of 
endometriosis, but right now we’re 
lumping it as one single disease,” 
Cook suggested. If there turn out 
to be subsets of day-to-day symp-
toms of endometriosis, this could 
lead research into new classifica-
tions of endometriosis.
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Got science?

We’re looking for writers to 
share their STEM-related 

passions and journalists to 
investigate the behind-the-
scenes work of MIT labs.

Email science@tech.mit.edu
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Plans of repopulation abandoned: Senior 
House is now 70 Amherst Street

ing the freshmen-based Pilot 2021 
program. The reason for this, Barn-
hart wrote, was that senior adminis-
trators “no longer believe that first-
year and continuing students living 
in Senior House next year will be 
able to define for themselves their 
own community values and living 
experience.”

Barnhart’s assertion in the same 
email that last month’s decision had 
been met with “misinformation, de-
nials, and responses” that violated 
MIT values drew enormous back-
lash from the student body, many 
of whom concluded that the July 
7 decision was punishment for all 
dissenting student reactions to the 
repopulation plans.

Barnhart later clarified to The 
Tech in an interview Monday and 
to the undergraduate body in an 
email Tuesday that she did not con-
sider student protest to be against 
MIT values. She specified that the-
ses violation were actions such as 
harassment of potential residents 
by former residents and alumni, 
as well as the bullying of students, 
including Senior House residents, 
who spoke up in defense of the ad-
ministration’s decisions.  

This clarification led to criti-
cisms that the administration was 
engaging in collective punishment.

“We are disappointed that the 
actions of a few individuals have 
been the ones to set the narrative 
for the MIT administration, rather 
than the efforts of so many more 
individuals in the Senior House 
community and MIT community at 
large who dedicated themselves to 
moving forward in a positive direc-
tion over the past year,” Allie Stan-
ton ’18, the Dormitory Council vice 
president wrote in an email on be-
half of herself and DormCon presi-
dent Yuge Ji ’18 to the pilot-2021 

mailing list.
Barnhart refused to comment 

on whether she believed that it was 
only a minority of Senior House 
residents who engaged in behavior 
deemed inappropriate and pres-
suring, saying that the numbers 
do not matter if “the end result is 
that students living in Senior House 
wouldn’t have a good experience.”

Barnhart acknowledged that the 
email she sent on Friday was “terse 
and didn’t have a lot of details,” 
saying that it “was on purpose” be-
cause the letter was written to Senior 
House students with whom she had 
been talking already working and 
communicating with verbally. Her 
“assumption” was that because she 
had been “working together and 
communicating verbally,” with Se-
nior House students, they would 
understand what the email meant.

Undergraduate Association, 
DormCon, and Senior House lead-
ership met with Barnhart June 23 
and June 26, but how much of those 
discussions was communicated 
to the dorm community at large is 
unclear.

The chancellor said she later 
realized that because this decision 
affects students outside of Senior 
House, she should have notified all 
undergraduates.

“I think that I have to take some 
responsibility for the confusion 
that’s out there, and I’m working to 
try and help clarify that,” Barnhart 
said in a call with The Tech Tuesday 
evening. The chancellor emailed 
all undergraduates later that night 
with a formal announcement of the 
changes to Senior House and more 
details surrounding the decision.

The initial July 7 email seemed 
“incredibly rushed” compared to 
normal communications from the 
chancellor, Lillian Chin ’17 wrote 
in an email to The Tech. Chin was 
previously a member of the UA 
Committee on Student-Admin Col-
laboration, but no longer has ties to 
student government.

Clarification that it was actions 
such as alumni harassment that 
was against MIT values would have 
“dampened a lot of fears,” Chin 
wrote.

The “MIT values” that Barnhart 
referenced in her email were three-
fold. The chancellor said that MIT 
believes in “open and respectful 
discourse” such that individuals can 
“speak what they believe without re-
taliation and without being vilified;” 
that discussions “should be based 
on facts and not rumors and delib-
erate misrepresentations;” and that 
“students should be able to  define 
their own community that is and 

living experience without outsiders 
exerting pressure and trying to con-
trol their decisions.”  

When asked during Monday’s 
interview to respond to criticisms 
that Pilot 2021 was itself an attempt 
to define a living experience, the 
chancellor replied that Pilot 2021 
was not about defining a culture, 
rather providing opportunities for 
students.

The Tech has previously report-
ed that much of the programming 
of Pilot 2021 was based on either 
freshman-oriented programs that 
were successful in other MIT dorms 
or programs that students have indi-
cated interest in on campus surveys. 
Participation in the programming, 
including the meal kits and well-
ness programs, would have been 
optional.

“Some students and some alum-
ni definitely did not want to accept” 
the decisions announced earlier this 
June and “that change was neces-
sary,” the chancellor said.

“Misinformation, denials, and 
responses”

The chancellor insisted that stu-
dent protests such as the sleep-in 
which occurred outside the presi-
dent’s office and the protest which 
occurred outside the chancellor’s 
office were not part of the reactions 
that violated MIT values, though 
many believed otherwise after the 
July 7 email.

Barnhart mentioned that she 
had expected protests.

“We believe it’s a healthy thing 
to do,” Barnhart said, adding that 
her office arranged to send food to 
the sleep-in.

Some individuals who spoke 
out about problems in the Senior 
House community were attacked 
and “in some cases bullied,” the 
chancellor said.

The chancellor told The Tech 
that someone had taken out a paid 
Google ad titled ‘False Research 
References’ “that was written to try 
to discredit the integrity and re-
search of a junior faculty member,” 
Michael Short, who penned a June 
letter to the editor speaking in favor 

of Pilot 2021.
Professor Short wrote to The 

Tech that he has not personally seen 
the ads, but that he heard they were 
“unnecessarily hurtful, and rather 
childish.”

The ad in question linked to a 
website, guanolog.com, which now 
redirects to fdsal.com, a site “owned 
and operated” by Senior House 
alum John Hinsdale ’86, accord-

ing to its about page. The website 
is devoted to investigating alleged 
unethical use of data by the MIT 
administration in Senior House 
decisions.

The ad also provided the email 
address i-lived-in-senior-house@
shamster.com  as  contact informa-
tion. A similar address, i-lived-at-
senior-house@shamster.com, is 
included in Hinsdale’s contact in-
formation on fdsal.com. The contact 
page on shamster.com indicates 
that it too is “owned and operated” 
by Hinsdale. Hinsdale did not im-
mediately respond to The Tech’s re-
quest for comment.

Hinsdale’s site  fdsal.com ap-
peared to have been down after the 
publication of this article on July 14. 
On July 15, the site appears to work. 

Apart from this ad, the chancel-
lor did not go into detail about spe-
cific instances of attacks, because 
she didn’t want to “call out students.” 
She did not discuss particular cases 
of students and alumni refusing to 
accept recent decisions. She also 
did not discuss what specifically 
made administrators believe that 

the pressure for new residents to 
adopt Senior House culture would 
persist despite ongoing discussions 
with student leaders.

She emphasized that the tran-
sition to graduate housing is not 
intended as a punitive measure 
against those who engaged in the 
attacks and who violated MIT 
values.

Incentives offered for under-
graduates to engage in “dorm swap”

Rising juniors and seniors who 
are 21 or older will have the oppor-
tunity to live in graduate housing in 
order to potentially offset crowding 
caused by removing E2 from the un-
dergraduate housing system. There 
are several incentives available 
to undergraduate students who 
choose to live in graduate housing.

Current seniors planning to 
pursue a graduate degree at MIT 
would be guaranteed housing in a 
graduate dorm for their first year.

Undergraduates who opt to live 
in a graduate dorm will be able to 
choose between a $3,000 housing 
credit which will be applied to their 
Bursar’s bill split between spring 
and fall semesters, or a free Basic 10 
meal plan, which would otherwise 
costs $3,410 for the 2017-2018 aca-
demic year.

The chancellor told The Tech 
that all but one Senior House stu-
dent got their first or second alter-
native housing choice for the com-
ing year.

The first-year housing lottery 
results were originally planned 
to be released July 14, but due to 
these recent changes, results will 
be announced August 1, Jennifer 
Hapgood-White, associate director 
of housing assignments wrote in an 
email to freshmen.  

Senior House head of house 
Jay Scheib asked to step down fol-
lowing the June 12 announcement 
about the depopulation of Senior 
House and Pilot 2021, but before 
the July 7 decision. According the 
chancellor, Schieb felt it was the 
“right time to step down” given 
the imminent changes to Senior 
House.

A former Senior House GRT in-
formed the pilot-2021 mailing list 
that Scheib is in London this sum-
mer debuting a new musical. He 
has not, according to residents, is-
sued any statement to Senior House 
regarding either decision. Associate 
head of house Kristen Covino will 
become the new head of house this 
fall. Neither Scheib nor Covino have 
responded to The Tech’s requests 
for comment.

Anshula Gandhi contributed 
reporting.

Students now more vigilant, express reluctance 
to take future surveys 

Grad Housing, from Page 1

Barnhart later 
clarified to 
The Tech in 
an interview 
Monday and to the 
undergraduate 
body in an email 
Tuesday that she 
did not consider 
student protest 
to be against MIT 
values. 

Barnhart refused to comment on whether 
she believed that it was only a minority 
of Senior House residents who engaged 
in behavior deemed inappropriate and 
pressuring, saying that the numbers do not 
matter if “the end result is that students 
living in Senior House wouldn’t have a 
good experience.”

She emphasized 
that the transition 
to graduate housing 
is not intended as 
a punitive measure 
against those 
who engaged in 
the attacks and 
who violated MIT 
values.

provided by the institution (such as 
age and gender),” Eisenberg wrote. 
These data elements are then stated 
in the informed consent.

“We failed to customize that list of 
data elements in the informed con-
sent to reflect the list used by MIT,” 
Eisenberg wrote in a July 14 corre-
spondence to Glaser that Glaser then 
forwarded to The Tech.

“MIT could have used residence 
data, given that it was linked to the 
survey data. I don’t know for sure 
if and how they actually did that 
analysis,” Eisenberg wrote in a July 
17 email to The Tech.

MIT’s IR office received the 
data file containing survey results 
from the University of Michigan 
July 2015, Snover wrote to The Tech 
yesterday.

Snover previously wrote in 
Tuesday’s email that “Prior to 

knowing the error in the consent 
form, the Chancellor’s Office did 
conduct some limited analysis 
but they did not publish any data 
based on residence hall.”

“Once MIT learned of the error 
in the consent form, no offices con-
ducted any analysis of the HMS data 
based on dorm/residence,” Snover 
added.  

“When MIT contacted the HMS 
researchers about participating in 
the study, MIT requested that the 
survey be customized to ask sur-
vey respondents to identify their on 
campus address,” Snover wrote in 
the same email.

However, HMS researchers 
“declined to include a customized 
question regarding address, but in-
formed MIT that it could provide 
the residence hall data, along with 
all other administrative data, in the 
data file that MIT sent to HMS re-
searchers for the survey invitees.”

According to Eisenberg, the Uni-
versity of Michigan’s Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) found out about 
this discrepancy during the summer 
2016 and notified MIT. The HMS 
team has since taken precautions to 
ensure this type of error does not oc-
cur in the future.

Asked if it is unethical to contin-
ue to use this data, Eisenberg wrote 
that he “would agree that it’s not ap-
propriate to continue using the data 
that wasn’t mentioned in the con-
sent” and said that once his team 
realized “the error, [they] removed 
the information from [their] copy of 
the data set.”

“I do not believe that the prob-
lem with the consent form invali-
dates the survey or rises to the level 
of any ethical breach as the error 
appears to be unintentional,” Leigh 
Firn, the COUHES chairman, wrote 
to The Tech Tuesday.

“MIT refrained from doing any-

thing with the data once it discov-
ered the problem; no identifying 
information was provided in con-
nection with the survey responses; 
and most importantly, the indi-
vidual survey responses have been 
treated as confidential and remain 
so,” Firn wrote.  

Many students responded to this 
error in the informed consent with 
a reluctance to take MIT surveys in 
the future.

“Looks like they lied and it would 
be bad practice/bad character to use 
the data,” Travis Libsack ’18 wrote in 
an email to The Tech Tuesday. “Se-
nior House 2k16 all over again.”

“I am, quite frankly, shocked 
and extremely angry that this hap-
pened, especially at MIT. The lack 
of informed consent on the part 
of students taking the survey, as 
well as the unethical way the re-
sults were used, is abhorrent,” 
said Madeleine Haworth ’19 in an 

email to The Tech Wednesday.
“To my knowledge MIT has 

made no official comment or apol-
ogy related to this matter — which 
is, to me, a clear sign that research 
integrity isn’t a priority when the 
administration wants to use ques-
tionably-obtained ‘data’ against 
students,” Haworth added.

“Suffice it to say that I won’t be 
taking part in many Institute sur-
veys or studies in the future if I can 
avoid it,” Haworth wrote.

Madison Evans ’18 wrote to The 
Tech Wednesday that she wasn’t 
sure if she would have thought that 
her survey results being linked to 
her house would have “been as 
concerning to [her] at the time.”  

“But I do know in the future, I’d 
like to read those forms for future 
surveys. I may forget, like a lot of 
forms. But it’s important to know 
what’s happening with the infor-
mation I give out,” Evans wrote.

Survey, from Page 1
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The decision to turn Senior 
House into a graduate dormitory, 
announced last Friday by Chancel-
lor Cynthia Barnhart PhD ’88 to the 
Senior House community, has been 
met with condemnation from vocal 
MIT community members.

As was the case after the ear-
lier June decisions to repopulate the 
dorm, the vagueness of the initial 
communication from the adminis-
tration gave rise to rampant specula-
tion and rumors from students and 
alumni alike.

Days later, the chancellor and 
student leaders individually sent 
lengthy emails to paint a clearer pic-
ture of the situation. How effective 
these follow-ups will be in influenc-
ing future conversation on the issue 
remains to be seen.

Student, alumni, and community 
responses

The Tech has seen emails from 
students, alumni, and community 
members since the June announce-
ments ranging from disappointment 
to vitriol. Some students and alumni 
brainstormed how to move forward 
in a positive way. Others questioned 
the validity of data used in previous 
decisions regarding Senior House, 
how much information they should 
share with the press, and discussed 
how to dissuade undergraduates, 
and later, graduate students, from 
living in E2 next year, in order to pre-
serve Senior House culture.  

The Tech was forwarded an email 
from an alumnus who claimed that 
Barnhart needed to be “eliminated 
from the Institute” and asked “How 
can we make sure she never has a job 
in education for the rest of her miser-
able life?”

“[M]y father has earmarked a 
large amount of money through 
charitable remainder trusts for MIT, 
and I’m going to work with him to 
make sure they never see a penny so 
long as Cynthia Barnhart has a job,” 
the alum wrote.

J. Maunsell ’19, co-president of 
Senior House, responded to this 
email discouraging the amount of 
“vitriol” that has been “directed per-
sonally” at Barnhart for recent deci-
sions and emphasized that these 
decisions were made jointly by se-
nior leadership which includes the 
chancellor, provost, president, and 
vice president of research. Barnhart 
asserted that the decisions related to 
Senior House were made collectively 
by the senior leadership at MIT.

Maunsell’s email was met with 
another scathing response from an-
other alumnus who suggested that 
Barnhart is not qualified for her 
job and doubted that recent deci-
sions were made in conjunction 
with administrators other than the 
chancellor.

It is unclear if this type of dis-

trust and discourse contributed to 
administrators’ belief that Senior 
House community members would 
not accept decisions and would not 
allow new residents to define their 
own communities, but The Tech has 
seen similar sentiments and rhetoric 
present in other emails on Senior 
House-related mailing lists around 
all major announcements regarding 
Senior House since the start of the 
turnaround last June.

Websites owned by another Se-
nior House alum, John Hinsdale ’86, 
are linked to the attack ad put out 
against MIT Professor Michael Short 
who submitted a letter to The Tech 
supporting Pilot 2021. Hinsdale has 
not responded to requests for  com-
ment, and whether he bought the ad 
is unknown. 

The chancellor said that the ad 
was an example of a violation of MIT 
values and an example of a reac-
tion to Pilot 2021 and the repopula-
tion of Senior House that led admin-
istrators to believe that new residents 

faced undue pressure, which ulti-
mately led to the decision to remove 
undergrads from E2.

Barnhart said that some students 
and alumni “definitely exerted pres-
sure and tried to control the deci-
sions of New House students and 
first-year students.”

In a joint letter to undergradu-
ates from the UA and DormCon, Al-
lie Stanton ’18, the vice president of 
DormCon, wrote that “former Senior 
House residents and alumni were 
in extensive contact with soon-to-
be Senior House freshmen through 
a private Facebook group” and this 
was cited by the chancellor as a 
source of external pressure on new 
residents.

“There was a fear that residents 
of the dorm would be expected to 
do things such as add former Senior 
House residents and alumni to guest 
lists, help facilitate events Senior 
House formerly held, and otherwise 
work to preserve a culture that they 
did not necessarily identify with,” 
Stanton wrote.

“We would like to emphasize that 
the administration’s main concern 
was that outside pressure on resi-
dents, particularly if someone was in 
disagreement, would be inappropri-
ate and would not result in a posi-
tive residential experience,” Stanton 
wrote.

The Tech has seen emails written 
by Senior House students shortly 
after Pilot 2021 was announced that 
called on students to “infiltrate” the 
Pilot 2021 program in order to pre-
serve Senior House culture.

Other students, including Stan-
ton, discouraged the use of the word 
“infiltrating” and instead encour-
aged more positive engagement with 
the program. Tesla Wells ’20, an East 
Campus resident  who headed the 
keep-haus-a-home movement, also 
discouraged the use of the word.

Wells stated in an email describ-

ing the movement that its goals were 
to “focus on preserving the SH cul-
ture at Haus and on the East Side 
through the duration of new period 
at Haus...by emphasizing and com-
municating the importance of Senior 
Haus’s core values (respecting differ-
ences, taking care of each other, per-
sonal freedom/communal responsi-
bility) to new residents.”

Barnhart refused to comment on 
whether this and other similar in-
dividual initiatives constituted part 
of the external pressure that might 
prevent new residents from forming 
their own culture.

“I know a lot of you won’t believe 
me when I say this, but there really 
is no conspiracy to take down the 
east side or whitewash any of the 
undergrad dorms,” Stanton wrote in 
a separate email to a pilot-2021 list 
on behalf of herself and DormCon 
President Yuge Ji ’18. “We are also 
disappointed that the administration 
could not envision a more construc-
tive solution.”

In June, students and alumni cre-
ated a parody site, pilot2021.com, 
which featured a video of President 
Reif relating students to world-
changing “products” of MIT and Ap-
ple CEO Tim Cook’s 2017 commence-
ment addresses spliced with footage 
of yoga and, meal kits, and students 
as products. The website advertised 
the “sale” of MIT students, seemingly 
insinuating that Pilot 2021 was a ploy 
to help MIT students be more mar-
ketable to industry employers.

Another protest site is Save Se-
nior House at saveseniorhouse.mit.
edu. The website features a list of de-
mands, including to undo the gradu-
ate housing decision and to “let the 
majority of SH residents live in Se-
nior House by abolishing the appli-
cation process.”

The website also lists a demand 
that “all decisions made about the 
future of Senior House, or any other 
living group, should be done with the 
knowledge, input, and consent of the 
residents.”

Aside from a Cambridge Day ar-
ticle, most news outlets, including 
those that reported on the initial an-
nouncement of Pilot 2021, have thus 
far remained silent on the newest de-
cision regarding Senior House.

In all her communications with 
The Tech, Barnhart has expressed a 
reluctance to revisit old debates and 
controversies about the nature of the 
“dangerous behavior” that violated 
the turnaround and concerns about 
the use of data in making housing 
decisions, instead emphasizing her 
desire to focus on supporting stu-
dents going forward.

Anna Kazlauskus ’19, the presi-
dent of G@MIT, confirmed that 
Barnhart and Nelson had met with 

leaders of LGBTQ groups on cam-
pus, but noted that it would be dif-
ficult to recreate the organically 
formed LGBTQ space that Senior 
House provided.

Student leadership involvement 
and miscommunications

Barnhart told The Tech on Mon-
day that DormCon, the UA, and 
Senior House student leaders had 
been made aware of the possibility 
of changing E2 into a graduate resi-
dence approximately two weeks be-
fore the July 7 announcement.

She later clarified in a call Tues-
day that she had voiced this possibil-
ity, in addition to her concerns that 
new residents were being pressured 
to maintain Senior House culture 
by former residents and alumni, in 
a June 23 meeting. She and Suzy 
Nelson, vice president of student 
life, met with Maunsell, Ji, Stanton, 
UA President Sarah Melvin ’18, UA 
Vice President Alexa Martin ’19, and 
former Senior House resident Jacob 
Higgins ’19, in addition to another 
former Senior House resident and a 
Senior House alum.

This version of events was dis-
puted by some of the student leaders 
present at the meeting, however.

Melvin told The Tech that she 
found out about this decision a few 
hours before the announcement 
email was sent and did not have in-
put in this decision nor prior knowl-
edge that it was being considered.

“According to our notes and my 
personal memory, Cindy [Barn-
hart] never used the phrase gradu-
ate housing in any of our meetings 
before Friday,” Melvin wrote in an 
email to The Tech, although “[the 
chancellor] did briefly mention that 
maybe students shouldn’t live in 
the building,” but Melvin said she 
“interpreted this as an expression of 
[the chancellor’s] frustration with the 
external pressure in response to the 
Pilot 2021 decision.”

But Higgins recalled in an email 
to The Tech that “the Chancellor did 
say that worst-case scenario, they 
might have to turn SH into ‘grad 
housing,’ using the phrase.” He fur-
ther speculated that the chancellor 
may have issued the ultimatum in 
response to pressure from the senior 
administrative team.

Barnhart herself could not defi-
nitely confirm during the Tuesday 
call whether or not she had used 
the exact phrase. In a later email 
she wrote that she conferred with Ji, 

and that both agreed “that gradu-
ate housing in Senior House was 
brought up but not the focus of the 
meeting,” and that “students didn’t 
seriously consider it as an option.”

“Regardless, we weren’t given the 
chance to respond to this ‘proposed’ 
change in housing plans and weren’t 
asked for feedback on any such 
change,” Melvin wrote in her email.

The general amnesia regarding 
the discussion of such a contentious 
topic – turning the entire dorm into 
grad housing – is nonetheless trou-
bling. The meeting was not recorded.

And the chancellor voiced her 
agreement when The Tech pointed 
out that it’s concerning that so many 
students on the call were on com-
pletely different pages from the ad-
ministration and from each other.

Students who acted indepen-
dently of the negotiations between 
student leaders and administrators 
may not have recognized that these 
negotiations were taking place. Some 
on the pilot-2021 mailing list asked if 
student government was even oper-
ating in the summer.

A student on the pilot-2021 list 
suggested that it was time to start 
compromising. Other students and 
a former Senior House GRT replied 
that compromise had been occur-
ring the entire time, pointing out that 
compromising is a major role of the 
student leaders who had been meet-
ing with administrators on behalf of 
their constituents.

The future of student-admin 
relations

In an email to The Tech, Lillian 
Chin ’17 wrote that when students 
place their trust in elected leaders, 
they are also expecting that the ad-
ministration will include those lead-
ers in important decisions. Chin was 
previously a member of the UA Com-
mittee on Student-Admin Collabora-
tion, but no longer has ties to student 
government.

Others agree: a petition draft 
sent to pilot-2021 yesterday evening 
by Katherine Paseman ’18 included 
among its demands that all decisions 
which affect the MIT undergradu-
ate community be approved by a 
vote from the UA and other student 
representation bodies.  The updated 
version of the petition, however, 
which can be found here, no longer 
includes this demand. 

But Barnhart made a comment 
in Monday’s interview with The Tech 
that casts doubt on the already low 
likelihood that the administration 
will acquiesce to such a demand.

Elements of “shared governance 
in our dormitory system” did not 
apply in cases like the situation sur-
rounding Senior House, which con-
stitutes a “reset,” Barnhart said.

Ultimately, insufficient commu-
nication between administration, 
student leaders, and the student 
body since the announcement of 
the turnaround has made fact-based 
discussion and compromise diffi-
cult from the start. Administration 
and student leaders have both cited 
a firm dedication to protecting stu-
dents’ privacy as the reason for se-
crecy. But the resulting information 
void has led, as Chin pointed out, to 
an exacerbation of students’ mistrust 
of administrative action.

Anshula Gandhi contributed 
reporting.

Senior House no more: community reacts with 
disappointment, fear, and anger
Miscommunication and secrecy plague student-admin interactions

Websites owned by another Senior House 
alum, John Hinsdale ’86, are linked to the 
attack ad put out against MIT Professor 
Michael Short....The chancellor said that 
the ad was an example of a violation of 
MIT values.

Barnhart said that 
some students and 
alumni “definitely 
exerted pressure 
and tried to control 
the decisions 
of New House 
students and first-
year students.”

Anna Kazlauskus 
’19, the president of 
G@MIT, confirmed 
that Barnhart and 
Nelson had met 
with leaders of 
LGBTQ groups on 
campus, but noted 
that it would be 
difficult to recreate 
the organically 
formed LGBTQ 
space that Senior 
House provided.

Solution to Undergrads
from page 11

6 5 8 1 3 4 7 2 9
4 7 2 8 6 9 1 5 3
1 3 9 5 7 2 4 8 6
9 2 3 7 8 1 5 6 4
5 4 1 9 2 6 8 3 7
7 8 6 4 5 3 2 9 1
2 9 7 6 1 8 3 4 5
8 1 4 3 9 5 6 7 2
3 6 5 2 4 7 9 1 8

7 5 4 2 3 8 6 9 1
9 7 6 4 5 1 8 2 3
5 3 2 9 1 6 4 7 8
6 4 3 1 2 7 5 8 9
1 8 7 5 6 2 9 3 4
4 2 1 8 9 5 3 6 7
3 1 9 7 8 4 2 5 6
8 6 5 3 4 9 7 1 2
2 9 8 6 7 3 1 4 5

Solution to Grads
from page 10

Solution to Fun, Fun, Fun
from page 11Is there anyone you want to shadow for 24 hours?

We’re looking for writers to follow someone around 
for one day and write about it!

It’s a great way to make connections on campus!

E-mail join@tech.mit.edu or join us for 
dinner, Sundays 6 p.m. (W20-483)
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Instructions: Fill in the grid so that each column, row, and 3 by 3 grid contains exactly one of each of the digits 1 through 9.

Grads in Senior House
Solution, page 9

5 3 9
7 6 1

9 5 2 4 8
9 2 3

1 8
2 9 1

9 7 6 8 3
4 9 7

3 4 1

[1864] City Nicknames

This place has so many demonyms. Northlanders. Fair Folk. Honey Barons. Lake Dwellers. Treasurers. Swamp Watchers. 
Dream Farmers. Wellfolk. Rockeaters. Forgotten Royals. Remote Clients. Barrow-Clerks. The People of Land and Sky.

A WEBCOMIC OF ROMANCE,
SARCASM, MATH, AND LANGUAGE

by Randall Munroe
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Instructions: Fill in the grid so that each column and row contains exactly one of each of the numbers 1–6. Follow the mathematical operations for each box.

Undergrads in Grad Dorms
Solution, page 9

30+ 8× 17+ 24+

42× 6× 6×

216× 25+ 8

6÷ 9+ 84× 5− 5−

56× 2

192× 25+ 26+ 1− 210×

6

1− 20+ 126×

144× 3 20×

Fun, Fun, Fun by Sally R. Stein
Solution, page 9

ACROSS
1 Poor, as an excuse
5 Typical kilt wearer
9 Did the backstroke
13 Competitor
14 In addition
15 Broad-based
16 Spanish friend
17 First-place medal
18 A great distance
19 Engrossed in fun
22 “Gloomy” guy
23 __ Angeles
24 Imply
28 Tiny tree branch
30 Doc for pets
33 Go on __ (try to lose 

weight)
34 Caribbean and Adriatic
35 Sandwich shop
36 Engrossed in fun
39 Cabbagelike veggie
40 Mom’s sister
41 Temporary peace
42 Crafty
43 Small and weak
44 Pirates’ treasure holders

45 Tiger or tabby
46 Buddy
47 Engrossed in fun
56 Noisy
57 Make a meal
58 Forbidden
59 Horse’s hair
60 Diarist __ Frank
61 Office mail holder
62 Building for tools
63 Tripod’s trio
64 “__ la vie!”
DOWN
1 Capital of Peru
2 Tel __, Israel
3 Biblical wise men
4 Stretch out
5 Heroic tales
6 Stop up
7 Capital of Norway
8 Task agenda
9 Attacks, as a fly
10 Internet hotspot service
11 Guy in Eden
12 Insignificant
13 Old-school cheer
20 Instinctive, as a feeling

21 Terrier or poodle
24 Eagles’ relatives
25 Just perfect
26 Willy-__ 

(haphazardly)
27 Prefix for scope or 

vision
28 Very small
29 Bump on a toad
30 Neighbor of Earth
31 Vote into office
32 Ocean’s motions
34 Leave speechless
35 Perilous
37 Of ships and 

sailors
38 Good at sports
43 Settle a debt
44 Is able to
45 Needing 

deciphering
46 Elbow jabs
47 Shade trees
48 Ark builder
49 When summer 

starts
50 Second to __ (the best)

51 Saucer-shaped instrument
52 Sensible
53 Tapers off

54 Burglar’s haul
55 Supposedly 42 Across 

beast
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BASEBALL

Austin Filiere ’18, now a Cub, makes history at 
the MLB draft
Austin Filiere, course 15-2 major, was selected in the eighth round of the MLB 
draft, the highest in school history

By Ahaan Rungta
SPORTS EDITOR

The 2017 Major League Base-
ball draft, held on Jun. 12, was his-
toric for MIT, as for the first time in 
school history, two Engineers were 
selected. Infielder Austin Filiere 
’18 and right-handed pitcher Da-
vid Hesslink ’17 became the sec-
ond and third Engineers ever to be 
selected in the MLB draft. The only 
Engineer before Feiliere and Hes-
slink to be drafted was Jason Szu-
minski ’01, a right-handed pitcher 
for the San Diego Padres, drafted 
in the 27th round by the Chicago 
Cubs in 2000.

As an Engineer, Filiere has bat-
ted .375 with 13 home runs in 36 
games. As a freshman,  he took 
over as the starting third base-
man for the Engineers and earned 
a countless number of honors to 
begin his college career. More re-
cently, Filiere lit up the Cape Code 
League in 2016 with his eight home 
runs and 29 RBIs in 38 games to 
lead his Harwich Mariners to an 
East Division championship, earn-
ing him the Manny Robello 10th 
Player Award. Off the field, he is 
a business analytics major and is 
currently leading MIT’s team in an 
innumerous number of offensive 
categories. Filiere’s major in 15-2 
and his prowess on the diamond 
earned him a selection in the 
eighth round as a third baseman 
and future general manager by the 
defending World Series champion 
Chicago Cubs.

We got a chance to catch up 
with Filiere after his historic night 
getting drafted in the eighth round 
(highest among the three  drafted 
ballplayers from MIT) and asked 
him about his experiences so far 
and what he is looking forward to.

The Tech: When did you first 
realize that baseball was your 

sport and that’s what your pas-
sion was?

Austin Filiere: I come from a 
family that loves sports so I feel 
like I’ve been playing baseball and 
other sports for as long as I can re-
member, but baseball has always 
been my favorite. No other sport 
had the same intensity and excite-
ment that baseball brought me.

The Tech: Similarly, when was 
the first time you realized that 
you were probably going to be 
drafted by an MLB team? Did you 
know how early you would going 
to get drafted?

Filiere: I started thinking that I 
was going to get drafted after play-
ing last summer in the Cape Cod 
League. I knew it was going to be 
a bit of a long shot since I played 
in Division III, but I felt comfort-
able playing in the Cape and just 
wanted a chance to play pro ball. 
I really had no idea where I was 
going to get drafted. I was thinking 
top 15 rounds, but it’s the draft so 
you never know. 

The Tech: Do you have any 
specific players, former or cur-
rent, in the Major Leagues that 
you look up to or want to model 
yourself around? And what kind 
of lessons do you take from 

them?
Filiere: I love watching base-

ball, so there are lots of things I 
like about lots of players. I really 
like watching Paul Goldschmidt 
and how he plays the game; I like 
watching Joey Votto and the at-
bats he has;  and I like watching 
and listening to Ted Williams on 
hitting.

The Tech: There are not a lot of 
people in the league who can say 
they went to MIT and got drafted 
in the early rounds of the MLB 
draft as a third baseman and 
general manager. What kinds of 
skills and experiences has MIT 
given you thus far that you attri-
bute your unique persona to and 
how has your time at MIT shaped 
your career as a ballplayer?

Filiere: Well it would definitely 
be fun to be a general manager, 
but hopefully that is a long time 
away and after a lot of baseball. I 
got drafted to play baseball, and 
that is what I want to do. What I 
have learned in the classroom will 
definitely help me after my playing 
career is over, especially if I were 
fortunate enough to be in a front 
office setting. I have been fortu-
nate at MIT to be able to hit and 
work out with a few teammates in 
the offseason to try to keep getting 
better. The MIT coaches have also 
been very supportive, knowledge-
able, and helpful.

The Tech: We know that bal-
ancing your life between varsity 
sports and an MIT academic life 
can be tough, and it’s a feeling 
that might not be relatable to a 
lot of people in the profession 
you are now in. What is some-
thing you have learned through 
the process that you plan to take 
out of your time at MIT and the 
experience of being on the MIT 
baseball team? 

Filiere: I am excited to just fo-

cus on baseball. I have definitely 
learned time management, as my 
life was lots of baseball and lots 
of school for a long time, but now 
I can just focus on becoming the 
best baseball player I can be.

The Tech: Explain to us the 
process of entering the draft and 
what goes through your mind 
after you are informed of the 
results.  Obviously, having the 
unique background that you do, 
we suppose the thought you put 
into your career path may look 
slightly different from the aver-
age eighth-round pick.  Where 
are you planning on taking your 
career?

Filiere: For MLB, you never 
really enter the draft. A team ei-
ther selects you or doesn’t (tak-
ing into account factors like skill 
level, age, signability). I had told 
teams I just wanted to play and 
would sign for whatever the fair 
value they evaluated me at was. 
I am going to play baseball for as 
long as I can, and then after I will 
worry about trying to get a job in 
the front office.

The Tech: Anything extra-
special about being drafted by 

one of the most historic fran-
chises in the sport and the de-
fending World Series cham-
pions? As an aspiring GM/
executive yourself, what kind of 
feelings do you have about be-
ing drafted by a club that is be-
ing run by arguably one of the 
greatest baseball executives of 
all time in Theo Epstein?

Filiere: It is definitely cool 
to be drafted by such a historic 
franchise, even though I know I 
would have been excited for any-
one to give me a shot to play pro 
ball. I am just really thankful that 
the club gave me an opportunity, 
but it is definitely exciting know-
ing that Theo Epstein is one of the 
people leading the Cubs.

The Tech: If you could, please 
share with us what’s going to 
transpire in the near future. 
What are your plans for the 
future as of now and what are 
some of your ultimate goals 
as an aspiring executive and 
ballplayer?

Filiere: I am going to play 
summer baseball with a Cubs mi-
nor league affiliate, and then I am 
going to finish my degree at MIT 
in the fall. In the future, obviously 
my goal is to someday make it to 
the Major Leagues and then stay 
there for as long as possible.

Filiere reiterated how grate-
ful he is to his mates in the MIT 
community —  “My teammates 
and coaches have been my best 
friends at MIT and I am definitely 
thankful to have played with/for 
them,” he added. As he sets off to 
play baseball on his path to the 
major leagues, The Tech and the 
rest of the MIT Engineers follow-
ers and community at the school 
wish him nothing the best after he 
graduates this fall.

My teammates 
and coaches 
have been my 
best friends 
at MIT and I 
am definitely 
thankful to have 
played with/for 
them.

I am excited to 
just focus on 
baseball. [...] I 
am going to play 
baseball for as 
long as I can, 
and then after I 
will worry about 
trying to get a job 
in the front office.
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Want to see these 
teams battle it out 

in person?

Join The Tech!
  sports@tech.mit.edu


