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Why Here, Why Now?  The Story of Student Protest on the University of Oregon Campus, April 1970

I.  Introduction

Most people know that the 1960s and early 1970s were volatile years in the United States of America, and particularly for American universities.  What many do not know, is that in addition to the well-known protests at Berkeley and Columbia, Kent State and San Francisco State, there are other Universities that experienced these trying times as well.  Stories, for example, like the ones that took place on the University of Oregon campus, in Eugene, Oregon: stories that have, for the most part, been lost or forgotten.  I ventured into this world of protest and paranoia, students and a changing society, buried deep in the archives at the University of Oregon Library, and came out with a new understanding and appreciation for the lengths that both students and administrators were willing to go to stand up for what they believed.

The main goal of this thesis is to provide a narrative of the events leading up to, during, and after the turbulent 1969-1970 school year.  My secondary purpose is then to analyze the inevitability of the student protests.  Was it inevitable that the protests occur in 1969-1970 as a social change was underway in the United States?  And furthermore, was it inevitable that some form of protests would take place on the University of Oregon campus, a campus that to this day maintains a stereotype as a liberal University?  By understanding what exactly happened at the University or Oregon, who was involved, and what their motivations were, I hope to understand why the 1969-1970 school year was so precarious, and for that matter why the demonstrations and protests did not lead to worse violence, such as the tragedy at Kent State University.

II. The University of Oregon Campus, 1961 to 1969

The years and months before the serious escalation of campus unrest tell the story of a University and its students coming to terms with a changing society and role for higher education.  The unrest in 1969 and 1970 was not completely unprecedented on the University of Oregon campus.  In effect, these tense years created the perfect “breeding ground” for increased student activism and discontent.

From 1961 to 1968, Arthur Fleming, one of the University of Oregon’s most controversial Presidents, presided over the campus.
  Almost everyone at the University of Oregon and in the surrounding community of Eugene had an opinion about Fleming, and it was black or white, good or bad.  Comments about the man and his career varied from “The University has experienced the greatness of Arthur Fleming, and the spirit of that greatness will remain in the University’s heart forever,” to “You can’t make an opera singer out of a jackass, and you can’t make a university president out of a traveling do-gooder, nor can you muzzle a fool.”
  No matter what the public thought of him, one thing is inarguable: Fleming had the undesirable task of moderating the University of Oregon through a time of great ideological shift.  Paralleling the larger society during this time, the University changed roles from one of complete (parental-esque) control over students, to a more hands-off approach.  During the 1950s and prior, college men and women adhered to strict dress codes, dorms had early curfews and prohibited members of the opposite sex from entertaining one another in their rooms, and the Dean of Men and Women handed down arbitrary and strict punishments for poor behavior both on and off campus.  However, as the decade emerged, students began to challenge their relationship with the University, and President Fleming listened.

As President, Fleming “brought the University of Oregon into a new era.”
  He wanted the administration to have more contact with students and thus set up a weekly brunch that he and anyone interested could attend in the EMU.  Fleming also gave students a feeling of self-importance and opened their outlook to new possibilities by giving them more freedom in and out of the classroom.  Under Fleming’s presidency, the student body broadened its reach to include external issues and the beginning of a student union.  He also codified the Student Conduct Code, making it less arbitrary.

The students enjoyed their new empowerment on campus and in their lives; their parents, on the other hand, feared it.  The significant and rapid shift in values perhaps caught them off guard, and parents of University of Oregon students complained in both letters and opinions pieces to President Fleming.  However, this cultural shift was greater than just the university; the university was merely a microcosm of the transition of the society at large.  Young people across America lost (or at least diluted) the traditional, deferential respect for authority figures, began experimenting with drugs, and created new sexual attitudes of free love and self-gratification.  Beginning in the South, students began demonstrating against racist policies, giving birth to the civil rights movement, which later took hold in Berkeley and spread throughout the country.  The Free Speech Movement, anti-War movement, and the reinstatement of the draft all provided ideological fodder for the students to debate and protest; and what better place for such critical analysis, then the university, and specifically, the University of Oregon?

In 1968, President Fleming stepped down, leaving a legacy of progressive and controversial change.  The difficult task of the University of Oregon’s administration was to select the next President.  Rather than forcing a quick decision, the administrators chose to elect Charles Johnson, an unassuming accounting professor and Dean of the School of Liberal Arts, as interim President while they searched for a year for a permanent fill.  Although his presidency only lasted a year, the events that unfolded on campus tested the strength of Charles Johnson.  Arguably, the strenuous events of 1968-1969, which laid the foundation for further unrest 1960-1970, literally drove President Johnson to death on June 17, 1969.

Johnson knew that stepping into the President’s shoes, even if only for a year, was not going to be easy.   Within this first year, the interim President was tested by a number of separate incidents on campus, the first of which dealt with obscenity in the campus newspaper, the Oregon Daily Emerald.  On October 4, 1968, the paper published an article titled, “Organization Proposes ‘Democratic’ University.”  In part, the article read:

A group of University students and faculty called the Mother Fuckers recently sent a list of 10 proposals for change in the University to Acting President Charles Johnson…The proposals ask that the faculty and the Faculty-Senate meetings be open to the public…and that there be no faculty members on the Student Conduct Committee.  The group also advocates student participation on committees choosing new faculty members, complete student control over student finances, and participation of the graduate students on the committees determining requirements for degrees…

While this article is important because it shows student activism stirring on campus in 1968, it gained more press and notoriety for including the group’s profane name.  Later the Emerald printed an apology saying that the paper had been “regrettably misinformed” regarding the group’s name, which previously was the Sons of Liberty.

However, the apology was not enough to pacify the anger of many community members who began calling for limits to freedom of speech on the public campus and an increase in administrative censorship of the paper. Johnson, a man who championed the free exchange of ideas in the University setting, suddenly found himself between a rock and a hard place: an obligation to keep the University from becoming a political battlefield where obscenity runs rampant and a strong belief in students and their right to express themselves in a neutral setting.  As parents fed off of one and another’s irrational fears that liberals were taking over the campus, Johnson remarked to them about the importance of distinguishing revolutionary and activist disruption: “I want to distinguish between the ‘revolutionary’ and the ‘activist’ student.  We welcome the activist.  He may be the direct cause of more than a few gray hairs and wrinkled brows in the administrative offices.  We know he will crate problems.  But we also know that his interest in the university is constructive.”

Obscenity of a different kind was at the center of Johnson’s next presidential dilemma as well.  Over a few days in November 1968, students distributed over 4,000 copies of a flyer depicting an ugly, fat, and naked Uncle Sam (except for his military hat) eating young boys and defecating out soldiers.  The flyer, sponsored by a number of anti-war campus organizations, including SDS, the Mother Fuckers, Black Panthers, and more was advertising for a Radical Film Festival showing on campus.  Again Johnson had the unfortunate position of fighting for the students free speech, albeit for speech that even he found inappropriate and borderline offensive.  Johnson had now stepped up twice on behalf of the students against angry parents and community members who felt that the students were now misusing their relatively newly granted freedoms at the University.  And with this second issue of obscenity printed on school presses and distributed on school property, angry community members were not the only ones voicing concerns, President Johnson heard from Governor Tom McCall as well.

Hair proved to be the next issue to reach a boiling point on campus.  As basketball season got underway in December, Frank Arnold, the freshman basketball coach, told his players that they were expected to appear well dressed, shaven, and be clean cut.  Above and beyond this speech to the group, Arnold took two black basketball players aside and specifically asked them to cut their hair, which they wore in the natural ‘afro’ style.  Bill Drake and Bob Moore, the two black athletes, as well as many of their black friends became angered with this “special treatment.”  To them it was unprecedented discrimination.  Drake and Moore had just come off of football season and their hair had not been an issue.  There were examples of black athletes both on the varsity team at the University of Oregon and on other college teams who wore their hair longer than Drake and Moore, and finally, on the Oregon team itself, white athletes sported longer hair and had not been asked to cut their manes.  

To Coach Arnold, the issue over hair seemed to be trivial; athletes represented the University and should therefore appear clean-cut and well groomed.  However, to the black students the issue was not about hair, but about a larger permeation of racism and discrimination on the University and they appealed all the way to President Johnson to rectify the situation.  Both sides maintained that they would opt out of the basketball program if their wishes were not enforced.  As time ticked away until the buses needed to leave for the first game of the season, Johnson tried to piece together all of the facts of the disagreement.  When Coach Arnold insisted that it was either he or they, Johnson told athletic director Leonard Casanova that he needed to send an alternative coach: “hairstyle should not be a condition of participation on athletic teams at the University of Oregon.”

Johnson had only been interim President for almost five months, but he had already dealt with a number of controversial issues on campus and had received countless letters critiquing every decision; it seemed as if President Johnson could never win in the arena of public support.  The second half of his interim presidency was not about to get any easier.  The next campus controversy came to be known as “the grape issue.”  

Under the charisma of Cesar Chavez, tens of thousands of grape workers went on protest in California for unionization and better working conditions.  A few thousand miles north in Eugene, Oregon, liberal students took notice and began asking the dorm cafeterias to support the grape workers and stop buying and serving California grapes.  Although he sympathized with the workers, Johnson felt that the University had no business taking sides in labor-management issues.  However, by choosing to stay out of the debate, activist students felt that the University was essentially taking the side of the grape owners because it continued to purchase grapes for dining halls.  As boycotters continued to complain about the University’s purchasing of grapes, Johnson decided that perhaps an opinion poll of dorm residents would be the most effective and fair way of organizing student sentiments on the issue.  Once the poll was taken, the dining halls would reduce the number of grapes purchased and fed by the same percentage as students who said they supported such a boycott.  Johnson, in the face of adversarial students, had made the fairest decision he saw possible.

Of course, like all issues regarding the University, the grape issue sparked public concern and even sternly worded letters from Governor McCall and State Board of Higher Education members.  In response to the increasing criticisms and letters he received regarding his apparent acquiescence to liberal student demands, Johnson spoke to a group of Rotarians about the clear hypocrisy between what parents and society wants the University to provide and how they want it to provide these lessons and services.  This same hypocrisy played out during President Clark’s terms and his responses to the same problems are echoed by Johnson’s remarks regarding the grape boycott and other University issues:  

Society wants the universities to produce young people with high levels of technical competence mixed with a large dose of humanistic concern, but it’s unwilling to suffer the inconvenience of the social change that must inevitably follow these young graduates out into the world.  Society wants first-rate instruction for its young, yet it wants to limit the areas of academic freedom.  Society wants its own values questioned by the universities as a means of social progress, but it doesn’t want professors to ask impertinent questions.  Well, gentlemen, you can’t have it both ways.  You can’t have an active, current, relevant university and still have tranquility.  It has not yet been proven to me, however, that we can’t manage in an orderly fashion the changes that must occur in our university.

Budget problems and other, smaller campus incidents plagued the rest of Johnson’s interim Presidency.  For a man who loved his students, did not want to disappoint anybody, and took his tasks very seriously, the stress from just one year as President of a major public university began to take its toll.  As the stresses became too much, Johnson’s complete exhaustion left him unable to make even simple decisions and even more serious, caused a number of small blackout periods.  At one point Johnson missed a party in his honor only to show up hours later at his house, dirty, confused and exhausted.  On a separate occasion, Johnson returned from a jog, picked up his keys, and disappeared for three hours.  Mysteriously, a night watchman at the Meyer and Frank construction site found him, completely soaked and muddy, walking in the parking lot.  These episodes of “fatigue” worried Johnson’s family and friends and they all hoped that turning over the Presidency to the newly appointed Robert D. Clark in the fall would return Johnson to his normal self.  But sadly, he never got that chance.


On June 17, 1969 Johnson’s car crashed into an oncoming Mack B-61 Diesel log truck and trailer on a treacherous curve of Highway 126.  He died instantly of severe “total-body-crushing injuries.”
  The crash that took President Johnson’s life in an instant, took much longer to explain.  Some blame the crash on the light reflecting from the McKenzie River as Johnson made the sharp turn.  Others, however, more informed on Johnson’s health condition at the time, speculate that at the time of the crash, Johnson was experiencing another one of his “episodes;” his body functioned, but his mind, as a protection against stress, fled.  Still others suspect that perhaps Johnson had committed suicide by intentionally ramming his small Volkswagen into the oncoming truck.  However it happened, Charles Johnson, the interim President of the University of Oregon, who had suffered tremendous physical and mental exhaustion from the stresses of increasing student conflicts, died prematurely at the age of forty-eight.


It was into this setting that Robert D. Clark walked into as the new President of the University of Oregon.  The past ten years, and particularly the past two semesters confirmed the new place of student activism on campus, conflicts Clark was not completely free from on his former campus, San Jose State, but also conflicts which climaxed during his first year at the University of Oregon.

III.  President Clark’s Experiences at San Jose State


Before moving to California and accepting the Presidency at San Jose State, Robert D. Clark was an active and well-liked member of the campus community.  In addition to teaching as a professor of speech, Clark also assumed the role of Dean of the College of Liberal Arts.  As a Dean, Clark helped build the science program on Campus, developed an Advanced Placement program for driven high school students to earn college credit while completing high school, and created the University of Oregon Honors College, which is still named after him today.  Clark’s passion for the learning process and for students was clear through his involvement on the University of Oregon campus, and it was tested and proven during his trying presidency at San Jose State.

As President of San Jose State between 1964 and 1968, Robert D. Clark dealt with his own problems of campus unrest, not too different from the ones the Charles Johnson faced at home in Oregon.  In tackling the San Jose State incidents, Clark gained valuable experiences that helped prepare him for the University of Oregon in 1969 and 1970 and also set the tone and policies he consistently used later on as President.  The three most prominent confrontations at San Jose State included the Black Student Protests, the Dow Chemical protest, and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) strike.

In September 1967, The United Black Student Association led a protest against the school’s Greek system, claiming that they did not give membership to sororities and fraternities to black students based on their race and that the school’s athletic department also discriminated against the black players on different sports teams.  When the students’ dissatisfaction turned into threatened violence at a fall football game, Clark decided it should be canceled and began looking into the allegations of discrimination.  Upon discovering that the Greek system did discriminate based on race, Clark swiftly instituted historic changes on campus.

In San Jose State News, the campus newspaper, Clark made his first statement about his new, institutional changes to end discrimination on campus.  Clark’s first step was to create a new college position of ombudsman.  The role of this person, who will report directly to the president, is “to conduct a continuous and aggressive campaign against racial discriminations practiced against our students.  This official will not only hear complaints but also search out instances of discrimination and apply all available legal and persuasive powers of correction.”
  One of the first problems that the President and the new ombudsman tackled was the prejudicial selection of Greek members.  Although many Greek houses had charters and policies assuring equal treatment, discriminatory pledging practices were a reality. Clark put all of the sororities and fraternities at San Jose State on probation until November 1st.  At that point, they needed to present “a plan of action to implement their declaration that they do not discriminate on the basis of race, religion, or national origin.”
  Clark’s plan was successful compromise between those who thought the fraternities and sororities could handle problems of discrimination on their own and those who thought that the only way to end discrimination was to disband the Greeks altogether:

There are some among us who say that the only way to end discrimination by fraternities is to eliminate the fraternities.  I do not believe it.  I am persuaded that a substantial percentage of the active members are ready and willing to move…I believe that we are prepared to do a job that few colleges or universities in this country have done.

It was Clark’s confidence in the students that allowed him to succeed with this significant change in policy while still remaining an ally to all those on campus.


The second issue that the black students raised on campus dealt with the unequal treatment of black athletes.  In order to resolve these issues, Clark immediately implemented a number of policy shifts.  He ensured that all locker and hotel room assignments be done randomly, guaranteed that all events were open to black and white athletes alike, and requested the creation of an advisory committee for the Director of Athletics with equal representation between blacks and whites.  To further eliminate unequal treatment, Clark also promised to eliminate any type of racial discrimination in housing and created a plan for additional recruitment of minority students.


A year after first with the black student demands on campus, Clark faced new challenges when two of his black student athletes participated in the Olympic games in Mexico City and made a “Black Power” gesture that send shockwaves worldwide.  Tommie Smith and John Carlos, two black track stars at San Jose State went to the 1968 Olympic games.  After running the 200-meter sprint with black scarves, black socks, and no shoes, Smith, who received gold, and Carlos who earned bronze, stepped onto the medal podium and raised their black-gloved fists in unison as a symbol of Black Power.  Controversy immediately erupted at home in the United States and among the Olympic committee.  The Olympic committee revoked their medals claiming that the protest “violated the basic principle of the Olympic games that politics play no part whatsoever.”
  Years later, Tommie Smith recalled his controversial actions in an story printed in the Daily Telegraph in 1993:

My whole life flashed in my face.  I had two minutes to see everything.  Oh man, I never felt such a rush of pride.  Even hearing the Star-Spangled Banner was pride, even though it didn’t totally represent me.  But it was the anthem which represented the country I represented, can you see that?  They say we demeaned the flag. Hey, no way man.  That’s my flag…that’s the American flag and I’m and American.  But I couldn’t salute it in the accepted manner, because it didn’t represent me fully; only to the extent of asking me to be great on the running track, then obliging me to come home and be just another nigger.

Opinions varied about the place for protest in Olympic games.  Some sent the athletes home in disgrace; others applauded their efforts to bring worldwide attention on the plight of African Americans in the United States.


Back at home in San Jose, Clark dealt with a firestorm of inquiries regarding the role the school would take in the Olympic games affair.  True to his nature of committed support to students and an the important role of the University for fostering a dialogue among different view points, Clark commented in the school paper: 

We at San Jose State College are proud of the achievements of Tommie Smith and John Carlos at the Olympic games.  All Americans should be proud of their achievements…Millions of Americans must have seen Tommie Smith on television, as I did, explaining the symbolism of his and John Carlos’ gestures, which have caused their expulsion from the Olympics.  His explanation was calm and rational; his sincerity unquestioned.  The message he conveyed should be of real concern to all Americans…They do not return home in disgrace, but as the honorable young men they are, dedicated to the cause of justice for the Black people in our society.

In addition to his understanding and welcoming statements to the returning Olympians, Clark went on to write a paper about the glorified role Americans give athletes and the inextricably relationship between athletics and patriotism.  The latter point was clearly sparked by the Olympic games controversy.  Clark wrote about the failure of America not to fully except all members of their society, not about any failure on Smith and Carlos’s part to dry America’s “dirty laundry” on the world stage.
  Through his comments in the school paper, Clark demonstrated his willingness to listen and critique all sides of an issue.  He was able to use words alone to convey his message of acceptance and the importance of dialogue in the University setting.  Unfortunately, other incidents on the San Jose State campus forced Clark to use more than words to calm and control his University: he used the threat of police and lawful force.


In November 1967, students at San Jose State College protested against Dow Chemical recruitment interviews taking place on campus.  The 50-60 protesting students attempted to intimidate the recruiters and block the interviewees from the first day of recruitment sessions.  As the protesters became rowdier, the police, who were on standby, dispersed the crowd with tear gas.  Not used to police on campus, particularly brandishing tear gas, 2500 students turned out to protest the students and the police action the next day.  Despite the significantly larger crowd, the interviews went on as planned.  However, the protesters did cause $513 worth of damage.
  

Although significant damage and violence did not occur, the Dow Chemical Protest drew criticism from community members. Community members felt like the administration was losing control of the campus and needed to take firmer steps to crack down on radical students.  In reality, Clark had dealt with the students in the fairest, most rational way possible.  They had a right to protest, but they did not have a right to disrupt the interview process: Clark protected both groups rights.  During the protest Clark expressed his view that either all recruiters were to be allowed on campus, or none at all.  He also warned that he would not tolerate violent or disruptive actions and then followed through with his warnings:

Colleges and Universities traditionally have not had to rely on police forces to maintain order on the campus.  That is the way it should be.  The free discussion of ideas should take place without any suggestions of coercion or intimidation.  However, when our own students or when outsiders coerce and intimidate, when they turn to vandalism, when they invade classroom buildings to disrupt classes and even damage or destroy costly equipment, then we must call upon the police, whether in uniform or not, to restore order.

With the Dow Chemical protest and subsequent police action, Clark made it clear that he would not tolerate students attempting to disrupt the function of the University or intimidate its administration.  He also set a precedent for his later actions under protest conditions at the University of Oregon.


Not too long after the Dow Chemical protests, Clark faced another difficult hurdle for a college President: a teacher’s strike.  In January of 1969, the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) held a strike and marched along the perimeter of the San Jose campus.  (NEED MORE INFO ON WHY STRIKE WAS HELD IN THE FIRST PLACE)  Soon students joined the group, growing the number to nearly 250.  A group of between 30 and 40 students broke off from the larger group and ran through some buildings, causing a small amount of damage.
  The negative community reaction against President Clark had less to do with the strike itself and more to do with the way they perceived he dealt with the striking teachers.  Among other things, community members accused Clark of,

Favoritism toward striking professors, favoritism toward the militant – especially SDS (Students for a Democratic Society) and ASB officers – students, promotion and leave given to a professor convicted of a morals charge, retention as an active member of the Academic Council a student convicted of a felony, a number of incidents on campus where no action taken against students who performed acts of violence, theft, etc…

Clark handled this challenge as he had all of the other ones, by being upfront with his accusers, honest, and open to various opinions and debates.  During his time as President of San Jose State College, Robert D. Clark gained a lot of experience dealing with rioting students and angry community members, a perfect warm up for what he faced as the new President of the University of Oregon in the year 1969-1970.

IV.  How Mobilized Were the Students on The University of Oregon Campus?

Should I include a Discussion of General New Left Ideology?  

The question of mobilization of the Oregon students is an important one when analyzing the events of the 1969-1970 school year.  If the students turned out to be highly organized and well led, then the response of the University would most likely need to be quite great to deal with such organized student protests.   Perhaps the University should also be held accountable for foreseeing or at least preparing for student unrest with such mobilized groups on campus.  On the other hand, if the student demonstrations were nothing but ad hoc gatherings of random students without any display of clear leadership or an agenda, then conceivably, the response of the University should be measured relatively lightly.   Additionally, by understanding the level of mobilization on campus, we gain insight into the political climate at the University of Oregon during the 1960-1970 protests.


One of the main student-led organizations on campuses across the country was the Students for a Democratic Society, or SDS.  SDS drafted its manifesto in June 1962 in Port Huron, Michigan, after establishing itself in the early 1960s.  The statement came to be known as the Port Huron Statement and attempted to officially document the group’s discontent and concerns with the social and political climate at the time: “We are people of this generation, bred in at least modest comfort, housed now in universities, looking uncomfortably to the world we inherit.
  Drafted primarily by SDS member Tom Hayden,
 the manifesto was meant to be malleable with time as “a living document open to change with our times and experiences.  It is a beginning.”
  The goal of SDS was to create a real participatory democracy and combat the “apathy toward apathy”
 that SDS organizers felt afflicted the youth of their day.  They held the view, though perhaps idealized, that they could change the political and social states of their country, and they aimed to start with Universities.

As a national organization, SDS sought localized support through chapters on different university campuses.  Leaders felt that the university was a microcosm of society and thus the first changes could and should be made there.  One of the specific problems that the Port Huron Statement cites about universities is the “in loco parentis theory.”  This is the theory that universities are the moral guardians for the students in the absence of their parents.  In the 1960s, when students attended universities, their freedoms were restricted much like at home.  The universities had strict dorm curfews and dress codes, restricted members of the opposite sex in one another’s dorm rooms, and applied strict and arbitrary discipline.
  Rather than providing a safe atmosphere for students to come into their own independence and a place for fostering free thought, the SDS saw the universities as bureaucratic institutions that create apathy among those within their walls.  Believing that the universities could be changed, the SDS focused their attention on empowering students towards their “unrealized potential for self-cultivation, self-direction, self-understanding, and creativity.”

Information about the role of SDS on the University of Oregon campus is sparse.  Unfortunately, the UO chapter did not keep extensive records of their meetings, minutes, events, or members.  What information there is, however, leads us to believe that the role of SDS on the campus and in the protests at the University of Oregon was minimal.  In the words of Gerald Bogan, the Vice President of the University during its tumultuous times, the “SDS [were] lightweights here.”
 

On October 21, 1965, a small group of Oregon students, called the Students for Socialist Action (SSA), met and agreed to change their name and become a chapter of the Students for a Democratic Society.  Only a few weeks later, on November 9th, SDS made headlines in the campus paper with a group meeting: “SDS Members Discuss American Foreign Role.”  However, as the article described, the chapter mostly “gathered certain of their fold at the Honors College basement to explain their existence.”
  This meeting turned out to be just one of the many that occurred in the following years, with the purpose of defining and re-defining the goals of SDS on campus.  Not only could the SDS not agree on a statement of purpose for their group, they could also not agree on leadership.

There was relatively no continuance of leadership year after year within the SDS.  In 1965, SDS Bulletin #2 stated the organizations new officers: President B.H. Barlow; Vice President Phil Brandt; Chairman Mike Harpster; Secretary Babette Arnold; Treasurer Gary Coover.
  The following winter term, the officers changed,
 and did so again in spring term.
  While some campus groups change officers every term, what is most noticeable about the changes within the SDS group is that the same people participated every time, just in different positions.  These leadership changes demonstrate that perhaps there were relatively few totally committed members of SDS and in order to fill leadership positions, the few members rotated as President, Vice President, Secretary, etc.  Clearly, the SDS at the University of Oregon was never quite able to establish its own goals and executive organization, let alone implement them on campus.

Although many internal organization problems existed for the new SDS chapter at the University of Oregon, they continued to host speakers, and gather to watch movies, talk about the war, the draft and civil rights, they maintained a relatively low profile on the University of Oregon.  They published a newsletter that came to be known as The Irregular due to its infrequent publishing and hosted parties to rally support for movements such as the California Farmworkers Movement.  SDS on campus was unreliable as an anti-war, anti-draft and anti-right wing organization at best.  From the beginning of their formation they were plagued with image problems.  In January 1967, SDS began an “informational campaign” to recruit new members stating, “efforts will be made to dispel the notion that members are only ‘bell wearers and communists.’”
  Apparently there was a feeling on campus that the SDS was made up of acid dropping hippies.
  The SDS was quickly losing its appeal to students and had to focus more on repairing its image than the issues it organized to solve.  Students at the University of Oregon did not take SDS seriously and some even made fun of it publicly.  For example, when SDS organized a demonstration at the school’s student union, members of another group protested the SDS protest: “SWINE will picket an SDS protest demonstration today at the Student Union terrace…The Students Wildly Indignant about Nearly Everything don’t seem to care one way or another about the Marines- they just like to annoy SDS.”
  The group did sponsor a few notable events, such as the Dow Chemical Protest and “US Memorial Week: Feeling Caught up in the System,” but neither seemed to skyrocket SDS to the top of students after school activities.  In fact, the latter event is remembered more for its graphic flyer of an obese Uncle Sam eating young men and defecating soldiers (the same flier that got President Johnson in hot water with the community) than anything else.

By the fall of 1969, many on the Oregon campus thought the group has disbanded or forgotten about them completely.  That is, however, until once again they made headlines in the Oregon Daily Emerald: “SDS is Back.”  The article said that although the group had been “more or less dormant at the University for nearly a year,”
 they had reorganized in the fall of 1969 when they marched, 150 strong and carrying torches, to the residence of Robert D. Clark, the new President of the University, to demand the removal of ROTC from campus.  After Clark talked to the crowd for nearly an hour, the group disbanded peacefully.

Questions exist surrounding the role that SDS played in the rest of the events that unfolded throughout the 1969-1970 school year, particularly those during the protest-filled weeks of April.  Although suspicions that people affiliated with SDS may have been involved in disruptions such as faculty meeting disturbances, the Esslinger fire, and the Weyerhaeuser
 protests existed, the SDS were not officially linked with student misconduct until the McArthur Court Rock Concert Gate Crashing, which they supposedly organized.  There was also speculation that the Radical Arts Troupe, which disrupted classes, and the 13th Avenue barricades were linked to the SDS, but neither the administration nor the Oregon Daily Emerald could confirm anything substantial.

Due to poorly kept records, there is a little evidence from internal SDS documents that confirms their role in the April 15th Movement, the Johnson Hall sit-in, or many of the other disturbances plaguing the University of Oregon campus during the 1969-1970 school year; and outside sources take different sides.  Clark himself has no clear memory of student organizations, such as the SDS, leading the demonstrations and protests.
  Additionally, his Vice President at that time, Gerald Bogan, recalls that the SDS were not well organized and therefore did not worry about them as a possible catalyst for student disruptions.
  On the other hand, the article, “A Spring of Outrage and Dismay,” written to commemorate the 40-year anniversary of the events on campus, claims that “SDS carefully planned the sit-in at Johnson Hall,” based on testimony from Allen Cox, a former student and protester at the University of Oregon.
  Blain Ackley, another student at the University of Oregon and member of SDS said that the Oregon chapter was a major figure in campus protests but also did a lot of work underground and below the radar of the campus officials.
  It is hard to make out the true role SDS played on campus due to conflicting reports and testimony.  Quite possibly those who were involved in SDS sponsored activities glorified the role they played protesting the war on campus.

While is appears that the SDS may not have been organized enough to promote and lead demonstrations and acts of disruption, there is a possible exception: one faction of SDS members, known as the “Weathermen” or the “Weather Underground,” may have been both small and extreme enough to mobilize.  Could the Weathermen be responsible for the most violent acts on campus?  Little is known about the actual make-up or actions of this group.  They have an almost legendary aura about them, as a group of extreme radicals committed to do anything in their power to stop the war in Vietnam through violent means on the University of Oregon campus.  It is assumed that only a handful of people considered themselves part of the Weather Underground and most of them were probably not even students.  They first appeared on campus in the winter of 1969 and supposedly published their “Prairie Manifesto” in Eugene.  “I remember when the Weathermen came to campus and…well, it was ugly,”
 recalls Timothy Travis, an SDS member and committed pacifist about the transition of protest from peaceful to more violent tactics when the Weathermen organized on campus.

The administration was aware of the Weathermen and, in the words of Gerald Bogan, they were “something to worry about.”
  In fact, Bogan, who received a number of anonymous threats because of his active role in shutting down protests and calling the police on campus, claims that the Weathermen even put a hit out on him.  Bogan says that members of the Weather Underground put together a contract with Carl Bowles, a convicted cop killer serving time in a Salem penitentiary.  The plan was for Bowles to escape and come down to Eugene, where the Weathermen would hide and protect him in return for assassinating Bogan.  Amazingly enough, Bowles did in fact escape from prison in ____, 1969? 70? during a conjugal visit with his girlfriend.  Bowles immediately headed down to Eugene, but was quickly recognized by someone who then called the police.  Bowles narrowly escaped by kidnapping an elderly couple and hijacking their motor home.  He murdered them and made it all the way to Washington until police again cornered him and arrested him.
  It seems that the Weatherman did indeed hire Bowles to assassinate a top administrator at the University of Oregon, but even more interesting is that such a thing points to the presence and possible danger of the group on campus in 1969 and 1970.

The question of mobilization among students does not end with merely one group and its radical faction.  To understand the political and social climate of the University of Oregon at this time, it is also beneficial to look at how the typical student reacted to the protests, the role of the school’s governing body, the Associated Students of the University of Oregon (ASUO), had during this time, and also the possibility that outside agitators, not students, committed the majority of disruptive acts on campus.  How large a role did the ASUO really have…is this important enough to include?
Many students had much more moderate views about the war in Vietnam and the draft than members of organized groups such as the SDS.  Some collected papers and pamphlets and attended occasional rallies and meetings, but did not support the more disruptive and violence actions taken by the radicals on campus.  For example, in addition to the Irregular, copies of REACT, a student publication on campus, Vietnam, published by a sub-committee of the Faculty-Student Committee to Stop the War in Vietnam at the University of Oregon, and other pamphlets, circulated around campus.
  Buttons were also sold by SDS for $0.25 a piece, slogans included: Peace & Music; LSD not LBJ; Make Love Not War; Super Sam Get Out of Vietnam; Negotiate Vietnam; Cut the ARMS Bill; I Counsel Draft Refusal Too; and “A Free University is a Free Society” – SDS.
  Oftentimes students who subscribed to the same ideologies but not disruptive policies of protesters referred to themselves as “the silent majority.”
  The “silent majority” was comprised of students and even community members who were unwillingly being dragged into a clash over politics on the University of Oregon campus.  Governor McCall empathized with the plight of the majority of the students who he felt were losing their right to education at the hands of the few: 

No radical band of anarchists is going to stampede us into curtailing the operations of our universities, to the detriment of the great majority of students—the “silent majority” if you will—who are entitled to receive the education for which they have paid.

Governor McCall, community members, students, and the University of Oregon administration all recognized that only a relatively small number of students were responsible for the protests and disturbances on campus.  While Clark was the first to promote the free exchange of ideas at the University and the right of anyone and everyone to protest, he also recognized the right of students to go to class without fear of disruption or even harm by protests or riots.  And it was partially in the name of this “silent majority” that he called upon the police to reinstall order in the trying times of April 1970.

V.  The Story of Student Protest on the University of Oregon Campus, 1969-1970

The University of Oregon is situated in the lush, green Willamette Valley.  Used to dealing with a rainy season year round, the students, staff & community of the University of Oregon dealt with an inundation of a different nature during the 1969-1970 school year: a torrent of escalating protests and violence, predominantly by the student body itself.  What follows is the story of the anti-war demonstrations and subsequent damage to both the physical and psychological character of the University of Oregon, as told largely through the archives of the residing president, Robert D. Clark.

The first stirrings of the escalating dissatisfaction among some students at the University occurred on January 6, 1970.  Three to four students, later identified in the campus newspaper, The Oregon Daily Emerald, as members of the Women’s Militia, threw animal blood on a table at the ROTC Registration to dramatize their opposition to the war and military in the United States.  The ROTC came to be one of the most popular scapegoats and targets on campus for the country’s problems in Vietnam War.

Less than a week later on January 12, a group of students, organized by the New Left group, Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) presented President Clark with a subpoena to attend the January 14th “People’s Trial,” charging the University of Oregon with crimes against humanity.  The People’s Trial demanded that President Clark attend the meeting and defend (or more to their liking accept) its claim of “complicity in war, racism and imperialism.
” In addition to their accusations, the 8-10 students involved in the “People’s Trial” demanded that President Clark close the University of January 15th as a day of protest against a national policy of genocide against blacks, in honor of Martin Luther King Jr., in addition to a day of protest against the Vietnam War. Shortly after receiving his “summons,” President Clark expressed is feelings in the following statement, covered in the Emerald on January 13, 1970:

The University of Oregon has a long-standing policy of providing an open forum for the exchange of ideas.  In keeping growth this policy, it does not impose limitations of the freedom of its students or staff to express their opinions in a manner that does not interfere with the rights of others.  Recently a group calling itself the “January 14th Coalition” has accused the University of “crimes against humanity” and has summoned me to defend the University in a “People’s Trail.”  The leaders “freely predict” that the University will be found “guilty.”  In my opinion the format of the “People’s Trial”- with the verdict already rendered- does not lend itself to better understanding of the problems or resolution of the issues.  I do not, therefore, plan to attend the proceedings.

Clark ended his statement extending an invitation of his own to interested students: an examination of these issues in an appropriate, neutral-arena, the Student and Faculty Senates, to hear suggestions for change.  This type of “democratic” process did not seem to appeal to members of the January 14th Coalition, and no exchange of ideas took place.


January 14th did turn out to be a disruptive day for another reason, however.  During a monthly Faculty Meeting led by the University President, between 30 and 50 visitors (of student age) crowded the meeting and began to heckle President Clark as he called the meeting to order.  Leaders of the group, one identified as Irving Wainer (an individual who would become known among the administration as an activist troublemaker and a post-doctoral trainee) attempted to address the faculty.  After failing to take back control of the faculty meeting, Clark reluctantly adjourned the session.


The first acts of physical destruction to University property, but unfortunately not the last incident, occurred on January 23, 1970 when 25 unidentified people entered the offices of the ROTC.  The vandals broke in around 2:15 pm and left shortly before the police arrived, however, they still had time to scatter books and papers about the offices and leave green-stenciled fists on a number of walls.  Although police never identified the individuals, it was clear to the police and University administration that their act of violence hoped to motivate other students to support activist causes.


ROTC was again the victim of anti-war disruptions on January 31st while holding an information session at the Duck Preview Program.  Again, heckling and noise proved to be the mode of disruption that 12 people, including post-doctoral trainee Wainer, chose to show their disapproval of ROTC on campus.  The Eugene Police (EPD) waited on standby until a formal warning from the University succeeded in getting the disruptors to leave.


Disruptions on campus continued to occur every week and on February 3, 1970, President Clark faced an all too familiar situation from his old days at San Jose State: interference with certain “controversial” companies recruiting on campus.  However, it was not Dow Chemical that protesting students singled out this time, but Weyerhaeuser.  Many different recruiters come to campus throughout the school year to hold interviews with prospective seniors, looking to find jobs after graduation.  It was this day in 1970 that the Weyerhaeuser Corporation held interviews on the University of Oregon campus. Around 40 students, two community members (they had been enrolled the previous fall) and Wainer occupied the area around the conference room where the interviews were taking place.  Soon just milling around the area did not provide enough interruption and 10-15 students entered the recruiting room, effectively preventing one of the scheduled interviews.  There is little information about how these students acted as they halted the Weyerhaeuser interviews, but it is not hard to imagine a scenario in which the disruptors attempted to engage the recruiters in a debate and otherwise heckled the interviewers and interviewees.  For the first time since the protests and disruptions began escalating, the University actually charged 18 students with disruptive activities, although very few hearings were actually held.  President Clark and his administrative staff began to realize that the guidelines in the “Student Conduct Code” were not developed to handle cases of disruption.


A four-alarm fire in Esslinger, the Men’s Physical Education Building, on February 15, 1970 skyrocketed the cost of damage that the protests had so far created.  Over $250,000 of damage occurred, primarily in the ROTC storage of the area, where Eugene Fire Fighters and Police believed that the arson was started.  The perpetrator(s), as in many cases of violence on the campus prior and after this incident on campus, was never identified or held accountable for this crime.


Ten days later, students targeted another company holding recruiting interviews on campus.  On February 25th, about 35 students demonstrated against Standard Oil and Union oil recruiters.  Although the EPD and University could not identify any of the demonstrators, participants did leave when the University formally instructed them that they were trespassing, and the interviews went on as scheduled.


Students continued to increase the scale and sizes of their demonstrations as they entered the month of March.  On March 8, 1970, the University hosted a rock concert at MacArthur Court.  Before the concert began, 150-200 students (some were believed to be high-school students) organized by SDS attempted to break through the gates to get into the concert with out paying.  The students caused over $300 in damage by smashing 10 windows, unhinging 2 doors, breaking three locks, and spilling paint throughout one of the locker rooms.  The students demanded that for all Mac Court events, all seats cost only $1.50, there be no police on the premises, hire community members instead of University employees as ushers, and donate all concert profits to community projects.
  Only five of the students were identified and charged under the University’s conduct code, demonstrating to the University that in addition to their student conduct code’s shortcomings in dealing with disruptions, it had an even greater inability to deal with group disruptions, a civil disobedience tactic about to explode on the University of Oregon campus.


As March faded into April, the University Staff and especially President Clark did not realize that soon they would be facing demonstrations, the size of which had never seen before on any Oregon campus, and would be forced to call the police onto campus not only once, but twice to quell the crowds.  April 1970 would be the peak of crisis between anti-War student demonstrators and the University administration.  Since the first incident of blood throwing at an ROTC event way back in January, students’ protests against the ROTC’s place on a university campus had occurred almost weekly.  Among the demonstrators’ primary grievances, the ROTC seemed to be among the top few, and on April 15th, the faculty of the University of Oregon took a vote on whether or not to allow ROTC to stay.  


On April 15, 1970, the University of Oregon faculty voted, by a very slim margin (199-185) to keep the ROTC on campus.  As word spread of the faculty’s vote, a growing group of student protesters formed on campus to show their dissatisfaction with the evening’s outcome.  However, the group moved from peaceful protest to mob aggression when between 50 and 100 students forced their way into the ROTC facilities in French Hall.  The protesters inflicted damage on a much greater scale then the past ROTC break-in in January.  This time around, protesters overturned furniture, broke lights, doors, and windows, scattered papers and books, and even attempted to start a fire.  Amazingly the vandals were able to escape before the EPD arrived, although they had already been on alert after the faculty vote.

Several hours later, more protesters returned to French Hall, this time many wore face masks and proceeded to throw rocks, burning torches, and even kerosene at the building.  Eventually the EPD, dressed in riot gear, used tear gas for the first time ever on the University of Oregon campus, and was able to successfully disperse the crowd.  And in the chance that the Eugene police were unable to handle the situation, the National Guard was on stand-by at the armory.  In addition, the police surrounded Johnson Hall and the Faculty club as the demonstration surged towards these buildings.  The protesters gradually cleared, but not before they had done a large amount of damage.  The EPD made several arrests later for “inciting a riot,” but for many, the court did not uphold the charges and the University took no action against the students.

A few days later, President Clark faced another student demonstration, this time within the lobby of his own building, Johnson Hall.  On April 22, 1970, at around 11:00 am, a group of 50 to 100 students (some high school students who were on campus for an Earth Day event) began in what would turn out to be a two-day sit-in in the lobby of the University of Oregon’s administration building.  In a news conference held at 2:00 pm, the leaders of the demonstration stated:

Today Johnson Hall has been occupied.  We have a very real reason for being here.  The university’s complicity with the slaughter of the Asian people goes on this very minute.  Laos is being rained with 1,000-pound blockbusters and napalm on the half hour, 24 hours per day.  The people are living in caves.

The protesters’ demands included: 1) Removal of Navy recruiters from campus; 2) Removal of the ROTC from campus; 3) Amnesty for the individuals arrested in the April 15th riot; 4) Removal of all police from campus.  As the day went on, many University students took the place of high school students on the lobby’s marble floor and swelled the number of protesters to near 300.  At about 5:00 pm, President Clark announced to the group that the building was closing and if they continued to stay, it would be trespassing.  However, after continued discussions with the protest leaders, President Clark agreed to allow the protesting students to stay in the lobby overnight if they continued to be peaceful.

As the night of April 22nd turned into the morning of April 23rd, word of the protest spread throughout campus and a growing group of curious students assembled below the steps of Johnson Hall.  By mid-afternoon, the crowd, which had increased to between 50 and 100, began to stir and become disruptive.  Inside the lobby the protesters, who had been sitting a cold marble floor overnight, with nothing to eat, began acting up as well.

At about 2:00 pm, a group of 15 students pushed their way into President Clark’s outer office, crowding the small space, hampering the ability of his secretaries to do their work and “raising the stakes—and tempers” of the protest and those involved on both sides.
  The secretaries proceeded to lock up all confidential files and go home for the day.  Clark, and other members of the faculty, continued negotiations with the students, hoping to convince them that their purpose had been served, nothing else could be accomplished from the sit-in, and it was time to leave.  The students, however, held steadfast to their positions unless granted a four-hour “rap” session for the next day, between students and faculty concerning the place of ROTC on campus.  Worried that the group would only continue to become more disruptive as the evening went on, President Clark announced that their time had finally come to leave; he was not going to allow them to stay another night and the police had been summoned: it was 4:00 pm.  At 5:15 pm, President Clark addressed the students both inside and outside Johnson Hall:

Yesterday I asked you to leave this building and told you that you would be breaking the law by remaining without permission.   However, I extended permission for you to remain overnight in the lobby after you pledged that your actions would remain non-violent.  I gave that permission for overnight only.  You have continued to stay during the day in a manner that has obstructed the conduct of business and violated the University Conduct Code and the law.  I recognize your sense of frustration and anguish over the war in Vietnam, and I recognize the symbolic importance of this sit-in to you.  But as I said last night, your specific demands are beyond my power to grand and thus your stay can only be symbolic.  I am charged with the responsibility of seeing that the authorized operations of this University are carried out without interference or disruption.  The gathering of such a large number of people in the corridors and offices of a building, even though well intentioned and based on protestations of non-violence, is coercive and disruptive.  It interferes with the adequate function f of this University and creates tension and anxiety.  You are liable for prosecution for any breach of the law since you entered the building, and, by staying in this building without permission, you continue to violate the ordinances of Eugene, the laws of the state, and the University’s Code of Student Conduct.  If you remain I the building, therefore, you will be subject to arrest and prosecution.

A few of the protesters voluntarily left after Clark’s final warning, but the majority stayed, linking arms and singing “We Shall Overcome.”
 Soon afterward, the Eugene Police arrived and began to peacefully arrest and escort the remaining individuals out of the building.  The process remained peaceful until the National Guard, who had been waiting on standby at the armory, arrived on the scene in full riot gear, shooting cans of tear gas at the on-looking crowd in front of Johnson Hall.  The calm immediately erupted into panic as students scattered to get away from noxious fumes.  The presence of the National Guard no doubt escalated the situation, however they made no additional arrests of demonstrators outside Johnson Hall.  In total, the EPD arrested 61 of the sit-in protesters, charging them with either trespassing or disorderly conduct. 


Again, word spread quickly through campus, this time about the presence of the National Guard and tear gas at an otherwise peaceful demonstration.  Students who had not participated in the events earlier in the evening now gathered at Emerald Hall, swelling in numbers to between 1,500 and 2,000 strong.  A few of the more aggressive activists attempted to damage nearby school property, but the majority of the crowd remained peaceful and eventually dispersed.


The following day the local and campus papers blared headlines about the arrests and possibly excessive use of force by the National Guard.  Clark had a prepared statement to address the students the University of Oregon.  He said:


To the Students of the University: I want to commend the great majority of you for your poise and restraint in these trying circumstances.  The majority of you have reacted with moderation to events that might have provoked immoderate behavior.  I applaud and congratulate you.  Nonetheless, I understand why some students were aggrieved and agitated by the presence of police on campus.  I regret that inability to govern ourselves made it necessary to call for assistance from the police.  We must not forget that the precipitating factor was the determination of a small number of students to settle the issues by violence and force.  The ASUO has asked for a general convocation of faculty and students to discuss the issues.  I agree with the Senate that we need a full discussion of issues with faculty and students involved.  The University is the proper place for discussion.  We are committed to the principle that ideas, concepts, proposals – which are subject to careful scrutiny can the more clearly be perceived and true values more probably determined.

Clark went on to list suggestions for approaching this faculty / student discussion.  He purposed creating a “steering committee: to schedule the previously mentioned student/faculty discussions and if that would not work, the ASUO and faculty senates could convene and hold the discussions.  Clark also made himself available to interested students by suggesting an open discussion on Saturday morning, April 25th, in the EMU Ballroom.


In the days following the April 22nd sit-in, demonstrations continued to occur on campus in varying forms.  Thirty to forty student protesters erected barricades on 13th street, the street running directly through the center of campus, during the evening of April 26th.  This action essentially cut off a main and popular thoroughfare for hundreds to thousands of commuters and drivers a day.  Although some community members made several attempts to remove the barricades, it was not until April 29th that the students agreed to remove the barricades themselves on the condition that city officials would hold a City Council meeting about permanently closing 13th street to traffic.


The protests continued through the rest of Spring Term and into Fall Term, but the escalation process that had been building since January 1970 had finally come to an end. Bomb threats both phoned into the Johnson Hall secretaries as well as handwritten and tossed into classrooms occurred on several occasions.  The violence of the entire student movement during 1969 and 1970 climaxed on May 4, 1970 when National Guard troops shot and killed four students at Kent State University.  After much deliberation, the University of Oregon chose to show their respects and curb any chances of continued violence at here at home, by canceling classes on May 6, 7, and 8th.  The final acts of defiance of this tumultuous school year occurred on May 13th and 14th with a class disruption by the “Radical Arts Troop” and a moderate ROTC demonstration, attended by 50 students.  Protesters committed no more acts of violence for the remainder of the school year.  However, the calm was shattered on one fall day when a bomb exploded in a bathroom in the Prince Lucien Campbell (PLC) Building on campus.  No one was injured but there was over $75,000 worth of structural damage.  The police never identified who set the bomb off, but popular opinion among the administration of the University of Oregon, including President Clark, as well as local authorities was that a non-student activist planted the bomb in an effort to reignite protests and activist sentiments on campus.  The effort was futile however; protests, riots, and sit-ins had, for the most part, run their course on the University of Oregon campus in this era.

VI. What were the Protests’ Goals?

Although each different protest had its own variation of goals, there are a number of common demands among all of them.  First and foremost was the removal of the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) from campus.  In the 1969-1970 school year, the primary target of student protests and disturbances was the ROTC, starting first with a woman throwing animal blood on a recruiting table and eventually escalating to the burning down of the ROTC building on campus.  The radical shift in people’s perceptions of the army put the ROTC and its cadets in the middle of an uncomfortable and often dangerous situation on their own campus.

Prior to the 1960s, membership in the armed forces was one of honor and pride.  By signing up, sons followed in the footsteps of their fathers and grandfathers and younger brothers looked up to and sought to be just like their older brothers in uniform.  The honor and dignity one got for fighting for his country changed, however, in the 1960s.  With the war in Vietnam came negative and disapproving attitudes towards men in uniform, and they primarily came from the men’s own peer group.  “It felt like shit being in the military in 1970”
 and especially if a person started off thinking it was a great honor and service.

For many who protested the ROTC on campus, their accusations and assumptions about its program and participant were misguided and misinformed.  In fact, most members of the ROTC at this time were not planning on making it a career.  Their experience in ROTC was just that, a good experience with excellent benefits.  The political and socio-economic make-up of ROTC cadets paralleled that of the larger University; it was not a homogeneous group of people.  Like those protesting against them, many ROTC cadets did not agree with the war in Vietnam.  In their classes they learned about military strategy and war tactics, and everything going on in SE Asia at the time contradicted their lessons.  At the time, a saying in the ROTC was, “I love the Commander in Chief, but I can’t stand President Nixon.”
  This saying epitomizes the internal conflict many ROTC cadets faced; they served their country, but a country whose current policies with which they did not necessarily agree.

Not only did protesters not understand that the people who made up the ROTC were just like them, they also did not really understand the purpose of the ROTC on campus.  The main goal of ROTC was not to brainwash students and turn them into soldier robots, in reality it was the exact opposite.  The whole reason for having ROTC on a University campus was to create “citizen soldiers;” officers in the military who had a background in the liberal arts and critical thinking.
  These soldiers are trained not only by the ROTC in military tactics, but also by the University in self-awareness, self-discovery and critical analysis.  If anyone should be leading the armed forces of the United States of America, it should be these guys, but their own fellow students protested against them.

The main reason why students protested the ROTC on campus is because they felt ROTC symbolized the industrial/military complex, a structure that leftists already disliked and protested against.  The ROTC was an easy target and protesting students targeted them in many different ways:

During the past biennium, ROTC was singled out as a specific target by SDS.  ROTC as a means of providing liberal educated officers for the Armed Forces was not the cause nor justification for the unwarranted attacks, rather ROTC is a visible “enemy” to be attacked when sympathizers can be prodded to a fever pitch over Vietnam and the Draft.  ROTC at the University of Oregon has been the target for violence on the campus on several occasions.  The most serious incidents were an explosion in November 1968, the burning of the supply room in February 1970 and the wanton destruction and attempted arson through riot action on April 15, 1970.  Through all of this the students who are in ROTC remain the most ardent supporters of the University.

In retrospect, we should commend the ROTC cadets for their inaction in the face of negative and unfair actions, because oftentimes it was not only the ROTC as a whole, but cadets as individuals who were discriminated against as well.

The protests served to polarize the campus and alienate the ROTC cadets.  For example, on the days when the cadets were required to wear their uniforms, they either found creative ways to keep a low profile, or suffered the wrath of shouting students and verbal abuse.  One ROTC cadet, Ival McMaines, who was also a member of the ASUO, showed up to a meeting in his uniform and was promptly fired the next day by ASUO President Kip Morgan saying, “Nobody with your values should have this position on campus.”
  Stories, like this one, may not have made headlines, but it all added towards the discrimination and demonstrations the ROTC faced on the University of Oregon campus.  

Another main motivator for student demonstrations was the ongoing war in Vietnam.   Although unrealistic, protesting students believed that somehow the University had the power to change foreign policy in SE Asia.  They felt that universities across the nation, including the University of Oregon needed to take a stand against the war.  For Clark, the notion of the University choosing sides in politics and foreign affairs was out of the question.  Although he publicly expressed his personal view against the Vietnam War, Clark strongly felt that the University was a place for the exchange of many ideas, not the promotion of one idea, and this is how he presided over both San Jose State University and the University of Oregon.  Dave Frohnmayer, the current President of the University of Oregon remembers and shares Clark’s philosophy: Clark had a strong view that the University could not be “ideologically captured.” 
  It had to be a forum for debate and if Clark had acquiesced to student demands that the school take a position against the war in Vietnam, it would have given up neutrality and no longer be impartial.  Include opposing view (Activist and Scientist Professor Frank Stahl) that the University is the institution best equipped to share knowledge and take positions on controversial issues?

Finally, another frequent theme of student demonstrations, especially later ones, was the release of arrested protesters.  Add in more information.

VII. Did the Protesters Reach Their Desired Goals?

The students at the University of Oregon who participated in protests did not hold demonstrations to publicize the problems in Vietnam or with the draft; for the most part the entire nation was already aware of the discontent amount its young populations.  Rather, the students held protests and rallies, sit-ins and disruptions in order to effect concrete change on the part of the University, and it is in this arena that they failed.  Of course the protests were not in vain, it is the students constitutional right to voice their opinions and support the anti-war movement, but as far as their stated goals were concerned, they did not reach them.

 ROTC remained on campus, undeterred by threats, vandalism, and fires, particularly because President Clark supported their presence.  In his statement presented at the ROTC Commissioning Ceremony in June 1970, he affirmed ROTC’s worth to the University of Oregon and in turn the University’s worth to the ROTC: 

These are days in which the presence of Reserve Officer Training Corps units on college and university campuses are under challenge both verbal and in some cases physical challenge.  I believe that ROTC does have a place, an important place on the University campus…

Clark understood that the cadets in the ROTC were also students at the University.  They were gaining a broader view of life at the University of Oregon and would carry this with them as they served the country.  It was important for him to not only protect them from mistreatment and discrimination, but to remind them of the important place they held in the army as graduates of a university, an institution that Clark valued above all others.  He addressed the graduating cadets further saying, 

It is in the interest of our nation to be strong militarily and in the interest of our nation to maintain civilian control over and bring civilian insights to our armed forces.  The way to accomplish these goals through the Reserve Officer Training Corps is to have Corps on campus…The place that this nation occupies in the world today and in history demands that we be strong and you are a part of that strength.  But the substance of our strength must not be in arms only, nor even in the magnificent attributes of personal courage and valor.  It must lie also in the rightness of our cause…I appeal to you…to remember that our purpose must be defined by the free expression of opinion; that the silencing of opposition obscures purpose and subverts a democratic society; that we must defend a present and not some remote right of expression and dissent.

Another of the main aims of the protests was to compel President Robert D. Clark to and the University of Oregon to take a stand against the war in Vietnam.  But there was absolutely no way he was going to allow the University to take a political position.  Clark regarded the neutrality of the University as sacred.  In addition to denying protesters on campus to “ideologically capture” the university, he also did not give in to demands by community members to crack down on the hippies and liberals who were ruining the reputation of the University of Oregon:

Although I think of myself as both compassionate and sensitive to the need for change, I am also conservative on what I believe to be the very essence of a university-- the right and process of free inquiry.  Therefore, I take a dim view of one who violates the integrity of the university.

Clark made his opinions about the value of free thought in the university setting, and never backed down.

An unstated cause of the protests and disturbances, assumed by the University of Oregon administration, was to motivate other students to support and participate in activist causes.
  The University specifically cited this reason as a motivation behind the People’s Trial, January 23rd vandalism in ROTC offices, the Mac Court Gate Crashing Incident, and the second Johnson Hall sit-in on April 28th.  In this arena as well, the protesters did not accomplish their mission.  If anything drew greater crowds and prompted less radical students to get involved in protests and rallies, it was due the presence (and perhaps excessive force) of police on campus to quell certain incidents.  For example, during the Johnson Hall sit-in, less than a hundred people participated inside the building and a crowd of about 700 observed from outside.  However, later that night a crowd of almost 1,500 attended a rally at Johnson Hall, mostly because of their outrage that the National Guard had been called in, throwing tear gas at peaceful onlookers:

Most of the students observing the arrests had been standing quietly up to this time, but [when the National Guard arrived] the immediate reaction was one of shock and panic.  “This is a nightmare, not a university.”  “I don’t believe it.  I never thought the cops would dare spray that stuff into the crowd.”  … “My God!  My God!  This is war.  I was uncommitted before this.”

The actions of a few radicals did not spur involvement by the majority.

One protest in which the students did effect permanent change was the April 27th barricading of 13th street.  At the University of Oregon, 13th Street runs right through the heart of campus.  The majority of classes are held in buildings that flank this road and all day long students cross the sidewalks and streets to go from one place to another.  Before and during the 1969-1970 school year, the street was open to two-way traffic.  Noisy logging trucks rumbled through campus all day long, carrying fresh cut timber from the McKenzie River forests to paper and wood plants in Eugene.  Not only was the traffic loud, it was also dangerous as students on foot and on bikes attempted to navigate their way to and from class.  (FIND SOURCE…McMaines?)
VIII. Who/What Influenced Clark’s Decisions?

Although President Clark was ultimately responsible for making decisions on how to handle student protests, there are a number of people and groups who, either consciously or unconsciously, could have influenced his decisions.  Clark himself had a very strong ideology and view of what the University should and needed to be.  When evaluating the possible sources of influence for Clark’s decisions, it is important to remember that he was not a puppet for the Governor or a push over for the students or angry community members.  For the most part, his policies at both San Jose State and the University of Oregon were consistent with each other and Clark’s perspective about the role of higher education.

The people who clearly were the closest to Clark and had the most opportunity to influence his decisions were his administrative colleagues.  In anticipation of student-caused disturbances or other emergencies on campus, Clark compiled a call list to keep everyone in touch and informed.  He also segregated duties and assigned certain staff and faculty members to certain sections of campus, presumably to make sure there was someone trustworthy on the scene, handling the situation.  The lists are telling of whom Clark thought was both responsible enough to deal with the problems, and trustworthy enough to represent the University in a way Clark saw fit:

Appendix: In the event of absence from the campus or inability to act of the President, the University officials listed on Appendix F are authorized to act within the purview of this directive (in the order which is listed.)

1. President – Robert D. Clark

2. Dean of Administration – Ray Hawk

3. Dean of Faculty – Charles Duncan

4. Associate Dean of Faculty - Marshal Wattles

5. Dean of Students – Dan DuShane

6. Director of Fiscal Affairs – J. O. Lindstrom

7. Assistant to the President – John Lallas

Gerald Bogan [handwritten at bottom]

The list is modified in later documents, but for the most part the names stay the same but in varying order; these are the men whom Clark trusted to oversee his University, should he be unable.


One man in particular, who seems to have had a large role in decision making processes (though somewhat self-proclaimed), was Gerald Bogan, the University’s Vice President.  Bogan and Clark arrived at Johnson Hall, literally at the same time, but Bogan paints a very different picture of the University of Oregon campus during 1969 and 1970: “It was very dangerous here, [we came] close to losing many lives here, including my own.”


Bogan portrayed himself as a “warrior” in a “battle” over the University of Oregon campus.  He says that in many situations, Clark relied on him as the go-to-guy.  Historically, the campus has been a police-free zone, and Bogan claims that it was his decision to first bring them onto campus and to create an EPD precinct on campus.  For this decision, Bogan “violated that sanctuary…and received a great deal of criticism for doing that.”
  But his hardliner approach to making sure that the campus was safe was in response to what he believed to be many internal and external threats to the campus itself.  Bogan thought that there would be deaths on campus and expressed his concerns to President Clark.  He said that he preferred not to tell President Clark everything he knew because he wanted to protect the Office of the President.  At one point he even asked Clark, “If you want to know [everything], stop me now before I walk out this door.”  But Clark said nothing and Bogan assumed that to mean he had the go ahead to do whatever need be to protect the campus – “the next day there were 600 police on campus.”
  Neither Clark nor Bogan remembers the specific timeline for when this conversation occurred.


Bogan identified a few different situations when describing the range of threats to the campus.  His first concern dealt with weapons on campus.  However, it was not the students that Bogan feared carried weapons, but rather certain University employees and angry community members.  According to Bogan, the University’s physical plant employees often carried hunting rifles in their trucks because they feared the protesting students on campus.  He specifically cited one incident where a couple of physical employees laid in the rafters during the Mac Court protest, ready to shoot if things got out of hand.
  Bogan also cited loggers as a big concern during the 13th Avenue shut down.  The loggers, who drove through campus daily on their runs, were apparently arming themselves in preparation for forcefully removing the barricades and the protesting students.


Bogan also claims leadership in the handling of a number of bomb threats on campus.  Recalling a bomb threat at Autzen Stadium during a Stanford football game, (FIND OUT DATE?) Bogan said that he made the decision not to end the game and evacuate the entire stadium.  Rather, he only had people in the Press box (the bomb was supposedly located in the ladies bathroom in the Press box) and stood on the roof, directly above the bomb, for the rest of the game.  Bogan described his reasoning for this by saying that since it was his decision not to evacuate the entire stadium, he would assume the ultimate responsibility, should the bomb go off.  Thankfully, it was just a hoax.


Throughout the school year there were a number of different bomb threats, and a couple that turned out to be dangerously true.  Bogan recalled an attempt made on Johnson Hall.  The dynamite was thrown at the building, but only landed against the basement windows and now inside the building itself.  Luckily only a few windows were broken and the building did not sustain any serious damage.  Gerald Bogan had another conspiracy explanation for the dynamite used in this attempted bombing.  He said that dynamite exactly like the evidence found was routinely dispersed at logging sites east of Eugene.  Apparently the delivery route of the dynamite was discovered, although he did not say by whom (presumably by radical leftists) and the dynamite used could be tracked to some stolen from the sites earlier in the year after a murder in one of the logging camps.
  Bogan felt that there was plenty of evidence, in this case and in others,
 for the University of Oregon to assume that radicals in the community and among the student body would resort to violence if necessary to accomplish their goals. 

Remembering the years of 1969-1970, Bogan also described them as ones of tremendous “personal loneliness.”  He saw himself on the front lines, as an administrative “operative,” in “combat” and at “war.”
  Unlike President Clark who had to maintain a very public image, Bogan was the man behind the scenes, and rarely received any calls or letters of either support or condemnation.  He personally admits that although Robert D. Clark was a great President and a “hero” in this situation, Clark did not know a lot about what was going on.  His description of events varies greatly from others who were also there, and perhaps this is a matter of his perception throughout the time.  However large Gerald Bogan’s role was in making crucial decisions (neither Clark or Bogan are certain of Bogan’s role in the Johnson sit-in and Clark cannot recall his role in keeping the peace back then), Bogan definitely held the President’s ear, and Robert D. Clark was thankful for his efforts:  “This is just a brief, hasty note to express appreciation for your total involvement and commitment in assisting the University through recent trying demonstrations.”
  Clark had other advisors on his staff as well, including the University’s Legal Counselor, Dave Frohnmayer, but none described their own impacts on policy and decision making to the same extent as Gerald Bogan.


Outside of the University of Oregon administration staff, other key players had high stakes in the way the protests and demonstrations were resolved, and next to President Clark, Oregon Governor Tom McCall was the second major player.  Clark and McCall had a friendly working relationship that is evident in their letter exchanges at that time.  Both felt a tremendous responsibility for the goings-on on the University campus and communicated often to exchange ideas, support each other, and pass on important information.  For example, one conversation that took place in early December 1969 shows the high esteem both men felt for each other and also the awareness they had of foreseeable campus unrest issues in the future. On December 9, 1969, Governor McCall addressed a letter to President Clark and his wife, thanking them for their hospitality on his recent visit.  He ended the not saying, “we are also grateful for your leadership at the University and look forward to the closest cooperative relationship between your office and mine during 1970.”
  In a letter addressed the next day, McCall continued his praise of President Clark and wrote,

Your use of words is inspiring; so are your concepts; i.e. exalting the collegium, placing faith in reorganization and calling for involvement by students and faculty alike.  I may scold you one in a while—and trust you will do the same to me—but the University, nonetheless, is in good hands.

In response to McCall’s letters, President Clark thanked him for his encouragement and eerily foreshadowed the problems of campus unrest looming in the future:

Your statement of support of my presidency is heartening and I appreciate your willingness to exchange verbal buffets should the need arise.  During 1960 we will both undoubtedly have occasion to recall this little rhyme: “Among life’s dying embers, these are my regrets: When I’m right no one remembers; when I’m wrong no one forgets!” Anon.

However, they did not always agree on the best course of action to handle the increasing problems on the University of Oregon campus.  And while their letters typically remained friendly, the men occasionally had strong words to say to one another.


One of the primary points of disagreement between the two men was the issue of police on campus.  Should the police be called at all?  What is the purpose of calling police on campus, to prevent or to contain the riots?  How much force should be used?  And what about the possible presence of National Guard troops stationed nearby?  The most heated discussions between the two men came in April 1970 at the height of protest on the University campus.


The Johnson Hall sit-in did not come as a surprise to Clark and the rest of his administration.  Several days before it was schedules to take place, some of the participating students informed the administration about their plans.  This notice gave President Clark a chance to confer with his colleagues and Governor McCall about the best way to handle the impending protest.  McCall, unable to make the trip down to Eugene himself, sent his Chief of Staff Ed Westerdahl as a representative of the Governor’s Office.  Westerdahl asked to speak with the President at his house and explained that the Governor wanted to send National Guard troops to the campus to prevent/contain the protest because they would not tolerate any type of violence on campus.
  Apparently Governor McCall did not feel that the Eugene Police could handle the situation.  Reacting to what he later described as Westerdahl’s belligerent and uncompromising manner, President Clark sent McCall a strong message; “You tell the Governor, if he wants to run the University, he can come down and take over.”
  Although Westerdahl left angry, the Clark’s comment amused McCall himself.


The men ended up reaching an agreement.  The Governor put the National Guard troops on standby and in a holding mode just north of the University.  They were there as a precautionary measure and would only move if the Eugene Police needed help containing the situation.  Governor McCall had few reservations about sending the Oregon State police and the Oregon National Guard onto a public university campus.  In fact, after sending the additional forces two separate times to the University of Oregon, McCall claimed responsibility for quelling student uprisings: “It is my belief that the immediate availability of these forces, together with activities of the Eugene City law enforcement officials and the cooperation of an overwhelming majority of the student body, dissuaded a small band of radicals from further violent action.”


Why did McCall take such a hardliner approach to police on campus?  He was less patient and understanding of the protesting students at the university, partially because, unlike Clark, he was responsible to the citizens of the entire state, not just the community of Eugene and the University of Oregon.  McCall’s constituents tended to be more conservative and favored an aggressive approach to quell student protest.  Like Clark, McCall often received letters from concerned Oregonians expressing their anger for what they perceived as a small group of radicals taking over the University.  After the Johnson hall incident, McCall received so many letters supporting a greater use of force by the National Guard in such events, that he drafted a form response letter:

Dear __________,

I’m sorry that you did not agree with our Adjutant General’s policy regarding deployment of the Oregon National Guard.  It is a fundamental doctrine of law enforcement and military forces, with regard to suppression of civil disorder, that they utilize the minimum response which is necessary to maintain law and order.

As Clark had foreshadowed in an earlier letter, the two men faced decisions that had no clear answer.  Like Clark, McCall received letters both supporting and condemning his use of National Guards troops.  Two sample letters demonstrate the feelings that many students and citizens felt about the use of tear gas in a University setting:

Gov. McCall,

Why was I tear gassed yesterday?  I had nothing to do with the sit-in on Johnson Hall at the U of O but rather was working with disadvantaged youth…WE WERE TEAR GASSED! WHY?…We were non-violent; the students in Johnson Hall were non-violent.  Why did you SEND violence?

If you feel you must call the National Guard then by all means you must demand restraint in the use of riot gas and guns.  The recent use of gas that the University of Oregon changed an isolated incident involving no more than 200 people into a very tense situation involving 2000.  The University has a potential for extremely violent response, but that will only come as a response​ to violence on the part of authorities.

As Governor of Oregon and as President of Oregon’s largest public university, Tom McCall and Robert D. Clark tackled many of the same issues.  In addition, the men had similar values of open dialogue (when McCall became Governor he had an open door policy of availability to all who wanted to talk to him, much like President Clark), had a strong belief in the value of dialogue and free thinking, and loved and felt responsible for the University of Oregon.  Their dialogues leading up to and throughout the April protests were constructive and two-sided.  McCall had a more conservative approach to handling the University’s problems, but in the end backed off and allowed Clark to make the final decisions regarding police on campus.


While the amount of influence that the community had on Clark’s decisions is arguable, the presence of pressure is undoubtedly clear.  President Clark received countless letters and phone calls regarding his leadership of the University of Oregon.  Clark received at least 72 complaints during the 1969-1970 school year, and he answered every single one of them.  The letters varied in intensity, some merely pointed out the writers’ distress over the closing of 13th Street, while others, laden with verbal abuse for the University’s administration, demanded that Clark “throw SDS off campus…” and alleged “blacks and SDS have taken over the EMU.”
  Clark’s responses to such letters typically followed a similar format, often alluding to his inability to simply “wave a magic wand” to solve the campus’s problems.
  Some of the complaint letters were not initially directed towards Clark to begin with, but rather, forwarded down from Governor Tom McCall.  For example, Kelsey Hobday, a citizen of Portland wrote to McCall about the “revolting situation at the University of Oregon.”  Complaining that “small minority…have fringed upon the rights of others,” Hobday wrote she has “had it on what this small minority group has been dictating their demands and getting away with crimes…”
 McCall answered the letter and then forwarded it to President Clark so that he too could address the woman’s concerns:  “[The] impulse toward orderliness must be generated from within, a difficult thing when our young people are passionately opposed to many of the major involvements of this nation..., we…are making every effort to bring order to our campus…”


While the majority of the letters that the President’s office received were negative in nature, they did get the occasional compliment.  Clark received and answered 42 letters supporting his management of the protests and disruptions on campus.  Clark seems to have appreciated and understood the need for the citizens of Oregon and community members of Eugene and the University of Oregon, to communicate with him about the growing problems on the University of Oregon campus.  By responding to all the letters he received, Clark showed his willingness to listen to different opinions and views.


In fact, Clark was so interested in maintaining a dialogue with community members, that he and other members of his administration conducted “Operation Feedback,” where representatives of the university went to different areas in the state to listen and talk to people how problems on campus.  “Operation Community Feedback,” occurred in areas such as Pendleton, Bend, Douglas County, Jackson Country, Medford, Roseburg, Astoria, and Coos Bay.  Bob Bowlin, the Associate Dean of Students held discussions in Pendleton and Bend and reported back to President Clark that the citizens’ main concerns were: 1) cancellation of classes; 2) faculty strikes; 3) inadequacy of student conduct code; and 4) retaining “undesirable” faculty members.
  In his letter summarizing the conferences for Clark, Bowlin wrote that

The people were irate about this institutions inability or willingness to sanction the perpetrators of [the] Code and law violators…I realize that I am stressing only the negative…that is that the #1 priority of the University of Oregon has to be to modify its disciplinary machinery to the point where we, in fact, can deal with and resolve our own disruptive and misconduct problems.

Bowlin hints to the presence of supporters among the many complaining Oregon constituents taking part in Operation Community Feedback, but primarily reported citizens’ concerns to Clark.

INCLUDE EXAMPLES OF CRANK LETTERS CLARK RECEIVED?


During the trying times of 1969 and 1970, Clark not only sought feedback from the concerned citizens, but he also actively sought out the advice from Eugene and Portland area businessmen.  The businessmen, many of whom were University of Oregon alumni, were angry with the faculty and felt they too should be held accountable for some of the problems occurring on campus.  Clark stood up for the teachers at his university, and organized a retreat for the businessmen and some faculty members to meet and discuss possible solutions to campus problems.  Clark felt that he had a very responsible faculty and new that if the two groups met, important and possibly helpful ideas would result.  The group of men, including Clark, became known as the “Up River Gang,” named after the location of their retreats at the base of Mt. Hood.  For Clark, the “Up River Gang,” was a great success and key in keeping both faculty and the interested business community informed.
  FIND MORE INFORMATION.
POSSIBLE INFLUENCE OF STUDENTS/ASUO? MORE INFORMATION

IX. Could the Protests Have Been Prevented and How?

In understanding whether or not the protests on the University of Oregon campus, particularly those in April 1970, could have been prevented, it is first important to identify key decisions that Clark made leading up to the Johnson Hall sit-in climax.  One of the biggest factors in dealing with student problems on campus was the Student Conduct Code.  Required by the State Board of Higher Education and the Administrative Code of the State, 

Each institution, through its president, is charged with the responsibility for maintaining appropriate standards of conduct of its students, and is authorized to expel, dismiss, suspend, and place limitations on continued attendance and to levy reasonable fines and penalties for disciplinary violations.

President Arthur Fleming first codified the University of Oregon’s conduct code during the great reorganization of university values and student freedoms.  Fleming’s code was less arbitrary than earlier disciplinary procedures and marked the shift of the university away from “loco parentis.”  But as student disruptions and angst grew on campus, even Fleming’s progressive conduct code began to fail.

By February 1970, after student protesters interrupted a faculty meeting, the university’s administration staff began recognizing the inadequacies with their current conduct code.  Clark and his staff were mostly concerned with the code’s ability to hold students involved in disruptive incidents on campus responsible for their behavior:

I am told by many in the University Community that the Student Conduct Code is ineffective and cannot deal with the problem [of campus disruption]…At the same time, we cannot stand idly by and allow this incident to go unnoticed, if, indeed, the student courts or the Conduct Committee fail to function or if the Code does not cover the disruptive incidents of if persons involved are not subject to the code.

They recognized that if the Code could not hold certain violators accountable, then they would either create an “ad hoc disciplinary committee to deal with cases of student disruption”
 or defer authority to the Eugene police could until the Code could be amended.

What was Conduct Code like before it was amended after the protests?


Clark himself recognized that the Student Conduct Code, in its original form, failed to address the types of disturbances and protests that occurred on campus because the “procedures are too involved, [and] the administrative office is woefully understaffed.”
  The University of Oregon during the 1969-1970 school year experienced a level of disruption not foreseen by Fleming years earlier and thus his code did not provide adequate definitions of disruption. Unfortunately, the administration did not understand to what extent the Student Conduct Code fell short until after the climax of campus unrest had occurred.  It was in retrospect that Robert D. Clark provided the first revised copy of the code to the faculty, proposed by student members of the Student Conduct Committee.


President Clark understood that the task of revising the Student Conduct Code would not be accomplished quickly, as the faculty had many tough deliberations underway.  One of the most common questions, asked by community members struggling to understand what they saw as complacency on the part of the administration in the face of radical students disruptions, was why not just expel or suspend the troublemakers?  Clark felt that while expulsion provides the troublesome students with more free time to cause disruptions on campus, suspension might be a plausible punishment.  However, there are some cases of disruption or violence that exceed even the Student Conduct Code:

Riots and threats of riot demand the intervention of police for restraint and protection; destruction of property, or attack on persons, whether by a group or by individuals, and the disruptive occupancy of buildings require the intervention of police, arrests subsequent to the event, or the use of the injunctive process.  The University has not hesitated to call upon law enforcement agencies for assistance.  It is supported by the code, which states explicitly that the University will not intervene to protect the student if he has acted in violation of the law.

For Clark, no amount of changes could equip the Student Conduct Code to handle cases of such excessive disruption or possible danger.


During the summer of 1970, the state board finally amended the Student Conduct Code.  New policies specifically prohibited included: obstruction or disruption of teaching; interference with freedom of movement; possession or use of any dangerous weapon; physical abuse of any person, or threat of harm; malicious damage; misuse or theft of intuitional property; refusal to comply with an official order to leave the premises when engaged in proscribed conduct; traffic in illegal drugs; and inciting others to engage in proscribed conduct.
  Many of these additions were clearly associated with the nature of student protest and disturbances on the University of Oregon campus the previous school year.  


Two months later, on October 26, the state board amended the Student Conduct Code a second time “permitting institutional presidents to turn disciplinary proceedings over to ‘hearing officers’ if student conduct courts were unable to function because of heavy case loads or disruptions.”

Had these policies been in place prior to the student unrest, however, it is still doubtful that they would have acted as a real deterrent.  The students on the University of Oregon campus did not continue to protest simply because the administration had no concrete form of recourse.  Rather, the students who protested believed in an ideology that, for many, was strong enough to burn draft cards and risk imprisonment.  Clark’s success as a President during this turbulent time was not dependent on the ability of the Student Conduct Code to enforce school policy.  Putting aside the Student Conduct Code however, were there other ways that the University’s leadership could have prevented the escalation of student protests?

Besides the disciplinary actions that the administration could take to curb student disruptions, they also had a number of emergency procedures and other plans in place to deal with situations should they arise.  In December 1969, four months before the climax of student protest on the university campus, Clark and his staff had already begun drafting confidential “General Procedures in Case of Campus Demonstration, Disruption, Violence.”
  What can only be described as his understanding of growing dissent on university campuses across the nation, led President Clark to prepare for any tense situation on his own campus.  Lesser President’s may have thought such protests would “never happen here,” but Clark set about creating plans of actions to prevent and contain student disruptions on his campus.

The confidential emergency procedures draft listed the university’s response to three different levels of student protest: peaceful, non-obstructive demonstrations, such as rallies, marches, and picketing; non-violent disruptive demonstrations, that occurred during the university’s business hours; and violent, disruptive demonstrations.  The draft also shows the university’s escalating responses that parallel the students’ actions.  For example, should a peaceful, non-obstructive demonstration occur on campus, “There will be no interference with demonstrations provided they do not: 1. Disrupt operation of the University, 2. Prevent access to offices, buildings, or any facilities, 3. Cause physical harm to persons or damage to facilities.”
  However, if any of those three stipulations are not met, then the University of Oregon administration will ask the demonstrators to cease their activities and if they do not, the Eugene police may be called.  Finally, the emergency procedures draft also clearly states that “in the event of any violent demonstration in which injury to persons or property occurs or appears imminent, the President will be notified,”
 and as President Clark confirmed in his dealings with protests at San Jose State and in the fall and winter of 1969, he would not hesitate to call the authorities if the need arose.  In addition to creating a plan of action for administration members should protests occur, Clark and his team also created a list of things they needed to do in order to be as prepared as possible should the campus unrest continue to escalate.  The checklist included possible safety details such as: a dormitory intercom system; EMU roof loudspeakers; choosing a location for an emergency operation center; creating a statement to be read at demonstrations; preventing the sale of gasoline to prevent Molotov cocktails; and more.
  The administration of the University of Oregon, by the end of 1969, realized potential student unrest in later months and set out to create specialized plans to contain the situation.  

Another step that the university took to support students who felt angered and helpless with the draft and the war in Vietnam was to create a Draft Information Center with the University Health Center.  The goal of this center was to provide information and counseling to students who were either being drafted or wanted to avoid the draft.  By creating an information center for students to ask questions and find answers to many of their concerns, the University of Oregon provided an important service to its students.  It is not clear how many students actually took advantage of the Draft Information Center’s services, but its existence alone shows that Clark and his administration made clear attempts to support and help students who may have been otherwise drawn to protests their angers.  While many of the protesting students felt the university was complacent of the war in Vietnam and the draft, Clark was in fact not ignorant of his student’s problems; he attempted to find legal solutions for them that could have prevented many from participating in protests and disturbances.

Clark’s love for the students, first as a teacher and later as an administrator, often influenced his decisions about how to deal with student unrest.  He sought to give students every chance possible to voice their opinions, whether it was through the Draft Information Center, personally with him at his office, or through group discussions that he often initiated.  However, as some concerned citizens argued, perhaps Clark should have listened less and acted more to deter protests and other disturbances on campus.  If Clark had acted immediately with harsh penalties against those involved in protests and disturbances, could later protests have been prevented?  Or, would the opposite approach have been better: should Clark have given in to student demands at the University of Oregon to prevent increased levels of frustration and destruction on the campus?

At San Francisco State University, President Hiakawa took a strong and strict approach to rallies and protests on campus: he stopped them immediately.  GET MORE INFORMATION ON SFS.

Many students involved in the protests at the University of Oregon felt that Clark should have taken the opposite approach in dealing with disturbances: give concede to student demands in an effort to curb future unrest, particularly in the case of the Johnson Hall Sit-in.  One student who had been involved in the sit-in claimed that “had he (Clark) been more forceful about initiating a dialogue with us, it may have brought about a different result, especially had he done this on the first day of the protest.”
  Other students agreed and thought the President should have waited to call the police because a confrontation was not imminent: “Clark didn’t do anything to keep us nonviolent.  We kept ourselves in line.  We even picked up all our orange peels.”
  However, the students involved in the protest wrongly simplified the issues Clark faced.  They spoke of having a dialogue with the President, but they were already occupying his building.  They spoke of holding off on police involvement, but they had been warned on the first night that the protest could not last longer than the second day. (A concession that Clark made to accommodate them.)  And they spoke of excessive force on behalf of the National Guard, but their presence was only the result of a compromise between Clark and Governor McCall and a communication breakdown with the EPD.

At every level of student protest on campus, President Clark always kept an open ear and open mind for the rights and needs of his student body.  He refrained from calling police onto campus during the April 15th Movement until the crowed began vandalizing ROTC property; he allowed the students involved in the sit-in the remain in Johnson Hall overnight, even though they were legally trespassing after 5:00 pm; and he gave the students every chance to leave the building peacefully on the second night and continue their dialogue elsewhere.  There was little that Clark could do, besides giving in to their demands completely, to satisfy the students demands, and if he had done that, then he would have sacrificed his own values of the university as a place for all ideas and all exchanges of thought.  Clark made the best decisions in the toughest of circumstances.  He could not have prevented the protests because the participating students would not compromise on any of their demands or actions.  In fact, it is reasonable to assume that at least by continuing to listen to the protesters concerns and holding off on police involvement until absolutely necessary, Clark probably prevented the campus uprising from reaching the levels of violence and frustration as that at the University of California at Berkeley, Columbia University, or even Kent State.

X. Repercussions of the Protests on Campus

The confrontations on the University of Oregon campus between students, the administration and law enforcement officials had many different repercussions.  Some only affected the school in short term, but the university is still dealing with the consequences of long-term repercussions, even today.

One of the most immediate repercussions for the university as a result of the protests, particularly the ones that occurred in April 1970, was the cost of repairing the damages and paying for the overtime that many EPD officers received from being called to subdue the protesting students.  Both the Eugene Police Department and the Lane County Sheriff’s Department sent bills to the university for costs incurred between April 15th and April 27th, as well as May 5th (who patrolled the campus following the Kent State killings on May 4th).  In a letter to President Clark dated June 23, 1970, Hugh McKinley, Eugene’s city manager wrote: “The Sheriff’s Department…asked me to request payment by the University for the expenses, since the Sheriff’s Department was responding to provide assistance to the city of Eugene…the total amount requested is $13,661.81.”
  The Sheriff’s Department generated this total by adding the additional pay for overtime, at a rate of one and a half ($10,519.53), plus the regular shift costs ($2,567.28), $225.00 for damaged equipment, and $350.00 for miscellaneous expenses.  The total came to $17,530.43;
 it is unclear where the discrepancy lies for the amount quoted by McKinley because he received this notice and was the one who forwarded it to President Clark.

 In addition to the Sheriff’s Department’s requests for reimbursement by the University of Oregon, the Eugene Police also charged the school for considerable expenditures “above and beyond their normal requirements to provide us (the University of Oregon) with the type of police service necessary during the past month.”
  The Eugene Police Department calculated their extra costs to $29,639.67.
  While records regarding how much the University of Oregon actually paid to reimburse local law enforcement agencies are unclear, these additional expenses could not have come at a worse time for a University that had already been struggling with its lofty budget since Arthur Fleming left his office several years earlier.  Clark did attempt to call the expenses in question to the attention of the President of the State Board of Higher Education and the Board’s Finance Committee for recommendations or suggestions for covering unexpected costs.

The confrontations on campus during April 1970 left a lasting impression on the University and its faculty.  A few days later on May 4, 1970 National Guard troops killed four students and injured several others during an anti-Vietnam protest on campus.  The nation was stunned by the tragedy at Kent State and President Clark, to calm the situation on his own campus and show solidarity with the struggle at Kent State, agreed to cancel regular classes and hold special discussion sections at the University of Oregon for two days.  In a statement expressed to the University community over University television station PL-3 two days after the tragic shooting, Clark expressed his sorrow for the deaths of four young students and also hope that the nation can learn from this heartbreak:

The long agony of the American college community has now culminated in tragedy at Kent State University…In this time of mourning and sorrow, we must not turn away from the young as they stand before us and demand a new world where all men are brothers.  The blood of a new generation which has been spilled from Vietnam to Ohio is witness to the urgency of their pleas.  We cannot close our ears to them and continue on our present paths without suffering the retribution of a terrible holocaust…America mourns today for America…At the University of Oregon some groups have called for a shutdown of campus activities.  I do not know that such movements can be productive, but I do point out that, as usual, each student and instructor is free to govern his class activity as he sees fit, as long as the rights of others are respected.  I believe that the University as a whole should express the sorrow we feel.

Clark went on to request that all classes that morning observe a moment of silence.  Had the University not experienced its own struggles on campus, Clark may not have been in as good a position to recognize the possible reverberations that Kent State would have throughout the country’s universities.  He provided his students, particularly those who had spent the last month protesting the war and the draft, with a chance to speak in their classes, with each other, and with the administration, about the problems of a society that could allow the Kent State tragedy to happen to its young people.

 As the 1969-1970 school year came to a close, the radical culture on campus quieted.  Although the protests never reached the height that they did that spring, in fall 1970, activists did again try to disrupt the campus.  At one point in early fall, a bomb was placed in the bottom floor bathroom of the Prince Lucien Campbell building.  Luckily no one was hurt, but there was $75,000 worth of structural damage to the building.  This act of violence, however, did not spur the protests from the previous year, and most in the administration and the police department agree that non-student radicals were most likely to blame for the bombing.

The University of Oregon is still dealing with some of the lasting affects of the protests during the 1960s and 1970s.  One of the repercussions is now inherently interconnected with the stereotype of the University of Oregon as an extremely liberal campus with a strong “hippy” stub culture.  Among residents of Oregon this stereotype is its strongest.  The University of Oregon is still dealing with the negative impacts of a history, littered with campus uprisings, sit-ins, anti-war protests, and heavy drug use on an off campus.  The community of Eugene, which has even more of a colorful past, also propagates this stereotype; Jerry Garcia and the Grateful dead loved playing in the city, _____ and his Merry Pranksters lived in this area, and the community still holds a “Country Fair” out in the forests to west which harks back to the days of free-loving glory.  That the University of Oregon is known as a liberal campus is not a negative effect in itself, but only if it impacts enrollments and faculty hiring.  Students and staff not only choose a University for its credentials and location, but also for its reputation.  At this point, it is still hard to judge if the University’s “hippy” label has had an effect on prominent faculty and top-notch students from choosing Oregon as a place to live, work, and study.

The story of the uprisings on the University of Oregon campus is not the only thing that has had a considerable impact on the school since they occurred in 1969 and 1970, the President during one of the most tumultuous times on campus, Robert D. Clark, and his philosophy has also remained strong throughout the years.  While the average student on campus may only know his name in relation to the Honors College named after him, the legacy of President Clark is great.

Throughout his terms as President of both San Jose State College and the University of Oregon, Clark spoke about and acted in conjunction with his philosophy of the university.  Clark believed that the university was the best place in the world for the free deliberation and debate of ideas, no matter what they were.  This belief helped Clark focus on the big picture: that while he may have been personally against the war in Vietnam, as President of the University of Oregon, he could not let one ideology capture the campus, in effect repressing the voices and rights of others.  Lesser university presidents may have allowed themselves to be swayed by public or personal opinions about the volatile situation in Easter Asia and the tremendous risk that young people were facing.  However, Robert D. Clark held firm to his ideas and always supported constructive critical analysis of issues on his campus.  This legacy of the free university lives on today in President Dave Frohnmayer.

Although Frohnmayer arrived at the University of Oregon in January 1971, after the climactic events of April 1970, he still had the opportunity to work with and learn from President Clark as both a law professor and the President’s legal advisor.  Frohnmayer remembers Clark as a “flexible” and “open-minded” man who believed in giving students as much independence as possible.  Clark was always available to the students, whom he was interested to talk with.  In addition to Clark’s character and kindness, Frohnmayer recalls his strong view that the university remains a forum for ideas.  Frohnmayer shares this view with his predecessor and friend.
  The University of Oregon’s current President continues Robert D. Clark’s legacy and has worked tirelessly to keep the university impartial in all types of political matters.  Should I include the example of the Iraqi war and Frohnmayer prohibiting the university from taking a stand on it?

XI. Conclusion

The protests and confrontations that occurred between students, radical non-students, campus officials, and law enforcement on university campuses throughout the nation challenged universities and their President’s in ways never before comprehended.  A number of different factors contributed to whether or not one particular universities would face the challenges of student protests and the level and force that protests would take.  After extensive research in the University of Oregon archives and other sources about student unrest in the 1960s and 1970s, I conclude that student protests were inevitable on the University of Oregon campus and that nothing President Clark could have done would have prevented the disturbances and protest from occurring.  In fact, by shutting down the student’s legal protesting activities or implementing stricter policies in regard to student unrest, Clark would have alienated the protesters even more and led them too much more destructive and violent actions, such as those seen at UC Berkeley, Columbia and Kent State University.

The rumblings of student protest had been growing louder and louder throughout the 1960s and in the 1969-1970 school year, they came to a head at the University of Oregon.  Protesting students did not confront every university and college in the United States in the same way.  Why did student demonstrations and dissent affect the University of Oregon in 1969-1970?  This is the question I will take up and answer in my conclusion.

Many different factors led to the protests taking place on university campuses. In retrospect it is always easy to place the blame on merely discontent with the war in Vietnam and the draft.  However, there are many other key changes going on in society that point to a climax of student unrest around the country and at the University of Oregon during the 1969-1970 school year.  I support President Dave Frohnmayer’s concise analysis of the inevitability of student protest at this time.  He highlights five key factors that resulted in unprecedented student discontent and demonstrations on his campus almost 35 years ago.
  The first is the explosive growth of the civil rights movement and the emergence of a new protest tactic, civil disobedience.

Student protesters at the University of Oregon and across the country learned the tactic of civil disobedience from those protesting race-based discrimination in the south.  From the lunch counters to the marches in Albany, civil disobedience was proving to be a useful demonstration tool.  Nothing could rile up anger from sympathetic citizens more than the sight of peaceful protesters being met by excessive force at the hands of police officers.  The difference, albeit slow, that civil disobedience had in the south, inspired young student leaders to use similar tactics in their rallies and protests against the Vietnam War.  SDS members specifically, organized their rallies and sit-ins around the civil disobedience used in the South, some of which they even participated in.  Although the SDS chapter on the University of Oregon campus was not highly organized, its members no doubt followed the umbrella organizations lead in using peaceful sit-ins, demonstrations, and marches to achieve their end.

Another inspiration for students to start their own protests on the University of Oregon campus was the Free Speech Movement that took place at Berkeley in 1964.  The University of Oregon and University of California at Berkeley are often considered kindred spirits because of similar political demographics.  At Berkeley, administrators often shut down many of the student’s attempts to demonstrate against the war, giving them an additional grievance: violation of their rights to free speech and assembly.  However, pictures of students resisting the University’s attempts to quell protests and even surrounding police cars attempting to take away arrested demonstrators circulated in national newspapers.  These images fueled the fire of students across the country, including those at the University of Oregon campus, to stand up for problems they saw in the society around them.

The largest societal problem that students demonstrated against in the 1960s was of course the Vietnam War and the Draft, and as this thesis has discussed, these demonstrations came to a head in the 1969-1970 school year at the University of Oregon.  Students, who for the first time felt the government unwillingly pulling them into a situation they did not want a part of, began organizing to show their discontent as a group.  The Draft especially, created a sense of urgency on the part of students, as many of their friends and peers left for war and never returned.  As the years passed and an end to the fighting seemed far away, more and more students took to protesting to show their objections to the quagmire in Vietnam, particularly in 1969 and 1970.  

The last major cause for the inevitability of protests that peaked on campuses at this time, but certainly not the only remaining cause, was a “generational disequilibrium” between the adults (policy makers) and students (those affected most by the policies.)  This cause helps explain the demonstrations as a natural rebellion to the changes in expectations of young people going on at this time.  Students demonstrated on the University of Oregon campus not long after President Fleming changed school policies and granted them much more independence than in prior years.  University of Oregon students in the late 1960s and 1970s had freedoms that their parents, at their age, never had.  The demonstrations and student unrest at this time was a natural reaction to a huge societal change taking place on University campuses. 

There are many clear explanations for why student unrest and demonstrations occurred on the University of Oregon campus when they did.  But not all colleges and University’s experienced the same level of confrontation, or any confrontation at all, like that in Oregon.  Like the timing of the protests, the locations of the protests were also inevitable, and the University of Oregon was the perfect breeding ground for student unrest, but why?


The most fundamental reasons why so many student demonstrations and confrontations took place on the University of Oregon campus was because the school had strong roots in freedom of expression and liberalism.  Already in 1917, then President Prince Lucien Campbell (whose namesake building was bombed little more than 50 years later) created the Free Speech Platform at the University.  Freedom of thought and expression had always been a cornerstone at the University of Oregon and thus students during 1969 and 1970 lived up to the legacy of those before them.  For a University that held free speech with such high regard, it is no wonder why its student body would be more likely than the average student body to protest and rally against perceived injustices in the world around them.


Finally, in addition to having a liberal student body on the campus itself, the city of Eugene, surrounding the campus, was quickly becoming a mecca for those involved in the hippy culture.  Writers, artists, musicians, and more flooded the town of Eugene, leaving remnants that are still visible today.  The liberal culture of Eugene surrounded and permeated the campus, and no doubt had an influence on the student body.  Radicals and anarchists in the community may have even been responsible fore some of the more violent acts on campus, such as the bombing of PLC and arson of an ROTC building.  Additionally, it was radical; non-student members of the Weather Underground who V.P. Gerald Bogan claims were responsible for hiring a hit man to assassinate him.  The politically charged community of Eugene no doubt influenced the students who lived and studied in its mist.  These students then turned and protested the institution closest to them, the University of Oregon, in an effort to focus their energies and unleash pent up angers and dissatisfactions with society at large. 


President Robert D. Clark met the challenges of student unrest on his campus with patience and poise.  He never made quick judgments about the protesting students or their cause, in fact he often agreed with their cause.  Clark always believed in supporting the protesters right to freedom of expression and assembly, but he drew the line when their protests interfered with the rights of other students to attend school and the administration to conduct business.  In addition, his belief that the university should never be compromised by one ideology steered him in ever decision he made as President during 1969 and 1970 and even before as President of San Jose State.  The University of Oregon was lucky to have such a thoughtful and fair President during one of the most critical times in its history.  Clark’s love for students and strong vision for the University of Oregon allowed him to remain calm and reasonable in the face of confrontation and anger.  Looking back at his decisions during the April 1970 protests, Clark says that he would not have changed anything.  And to this day, continues to support the students who felt protest was their only avenue for dissent.  His enduring acceptance for different perspectives and beliefs is embodied in a quote from Dan Williams, current V.P. for admissions and 1958 ASB President for the University of Oregon, who described Clark’s tremendous presence as President of the University:

If you can’t have tolerance for the way people look and act, then you can’t really have tolerance for the way people think.  And if you don’t have tolerance for the way people think, then you can’t have anything to do with the University of Oregon.
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