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ARTICLE I

STATEMENT
OF
PURPOSE
&
TASK
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ARTICLE
I

SECTION
1

The purpose of Midwestern Citizen shall be to inject the American political discourse with civility, objectivity, and academic rigor, in order to assist our nation in attaining a more perfect polity.

This purpose shall be achieved through the publication of comprehensive opinion articles regarding legal, political, and cultural topics, contemporary and historical, written from a dispassionate, rigorously researched perspective.

Midwestern Citizen shall not, as an entity, endorse any viewpoint regarding the actions of any governing institution, private entity, or individual. Midwestern Citizen, as an entity, shall instead be a vessel for the publication of the informed opinion articles aforementioned, publicly endorsing no political or partisan stance.
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ARTICLE II

STATEMENT
OF
NONDISCRIMINATION
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ARTICLE
II

OBJECTIVE

As Midwestern Citizen is an entity formed, in part, to exhibit the possibility for the existence of a neutral, bias-free platform for unimpeded, critical, and rigorous legal and political thought, inclusivity is an integral component of the publication’s ethos. Such a neutral entity, if discriminatory on the basis of the external characteristics, rather than the merit, of those applying for membership, striving for particular positions within the organization, and being considered for removal, would immediately stray from its dispassionate, agenda-less purpose.

It is thus in the best interest of the publication to bind itself to the precepts of nondiscrimination.

Nevertheless, the term “discrimination” brings with it a requisite responsibility, imposed upon those who oppose it. In particular, advocates for nondiscrimination must specifically distinguish the characteristics of an individual that may be used as criteria in assessing his or her competence for a position or for removal, and those that may not be similarly assessed.

Such a delineation of those characteristics acceptable, and unacceptable, to consider when assessing the capabilities of those applying to become writers and editors, of those seeking to enter new roles in the organization, and of those being considered for removal from the organization, is the purpose of this Article.

SECTION
1
–
CONSIDERATION
OF
MERIT

1(a)

Those applying to join the organization as staff members, those requesting consideration for particular roles within the organization, and those being considered for removal from the organization, shall only be assessed regarding their ability to successfully execute the actions required of them as staff members in said roles. Such execution of tasks by staff members is deemed “successful” in a manner contingent upon it being conducive to the publication’s goals pertaining to readership, its neutral reputation, and the dispassionate rigor of its written work, as determined by the Editor in Chief.
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1(b)

In no way shall a staff member’s merit, as defined by that staff member’s ability to execute actions in a manner compliant with those considered in §1(a), be construed as linked to that member’s race, ethnicity, gender, religious belief, or sexual orientation.

SECTION 2 – IMPERMISSIBLE FOR ADMISSION, PROMOTION,



CONSIDERATIONS AND REMOVAL

2(a)

Given, as delineated in §1(b), that the following characteristics are unrelated to the merit of an applicant, the publication shall not consider the race, ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation of any applicant for a staff member position in the organization.

2(b)

Given, as delineated in §1(b), that the following characteristics are unrelated to the merit of an applicant, the publication shall not consider the race, ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation of any staff member requesting consideration for a new role within the organization.

2(c)

Given, as delineated in §1(b), that the following characteristics are unrelated to the merit of an applicant, the publication shall not consider the race, ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation of any staff member being considered for removal from the organization.
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ARTICLE III

STANDARDS
OF
ARGUMENTATION
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ARTICLE
III

OBJECTIVE

Standards of argumentation are intended as a mechanism through which to uphold Midwestern Citizen’s commitment to free expression, robust debate, and unimpeded inquiry into all matters affecting the state of the American polity and its inevitable effect on the human condition. Such expression is critical to the survival of any democratic state, as the ability of citizens to openly consider policies, practices, and institutions which may improve the material and psychological condition of the populace is paramount to upholding what is perhaps the very purpose of a democratic state: self-determination. In this claim we find the inherent normativity of democracy: its inherent linkage to the ability of citizens to select those methods of regulation most conducive to what the majority deems to be the public good. Midwestern Citizen strives to uphold this critical linkage in providing a platform for unimpeded political thought.

This normative, self-determinative, democratic objective inherent in the publication’s commitment to free expression is perhaps best indicated by U.S. Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes in his dissent from the majority in Abrams v. United States (1919):

“But when men have realized that time has upset many fighting faiths, they may come to believe even more than they believe the very foundations of their own conduct that the ultimate good desired is better reached by free trade in ideas – that the best of truth is the power of the thought to get itself accepted in the competition of the market, and that truth is the only ground upon which their wishes safely can be carried out. That, at any rate, is the theory of our Constitution. It is an experiment, as all life is an experiment.”

Whether such expression errs on the side of individual liberty or collective action, it is for no publication that claims an interest in furthering democratic engagement to decide, as such an interest is chained to the will of the citizenry, not the tentative preference of a few editors.

Yet just as limits must be imposed upon the democratic will in cases in which it conflicts with our American constitutional precommitments, so must boundaries be placed upon expression to ensure that it does not prove counterproductive to the aims of provisions ensuring the freedom of such expression and the robust exchange
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of ideas that follows from such a freedom. Such boundaries must therefore ensure that expression does not act to undermine the freedom of expression in the first place, and additionally must guarantee that authors of argument must consider the counterargument of the opposition. Specific content-based restrictions are, however, futile, as the nature of content advocating for the undermining of free expression changes over the course of time. Rather, procedures governing the structure of arguments made in the publication may act as a more appropriate safeguard against arguments which are made in the desire to impede the free speech and expression of others.

Standards of argument at Midwestern Citizen exist as a way to promote a facially neutral prohibition on arguments rooted in animus, intolerance, and a desire to silence opposing arguments. Such argumentative standards nonetheless act as a method through which to preserve the publication’s commitment to free expression in their nondiscriminatory nature and their purpose of mitigating the presence of arguments made in (1) a desire to silence the opposition or (2) ignorance of the opposition’s argument. This second condition must be prevented with equal intensity, as expression which fails to consider a counterargument connotes the author’s belief in his or her own argument’s infallibility, a belief that stands at the very antithesis of a lively and democratic “free trade in ideas.”

Through these argumentative standards, Midwestern Citizen upholds its commitment to balancing free expression with the inevitable restrictions that must be placed upon expression that seeks to limit or ignore the expression of others and the opposition.

SECTION ORIGINAL



· – REQUIREMENT ARGUMENTATIVE



OF FACTUAL, BASIS

1(a)

All claims and arguments made in Midwestern Citizen shall be rooted in material, universally discernible fact. Such fact does not include the emotions of the author or an affected class, mere animus or good faith towards a political, racial, religious, ethnic, sexual, linguistic, economic, or geographical class of persons, mere animus or good faith towards an individual, or the unfounded statements of other individuals. Claims and arguments not rooted in fact will be discarded, with necessary penal action taken against the author.

1(b)
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An argument’s statements regarding collective trends in behavior, sentiment, or political activity must directly cite and be substantiated with statistics that explicitly prove the existence of such trends. Collective trends include trends deduced from the collective behavior of individuals within a governed jurisdiction, including a country, state, region, province, territory, county, electoral district, or municipality. Collective trends also include trends deduced from the collective behavior of individuals voting for a certain political party or candidate, or the collective behavior of individuals of a certain race, religion, ethnicity, sexuality, linguistic background, or economic class.

1(c)

An argument’s statements regarding economic, political, scientific, sociological, legal, philosophical, or mathematical theory shall directly cite and be substantiated by an academic paper written by a professor or researcher in the relevant field and published in a nonpartisan, reputable journal or database. The reputability of a journal or database depends primarily on the frequency at which it is cited by other academic researchers, the adequacy of which shall be determined by the Editor in Chief. An argument’s statements regarding court decisions in the American or foreign judicial systems shall be substantiated by and cite directly the text of the decisions involved. An argument’s statements regarding legislation, executive orders, directives, and other regulations involving the federal and state governments in the United States and similar governing bodies abroad shall be substantiated by and cite directly the text of such regulations.

1(d)

No article, or part of an article, submitted to Midwestern Citizen by any staff member or individual unaffiliated with Midwestern Citizen shall contain any uncited text that is copied or stolen from the written work of any other individual or entity.

1(e)

The terms “claim” and “argument” shall each be defined to encapsulate any attempts by writing staff members to, within their articles, explicitly advance ideas that require an element of explicit persuasion and evidence with which to substantiate. Not all articles shall contain a claim or argument.

SECTION 2 – CONSIDERATION OF THE COUNTERARGUMENT

2(a)
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All arguments published in Midwestern Citizen shall explicitly consider, and partially reject or demonstrate the author’s capability of rejecting, at least one (1) counterargument.

2(b)

The considered counterargument described in §2(a) shall be rooted in the expressed opposition of an actual individual, group of individuals, or institution to the argument promoted by the author. If such a real expression of the counterargument is not advanced by any actual individual, group of individuals, or institution, the counterargument shall be robustly conceived and present a credible, convincing threat to the validity of the author’s argument. A credible, convincing threat is one that directly calls into question, and even undermines, all or part of the author’s argument.

2(c)

The capability of the author to reject the considered counterargument shall be demonstrated through a robust rebuttal of the opposition’s seeming ability to undermine the author’s argument. Such a rebuttal is comprised of an absolute, or partial, denial of the counterargument’s validity in undermining all or part of the author’s argument, rooted in material, universally discernible and objectively conceived fact, rather than emotion, animus, or the unfounded statements of others. The scope of such unacceptable rebuttals is aligned with the scope of those methods of argument deemed unacceptable in §1(a), §1(b), and §1(c).

SECTION 3 – RESTRICTION ON AD HOMINEM ARGUMENTS

3(a)

No argument published in Midwestern Citizen shall have as its objective, either explicit or implicit, or include, an attack on another individual, group of individuals, or institution on the basis of any criteria other than material, universally discernible fact. Emotionally rooted arguments, with no basis in material, universally discernible fact, as enumerated in §1(a), are expressly prohibited. The degree to which an author’s sentiments are downtrodden or uplifted by the behavior or expression of another individual shall, on its own, contribute nothing to the construction of a robust, acceptable argument.
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ARTICLE IV

THE
EDITOR
IN
CHIEF
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ARTICLE
IV

OBJECTIVE

The Editor in Chief of Midwestern Citizen is the leader of the publication and thus is tasked with exercising a degree of unrestrained power over its contents, staff members, and public presence. Midwestern Citizen is not a democratic polity and is consequently devoid of most mechanisms of reciprocity and the separation of powers that define other systems of governance.

SECTION
1
–
VETO
POWER

1(a)

The Editor in Chief shall, in compliance with Article II §2 and Article III §1, §2, and §3, possess the ability to veto any initiative, motion, or alteration to any aspect of the publication’s governance structure, content, public presence, staff member engagement programs, or any other aspect of the publication as an entity, implemented by any staff member, partner organization, independent contractor, or any other individual or entity. Such veto power shall include the power to veto §6(b) proposals for constitutional amendment.

1(b)

The Editor in Chief shall possess the ability to veto, in compliance with Article II §2, any and all admissions of new staff members, assignments of staff members to new roles, and removals of staff members.

1(c)

The specific actions expounded upon in §1(a) and §1(b) shall not comprise an exhaustive list of actions subject to exercise of the veto power by the Editor in Chief.

1(d)

The enumeration of powers possessed by the Editor in Chief shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the Editor in Chief, compliant with §3(a) of this Article.

SECTION
2
–
PENAL
AUTHORITY
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2(a)

The Editor in Chief shall possess the authority to implement any and all punishment of staff members, detailed in Article V §2, in compliance with Article V §3 and Article V §4.

2(b)

The Editor in Chief shall possess the authority to share his or her §2(a) penal authority with a maximum of three (3) other staff members, who also shall comply with Article V §3 and Article V §4.

2(c)

The Editor in Chief shall possess the authority to delegate his or her attendance at an Article V §1(c) Deliberative Staff Meeting (DSM) to a staff member of his or her choosing, who shall attend the DSM in the place of the Editor in Chief.

2(d)

The Editor in Chief shall possess the authority to declare one or more writing or editing staff members to have binding authority over other writing or editing staff members. Such binding authority may be used to compel writing or editing staff members over whom such binding authority is wielded to comply with Article V §2.

SECTION 3 POWER OF



– LIMITATIONS THE EDITOR IN



IMPOSED UPON THE CHIEF

3(a)

The Editor in Chief shall under no circumstances violate the Midwestern Citizen Constitution.

3(b)

The Editor in Chief shall not utilize his or her veto power, or any other power enumerated or unenumerated in this Constitution, to engage in the termination of Midwestern Citizen. A termination of Midwestern Citizen shall be defined as comprising the permanent removal of 50 percent or more of the publication’s articles, expulsion of all staff from the organization, or permanent deletion of all means through which the Editor in Chief communicates with staff members.

3(c)
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The Editor in Chief shall under no circumstances alter the Midwestern Citizen Constitution through any means other than the Article VI §1 procedure for constitutional amendment.

SECTION
4
–
RECOURSE
FOLLOWING
AN

UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION OF THE EDITOR IN CHIEF

4(a)

Following receipt, by the Editor in Chief or any other staff member sharing penal authority, of an accusation of the Editor in Chief of violating the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, the writing and editing staff members shall hold a vote, following which, if 51 percent or more of the writing and editing staff members participating in the vote determine that the Editor in Chief has violated the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, a deliberative hearing shall be held and led by a staff member chosen by, through a second vote, all those writing and editing staff members casting votes.

4(b)

In the case of a tie resulting from the initial vote regarding the Editor in Chief’s potential violation of the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, there shall be no deliberative hearing held. In the case of a tie regarding the second vote, the senior-most staff member involved in the tie, in terms of age, shall be selected to lead the hearing. During the deliberative hearing, the leading staff member shall engage in public discussion with and questioning of the Editor in Chief, and staff members shall be afforded the opportunity to publicly discuss the allegedly unconstitutional action of the Editor in Chief.

4(c)

The deliberative hearing established in §4(a) shall last no longer than 120 minutes. The Editor in Chief shall not interrupt, prolong, or interfere in any manner with the deliberative hearing, and shall answer and promptly respond to all questions posed by staff member participants. The Editor in Chief shall remain present at the deliberative hearing until it is ended by the staff member leading the hearing or upon the hearing’s duration surpassing the time limit of 120 minutes.

SECTION
5
–
ABSENCE
OF
THE
EDITOR
IN
CHIEF
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5(a)

In the event of the death or incapacitation of the Editor in Chief, all writing and editing staff members part of the §6(a) Constitutional Committee shall vote for the succeeding Editor in Chief, who may only be selected from among the §6(b) CCMs. Following the winning of 51 percent or more of the vote conducted by the Constitutional Committee, the winner of the vote shall be named Editor in Chief and shall immediately assume and fulfill the responsibilities of Editor in Chief. In the event of an even split of the vote between two or more candidates for Editor in Chief, the tied candidates involved shall hold a public debate, mediated by the senior-most writing or editing staff member who is not a candidate for the role. Following the debate, a new vote shall be held among the §6(b) CCMs, each of whom may only consider a CCM other than themselves, pursuant to which if another tie occurs, a second debate shall be held, resulting in the same procedures following the first.

5(b)

In the event that the Editor in Chief resigns from his or her position, the Editor in Chief shall name an individual of his or her choice, upon that individual’s agreement, as the succeeding Editor in Chief. The chosen individual need not be an existing Midwestern Citizen writing or editing staff member, but shall become one if not already labeled as such upon assuming the responsibilities of Editor in Chief.

SECTION 6 – CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AUTHORITY

6(a)

Upon assuming the responsibilities of his or her role, the Editor in Chief shall establish his or her Constitutional Committee, which shall include the Editor in Chief, selecting an even number of at least four (2) and at most six (6) writing or editing staff members to join the Constitutional Committee as Constitutional Committee Members (CCMs). The Constitutional Committee shall be a deliberative body intended to discuss the merits of §6(b) proposals for constitutional amendment.

6(b)

The Editor in Chief, or any CCM, shall possess the authority to propose an amendment to the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, a proposal which shall initiate the Article VI §1 procedure for constitutional amendment.
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ARTICLE V

PENAL
CODE
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ARTICLE
V

OBJECTIVE

Recourse and consequence must follow adverse actions taken by individuals, if those individuals are to be adequately incentivized to cooperate with the overarching standards of any properly functioning organization. In any appropriate corporate or national framework of rules, positive incentives and rewards for adequate behavior may very well encourage such behavior, yet for those members of an organization for whom such affirmative efforts do not elicit compliance, penal consequences must be afforded.

As a private, student-run entity, Midwestern Citizen clearly cannot, and should not, inflict punishments of great consequence upon those staff members who fail to comply with the dictates of our Constitution. Nonetheless, the organization may exercise the ability to suspend or expel those staff members who continually neglect compliance. This Article, Article V, expounds upon (1) those infractions deemed worthy of suspension, expulsion, or other penal action and (2) those procedures to which the Editor in Chief and selected delegates must adhere in implementing said penal action. Yet ours is also a penal code intended to outlaw and disincentivize improper uses of such authority, so as to rein in and codify the authorities possessed by the Editor in Chief and staff members with whom such penal authority has been shared.

SECTION
1
–
PENAL
ACTION

1(a)

Suspension of a staff member shall occur when said staff member is barred from participating in Midwestern Citizen events and the duties which his or her role as placed upon him or her for a duration selected by the Editor in Chief or staff members sharing the Article IV §2 penal authority, a duration which shall lie between 14 days and 42 days. Suspension shall be implemented by the Editor in Chief or any staff member sharing penal authority.

1(b)

Expulsion of a staff member shall occur when said staff member is barred, for perpetuity, from participating in Midwestern Citizen events and the duties which his or
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her role as placed upon him or her. Expulsion shall be implemented by the Editor in Chief or any staff member sharing penal authority.

1(c)

A Deliberative Staff Meeting (DSM) shall occur when the Editor in Chief or a staff member delegated such authority under Article IV §2(c), in addition to up to three (3) other staff members chosen by the Editor in Chief or the Article IV §2(c) delegate, engages in a discussion with a writing or editing staff member regarding action that writing or editing staff member has taken that may conflict with the Midwestern Citizen Constitution.

1(d)

A Deliberative Committee Hearing (DCH) shall occur when the Editor in Chief, two editing staff members, and three writing staff members convene to hear the complaint of a staff member alleging that another staff member or staff members have violated the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, along with the response of the accused. The claimant shall receive no more than 30 minutes to describe the alleged infringement. The accused shall receive no more than 30 minutes to respond to the allegation. After each adversary has spoken on the matter, the Deliberative Committee, composed of the two editing staff members and three writing staff members hearing this oration, shall decide, via a vote administered by the Editor in Chief, whether the accused has violated the Midwestern Citizen Constitution. If the majority of the Committee agrees that the accused has violated the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with penal authority shall initiate either a §1(a) suspension, §1(b) expulsion, or §1(c) DSM, depending on the perceived severity of the violation. If the majority of the Committee agrees that no violation of the Midwestern Citizen Constitution has occurred, the claim shall be dismissed.

SECTION 2 – WRITING AND EDITING OFFENSES SUBJECT TO PENAL ACTION

2.1

(a)

Violating any of the Article III Standards of Argumentation shall result in, upon the first and second instances of a writing or editing staff member doing so, a §1(c) DSM to be scheduled with said staff member under ten (10) days after the infraction is discovered by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority. Upon the third instance in which said staff member violates any of the Article III Standards of Argumentation, a §1(a) suspension shall be imposed upon said staff
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member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effect immediately after its imposition. Upon the fourth instance in which said staff member violates any of the Article III Standards of Argumentation, a §1(b) expulsion shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.

2.2

(a)

Writing and editing staff members engaged in the writing of an article shall approve edits made by editing staff members in a manner deemed timely by the editing staff members implementing the edits and the Editor in Chief.

(b)

Upon the first, second, and third instances of a staff member’s violation of §2.2(a), the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(c) DSM, to be scheduled in under ten (10) days after the infraction is reported to the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority.

(c)

Upon the fourth instance of a staff member’s violation of §2.2(a), a §1(a) suspension shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.

(d)

Upon the fifth instance of a staff member’s violation of §2.2(a), a §1(b) expulsion shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.

(e)

If a staff member violating §2.2(a) issues an excuse deemed valid by the Editor in Chief, or any staff member with shared penal authority, by 11:59 PM Eastern Time on the day after approval of said edits is due, the infraction shall not be included in the sum of §2.2(a) violations engaged in by the staff member under question.

2.3

(a)

Editing staff members engaged in the editing of an article shall implement edits in a manner deemed timely by the Editor in Chief.

(b)
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Upon the first, second, and third instances of an editing staff member’s violation of §2.3(a), the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(c) DSM, to be scheduled in under ten (10) days after the infraction is reported to the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority.

(c)

Upon the fourth instance of an editing staff member’s violation of §2.3(a), a §1(a) suspension shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.

(d)

Upon the fifth instance of an editing staff member’s violation of §2.3(a), a §1(b) expulsion shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.

(e)

If an editing staff member violating §2.3(a) issues an excuse deemed valid by the Editor in Chief by 11:59 PM Eastern Time on the day after the edits under question are due, the infraction shall not be included in the sum of §2.3(a) violations engaged in by the editing staff member under question.

2.4

(a)

All writing and editing staff members shall attend all meetings deemed mandatory by the Editor in Chief, engaging in no more than three (3) absences at such meetings in any period of four (4) months.

(b)

In response to a violation of §2.4(a), the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(a) suspension upon the writing or editing staff member violating the provision.

(c)

In response to the additional failure of a writing or editing staff member, who has already violated §2.4(a) within the prior four (4) months, to attend a meeting deemed mandatory by the Editor in Chief, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(b) expulsion upon the writing or editing staff member violating the provision.

(d)
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The absence of a writing or editing staff member at a meeting deemed mandatory by the Editor in Chief shall not be included in the total sum of absences engaged in by said staff member within a four (4) month period if, prior to the meeting deemed mandatory, said staff member issues an excuse for such absence deemed valid by the Editor in Chief. A §1(a) suspension, when required by the circumstances in §2.4(b), shall thus not be imposed upon a writing or editing staff member failing to attend a meeting deemed mandatory by the Editor in Chief, following the submission of such an excuse deemed valid by the Editor in Chief. A §1(b) expulsion, when required by the circumstances in §2.4(c), shall thus not be imposed upon a writing or editing staff member failing to attend a meeting deemed mandatory by the Editor in Chief, following the submission of such an excuse deemed valid by the Editor in Chief.

SECTION
3
–
STAFF
MEMBER
CONDUCT

3.1

(a)

No staff member shall engage in remarks or physical activities that insult, threaten, attack, or sexually harass another staff member. Such remarks shall be reported to the Editor in Chief or a staff member sharing penal authority in order to qualify as infractions and initiate corrective action.

(b)

Upon receiving notice of a §3.1(a) violation, the Editor in Chief or a staff member with shared penal authority shall schedule a §1(d) DCH in under ten (1o) days of receiving such notice. If the §3.1(a) violation is deemed, by the Deliberative Committee in the §1(d) DCH, to be benign, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(c) DSM, involving the accused, to be held in under ten (10) days after the infraction is reported to the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority. If the §3.1(a) violation is deemed, by the Deliberative Committee in the §1(d) DCH, to be egregious, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(a) suspension on the accused. If the §3.1(a) violation is deemed, by the Deliberative Committee in the §1(d) DCH, to be particularly egregious, to the extent that the accused has committed an action repugnant to the order and stability of Midwestern Citizen, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(b) expulsion upon the accused.

3.2

(a)
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No staff member shall act publicly in a manner, deemed by the Editor in Chief, to be repugnant to the order and stability of Midwestern Citizen, or in a manner, deemed by the Editor in Chief, repugnant to the public’s image of the civility, temperance, order, and stability of Midwestern Citizen as an organization and as a publication. Such repugnant action includes derogatory language, denouncing Midwestern Citizen as an organization and publication, affiliation with sexually explicit material, and affiliation with or participation in criminal activity at the local, state, or federal level in the United States. Derogatory language shall include any language insulting, threatening, or attacking any other individuals in an unprovoked manner, as deemed unconstitutional by the Editor in Chief.

(b)

Upon receiving notice of a §3.2(a) violation, the Editor in Chief or a staff member with shared penal authority shall schedule a §1(d) DCH in under ten (1o) days of receiving such notice. If the §3.1(a) violation is deemed, by the Deliberative Committee in the §1(d) DCH, to be benign, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(c) DSM, to be held in under ten (1o) days after the infraction is reported to the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, involving the accused. If the §3.2(a) violation is deemed, by the Deliberative Committee in the §1(d) DCH, to be egregious, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose §1(a) suspension upon the accused. If the §3.2(a) violation is deemed, by the Deliberative Committee in the §1(d) DCH, to be particularly egregious, to the extent that the accused has committed an action repugnant to the order and stability of Midwestern Citizen, the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority shall impose a §1(b) expulsion upon the accused.

3.3

(a)

No writing or editing staff member shall fail to respond to requests or questions from the Editor in Chief or any other staff member deemed by the Editor in Chief to have §2 binding authority over the writing or editing staff member failing to respond, within 48 hours of the posing of such requests or questions.

(b)

Upon each of the first, second, and third instances in which a staff member violates §3.3(a), the Editor in Chief or any staff member with penal authority shall schedule a §1(c) DSM involving the writing or editing staff member violating §3.3(a), to be held in under ten (10) days after the infraction is reported to the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority.
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(c)

Upon the fourth instance in which a staff member violates §3.3(a), a §1(a) suspension shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.

(d)

Upon the fifth instance in which a staff member violates §3.3(a), a §1(b) expulsion shall be imposed upon said staff member by the Editor in Chief or any staff member with shared penal authority, effective immediately after its imposition.


24

ARTICLE VI

PROCEDURE FOR CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND INTERPRETATION
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ARTICLE
VI

OBJECTIVE

Hubris would be the appropriate term to describe the quality possessed by an individual or group of individuals who believe in the infallibility and universality of their knowledge and opinions. It would be an expression of hubris, indeed, to assume that we, as the initial writers, editors, and managers of Midwestern Citizen, are invulnerable to the critique of future staff members of this organization, especially critique posed in response to the changing necessities of a world whose future occurrences we are unable predict. Yet Alexander Hamilton, in Federalist No. 85, writes the following:

“I answer in the next place, that I should esteem it the extreme of imprudence to prolong the precarious State of our national affairs, and to expose the Union to the jeopardy of successive experiments, in the chimerical pursuit of a perfect plan. I never expect to see a perfect work from imperfect man. The result of the deliberations of all collective bodies must necessarily be a compound, as well of the errors and prejudices, as of the good sense and wisdom, of the individuals of whom they are composed.”

Hamilton goes on to allude to the necessity of enabling the citizenry (through the states) to engage in a constitutional amendment process. Such a necessity first stems from the impossibility of creating a “perfect plan” a priori, especially considering the comprehensive, competing interests of such a plan’s constituents: those who must operate within the plan’s framework. The necessity secondly is derived from the efficacy of the trial-and-error process, through which, in response to changing needs and organizational objectives, “TIME and EXPERIENCE,” to quote Hamilton’s Federalist No. 85 once more, can lead to a more resilient plan.

Yet such alterations to a constitution can only go so far before that constitution is unrecognizably disfigured and perverted to serve the will of an irreverent populace.

The same can be said for the Midwestern Citizen Constitution. Though a procedure for constitutional amendment is necessary, given Hamilton’s reasons above and the fact that ours is a constitution, similar to any constitution, that will not be perfect ex ante, staff members must be judicious and conservative in attempting to change our Constitution, if they are to engage in such an attempt in the first place. Such a potentiality brings to attention the necessity for a rigorous, burdensome procedure for implementing constitutional amendments.
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What is more, no great constitution can endure without a proper mechanism for constitutional interpretation, a mechanism that secures such a constitution’s initial precepts, unless such precepts are amended. A constitution becomes nothing more than mere parchment when those who interpret it deliberately infuse their own biases, sentiments, and vague aspirations into its text.

With this point made, it is important to note that it will be entirely inappropriate for future staff members to interpret the Midwestern Citizen Constitution in an activist manner, seeking to distort and mold its precepts in order to achieve a specific policy outcome. It is the responsibility of Midwestern Citizen staff members to utilize temperance, civility, and forbearance in the interpretation of this Constitution. And it is the duty of the Editor in Chief to ensure that each and every staff member admitted to the publication is capable of fulfilling such a responsibility.

Rather than democratically forged statutory text, this is a constitution. It is intended to extend into the future to reflect the goodwill and constraint of the organization’s initial constituents, in the hope that sobriety and prudence will advance forward interminably.

SECTION 1 – PROCEDURE FOR CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

1(a)

Upon the initiation of an Article IV §6(b) proposal for constitutional amendment within the Constitutional Committee, the Editor in Chief shall hold a preliminary hearing no less than 14 days after the proposal is called to the Editor in Chief’s attention. Upon commencement of the preliminary hearing, the §6(a) CCM proposing the constitutional amendment shall present the proposed amendment to the other §6(a) CCMs and the Editor in Chief for no more than 30 minutes. After the preliminary hearing’s commencement, the Constitutional Committee shall discuss and debate the proposal for no more than 60 minutes.

1(b)

The Constitutional Committee shall convene for an argumentative meeting in under ten (10) days following the §1(a) preliminary hearing. In such an argumentative meeting, the §6(a) CCMs shall debate each other regarding the merits of the proposed amendment for no more than 60 minutes.
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1(c)

The Constitutional Committee shall convene for a final consideration of the proposed amendment in no less than 14 days following the §1(b) argumentative meeting. During such a final consideration of the proposed amendment, a staff member selected by the Editor in Chief shall administer a vote, in which each §6(a) CCM votes to either approve implementation of the proposed constitutional amendment or decline to approve implementation of the proposed constitutional amendment. Upon a majority of §6(a) CCMs voting to approve implementation of the proposed constitutional amendment and given the absence of an Article IV §1(a) veto by the Editor in Chief, the constitutional amendment shall be implemented by the Editor in Chief. In the event that said constitutional amendment involves a direct challenge to existing text within the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, such text shall be rewritten to comply with the constitutional amendment. In the event that said constitutional amendment involves the addition of a new provision to the Midwestern Citizen Constitution, text espousing the ideals expressed in this constitutional amendment shall be added to a separate, singular document, whereupon all texts espousing the ideals expressed in constitutional amendments shall be stored.

SECTION 2 – PROCEDURE FOR CONSTITUTIONAL INTERPRETATION

2(a)

The Midwestern Citizen Constitution shall be interpreted explicitly and literally by the Editor in Chief and the Constitutional Committee. The Midwestern Citizen Constitution shall not be interpreted in a manner through which the Editor in Chief and the Constitutional Committee expect to achieve a particular policy outcome, desired or undesired though that policy outcome may be.

2(b)

The Editor in Chief shall use his or her Article IV §1(a) veto power to prohibit any alterations to Midwestern Citizen that may arise from a method of constitutional interpretation that he or she deems to be in contradiction with that method of constitutional interpretation expressed in §2(a) of this Article.
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FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF MIDWESTERN CITIZEN AT THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY
i. MEMBER SELECTION AND REMOVAL

a. The membership selection process will proceed as outlined earlier in the constitution and is at the sole discretion of the Editor-in-Chief

b. Removal will also take place given the parameters outlined in Article V and is at sole discretion of the Editor-in-Chief
ii. OFFICER POSITIONS AND DUTIES

a. President- to be the direct liaison to the Editor-in-Chief regarding club functions and duties

b. Secondary Leader- to assist the President in any procedure necessary. To be the safeguard and second in line if the President were to face any penal action or leave Midwestern Citizen  

c. Treasurer- to handle funds and lead fundraising efforts for the club

iii. OFFICER SELECTION AND REMOVAL CRITERIA

a. All positions will be selected by the Editor-in-Chief

b. All positions will be subject to removal by the Editor-in-Chief

c. Every position will be up for evaluation in April, and graduating seniors will then give up their roles at that time
iv. NON-DISCRIMINATION POLICY

a. With maintaining recognition of our own non-discrimination policy in Article II, we also are in full compliance with that of the university:

i. “The Ohio State University and Midwestern Citizen are committed to building and maintaining a diverse community to reflect human diversity and to improve opportunities for all. The university and Midwestern Citizen are committed to equal opportunity, affirmative action, and eliminating discrimination. This commitment is both a moral imperative consistent with an intellectual community that celebrates individual differences and diversity, as well as a matter of law. Ohio State and Midwestern Citizen does not discriminate on the basis of age, ancestry, color, disability, gender identity or expression, genetic information, HIV/AIDS status, military status, national origin, race, religion, sex, sexual orientation, protected veteran status, or any other bases under the law, in its activities, programs, admission, and employment.”
ii. As a student organization at The Ohio State University, Midwestern Citizen expects its members to conduct themselves in a manner that maintains an environment free from sexual misconduct. All members are responsible for adhering to University Policy 1.15, which can be found here: https://hr.osu.edu/public/documents/policy/policy115.pdf. If you or someone you know has been sexually harassed or assaulted, you may find the appropriate resources at http://titleIX.osu.edu or by contacting the Ohio State Title IX Coordinator at titleIX@osu.edu.

