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University and War


Throughout the history of the University of Oregon, issues have come and gone that, at the time, seemed to play a vital role in the very nature of the institution, such as budget cuts, protests, and student power.  But there was one issue that captivated public attention in 1970, and continues to do so today: how does the University respond to political issues?  Should the University, as an institution of open dialogue and debate, ever take sides on an issue that is holy contested?  Has it in the past?  And should it in the future?  In my research I have found this to be a thoroughly unexplored subject even though it has popped up so frequently in the history of our institution.  As our country moves into the 21st century, and begins to encounter new perils and issues that may well threaten the very core of our ideological convictions, these questions will only become more and more pronounced, especially as we move into a period of unprecedented international involvement.  As we present our system of government as the one shining beacon of truth, democracy, and national righteousness, the world’s eye will be focused on our domestic policies as well as foreign, and the example put forward by our universities may well be an important indicator on the direction our country will take.  Thus, these issues hold resonance far beyond our tiny community of Eugene, Oregon, and will reverberate throughout our nation, and indeed, the world as a whole.  Consequently, we must take a prudent course of action, or risk not only our national integrity, but corrupting the entire world through the significant influence our nation exerts throughout the world.  In 1970, we were faced with the same issue, and the administration of President Robert D. Clark, effectively, for the most part, maneuvered our University through a time that was absolutely critical to the integrity of an institution dedicated to open debate, justice, and the rule of law.  So what were these critical issues?


While there have been many different incidents that challenged the impartiality of the university setting both in 1967-1970 and today, but there is central feature inherent in each of these instances that will frame the point of my paper.  Was the decision rendered by the university administration engaging in partisan politics?  Or, rather, was it upholding generally accepted American values?  American values evaluated in this paper include equality of opportunity, presumed innocence, tolerance, territorial integrity, defense, open dialogue, and justice.  I believe stances must be taken in these instances to preserve integrity of the university mission, but lesser matters must be left alone.  As Tom Givon, a professor of linguistics and, interestingly enough, a strong opponent of the anti-Iraq war resolution, stated throughout the debates surrounding this issue, these types of pronouncements should be made “only when the sky is falling.”  As Frank Stahl so eloquently put, “The role of the University is for us to be sky watchers.”  As such, we must be vigilant at all times when critical issues come before us.  But if the distinction is not made between a falling sky and a mild storm, then the University will involve itself in issues that may compromise the ability of the University to function properly as an institution of dialogue and free inquiry.  If it is questionable which side of the line a given issue falls on, then it is better to error on the side of caution, but when an issue clearly threatens the moral legitimacy of an academic institution, than the correct action must be taken, and as such, it is imperative that our institutions have the best possible administrators to make these difficult decisions.


In my evaluations of the presidencies of Robert D. Clark, he has been a college administrator of the necessary caliber.  He was put through many crucibles throughout his presidential career, yet he nearly always was consistent in his desire to keep the University out of petty political arguments while weighing in on the important ones.  After three years as President of San Jose state University, he was thrust into his first difficult ideological decision.


In September of 1967, Clark was hit with a student protest that caused him to cancel a football game because of threatened violence.  The protest was led by the United Black Student Association, who was asking for changes in San Jose State’s Greek system and athletic department.  The Black students alleged that the Greek system at San Jose State would not allow Black students to join sororities or fraternities and that the athletic department did not give equal treatment to its black and white players. Clark responded to these allegations with investigations into the Greek system and the athletic department.  What he found was disturbing.  Clark discovered that the Greek system and the athletic department were both guilty of discrimination and he made historic changes in San Jose State’s fraternal and athletic policies.


Clark ordered that the fraternities and sororities be placed on probation starting on September 22, 1967 and lasting until they presented an acceptable strategy to prevent discrimination in their chapter.  The plans had to “protect the right of minority groups to be treated as individuals and not to be rejected as a group” and they had to “provide assurance that priority for residence in the fraternity house will be governed by impartial regulations” (SJSC News, 9/21/67, 3).  The fraternities and sororities had to present their proposals before they could conduct Rush, and if they were found guilty of discrimination, the college would not support nor recognize them.  Clark handled discrimination in the athletic department by implementing four new policies.  The first policy stated that locker partners and roommates for trips must be assigned randomly by number.  The second policy stipulated that social gatherings and entertainment would be available to both black and white students or to nobody at all.  Clark’s third policy asked the President of the Associated Students to form a committee with equal representation of black and white students to advise the Athletic Director on student grievances.  The fourth policy said that black athletes would receive assistance in finding housing from the Athletic Director (SJSC News, 9/21/67, 3).


In addition to answering the black students’ protests against the Greek system and the athletic department, Clark also created a job for an ombudsman to help students with their complaints against the college and he suggested a program of admissions for minority students.  The job of the ombudsman was to “receive inquiries or complaints from students of minority groups, other students, faculty, or any other source” and to make sure that the administration heard these complaints (Position Resume of Ombudsman at SJSC, 1).  The ombudsman’s main areas of concern and regulation included the housing of students on and off-campus, the fraternities and sororities, curricular and co-curricular activities, and any other activities of the college community (Function of Ombudsman, 1).  In addition to the ombudsman, Clark supported a program that called for higher admission quotas for minority students.  This program provided students from a disadvantaged background with tutors to help them with their course work, and it helped them obtain a college education that they otherwise would not have been able to have (SJSC News, 9/21/67, 5).


   The plight of Black students was once again in the limelight in 1968.  Two Black students from San Jose State, Tommie Smith and John Carlos, wore black scarves, black socks with no shoes, and raised their black-gloved fists in a sign of Black power during the National Anthem at the 1968 Olympics in Mexico City.  Despite Smith’s gold medal in the 200 meter sprint and Carlos’ bronze medal in the same event, their act of protest got the two men kicked off the Olympic team (“Wrath and Rapture in the Cult of Athletics,” 8).  Clark vigorously supported Smith and Carlos in their protest, saying, “They do not return home in disgrace, but as the honorable young men that they are, dedicated to the cause of justice for the Black people in our society” (SJSC News, 10/18/68, 1).  Clark, among others, disagreed with the International Olympic Committee on its decision to oust Smith and Carlos from the team.  In a letter to the public, Clark quotes from the October 22, 1968 issue of the San Jose Mercury: “Smith and Carlos may have exhibited poor judgment in staging their demonstration precisely when and how they did, but the [Olympic Committee’s] error in judgment was considerably more gross” (Clark Letter, 10/22/68, 2).  Clark’s support of the Olympians garnered him respect from the San Jose State students and most, but certainly not all, of the surrounding community.  


Both of these events represented threats to core American values: the presence of discrimination against certain members of the campus community exhibited an attack on equality of opportunity, and the dire consequences levied against Smith and Carlos threatened the environment of open dialogue that is the essence of American democracy.  Although Clark noted that perhaps the Olympics was not the best venue for their protest, it was their right to choose, as Americans, if they wanted that to be their venue, regardless of the effectiveness of that choice.  Thus, he came down on the correct side of the line when these core issues were at stake.  But he also knew when to keep his hands out of issues that would have created political crises on the campus.


The Dow Chemical protest was the most serious protest that San Jose State saw during Robert Clark’s presidency.  The protest occurred in November of 1967 when Dow Chemical had job interviews scheduled on the San Jose State campus.  Dow Chemical’s involvement in the manufacture of napalm for the Vietnam War caused many radical students to demand that Clark cancel the interviews.  Clark responded to them by saying that he could not forbid one company to hold interviews on campus without forbidding all companies to do so.  This sparked a petition, which 2500 students signed, saying that companies should be allowed to hold job interviews on campus (Statement on Problems of Faculty and Student Unrest at SJSC, 1969, 11).  Clark allowed the Dow Chemical job interviews to go on as planned.  Only about 50-60 students planned the protest for the first day of interviews.  During that first day, the small crowd that was gathered at the demonstration became unruly, and the police, who had been on standby, were called in with tear gas to contain the protesters.  The next day, a crowd of 2500 students, faculty and community members gathered to protest the interviews (SJSC Campus Digest, 1/2/68, 3).  Despite the large number of people at the protest, only $513 worth of damage was done to the school, and Dow held every one of its scheduled interviews (Statement on Problems of Faculty and Student Unrest at SJSC, 1969, 3).


This was a situation on the other side of the line, where in fact free and open dialogue would have been threatened had Clark precluded certain entities from presenting themselves on campus.  Perhaps Dow Chemical was a distasteful company, and napalm a distasteful weapon, but still it was their right, as an American company, to allow each student to determine his or her opinion on that company.  If he had kicked Dow off campus, then he would have had to kick liberal organizations of campus, such as SDS or SNCC, if any number of students had so desired.  The presence of a recruiting meeting for Dow Chemical on campus did not directly threaten the above stated criteria for necessary administrative intervention, in my opinion.  Perhaps if the University itself was directly involved in the production of a weapon like napalm, then the administration would have a moral prerogative to intervene, but it was Dow Chemical’s choice, not the administration’s.  And besides, if you eliminate one contentious meeting on campus, don’t you have to eliminate them all?  In fact, this was just not the crucial importantly administrative decision necessary to involve the University in such a slippery situation.  Clark was presented with that slippery slope once again at the University of Oregon.


On February 3, 1970 protesters disrupted a Weyerhaeuser Co. campus recruitment visit.  A group of about 35-50 demonstrators basically clogged halls and interview rooms and infringed on the procedure sufficiently to prevent two-thirds of the prospective interviews from transpiring.  They were believed to have been protesting Weyerhaeuser’s pollution practices and their profits being generated from the Vietnam War.  Police were not called but were left on standby.  President Clark issued this statement in response, “What happened in and around the placement office in Susan Campbell Hall yesterday appears to be clearly in violation both of our tradition and of our rules.  Student legitimately seeking information about possible employment and career opportunities allegedly were denied access to that information, while at the same time visitors to the campus, here on legitimate business and at the university’s invitation, were harassed and deprived of their rightful opportunity to carry out their assignment,” (“Disruption  Cannot Be Tolerated”).  He went on further to assert at a faculty meeting that violators will be cited and subject to punishment as “Disruption cannot be tolerated”, (“Disruption Cannot Be Tolerated”).  


Again, the justification for these protests was the moral laxity of the Weyerhaeuser Company, and once again, Clark wisely steered clear of supporting such potentially explosive ideology.  The environmental and social consequences of Weyerhaeuser's activities needed to be explored in an open debate on the campus.  But this simply was not a significant enough issue for the University to involve itself and consequently undermine its impartiality.  The debate needed to happen, and in that sense the students were right in questioning the practices of Weyerhaeuser.  But their demands for a one-sided ruling by the administration were not warranted in this situation: banning Weyerhaeuser would not uphold any core American value; rather it would hinder the necessity of free and open dialogue.  This openness was again threatened by student responses against the ROTC program on campus.


ROTC was being assailed because of its connection to the military intervention in Vietnam.  Indeed, all forms of defense presence on this campus was being attacked by the campus radicals:

The University through its various ties with the military contributes to the policy of oppression and destruction waged by the U.S. in South East Asia, and throughout the world.  The removal of the military from this community is a significant step is dismantling the military machine.  ROTC, military recruiting, and all related war research must be abolished (Student Strike Demands).

And these were not just empty threats.  On January 23, 1970, about 25 unidentified students looted the ROTC building, pulling down shelves, scattering books and materials, and drawing on the walls.  There was a good amount of damage to the building, but no participants were identified and consequently no one could be charged (Report on Recent Episodes of Student Unrest).  Then on February 15, 1970, there was a four-alarm fire to the men’s P.E. building that began in the ROTC storage area.  There were thousands of dollars of damages caused, but no one was ever charged or found in relation to the arson (Report on Recent Episodes of Student Unrest).  These disruptions continued in April when, on the 15th, a mob of angry protesters marched on the ROTC facilities.  Fifty to one-hundred people forced their way into the ROTC office at Cherney Hall at 5:30 p.m.  They caused extensive damage to the facilities and equipment, and though the police were called, none arrived until after the looters had left.  Three hours later about three-four hundred protesters returned and proceeded to pelt to building with rocks and torches.  Police were called in and found it necessary to tear- gas the participants, at which time about half the crowd migrated to Johnson Hall and continued the onslaught.  Police acted quickly and prevented too hostile of a situation from developing.  Several people were later arrested for “inciting riotous behavior,” (Report on Recent Episodes of Student Unrest).  Dr. Clark did not want to call for police action too early at anytime, “Premature calling of police agencies creates an uncontrollable response (on students’ part) in a confrontation situation.”  But this may have been a situation that required outside assistance as Dr. Clark knew was possible, “However when faced with violence and disruption, the university has no recourse except the calling of police agencies,” (“Unfair Action Helps Activists,” 1/21/70).


Not only were these protests ill advised considering their effects on public opinion, indeed polarizing the public much more than eliciting sympathy, they were also completely unrealistic.  Yes, it would be nice if we lived in a world where not a single person wanted to do any harm unto you, but frankly, this is not that type of world today, and it was not then, either.  We must have a strong military to defend ourselves against those who want to harm us, and the ROTC is essential to our defense.  But we don’t want an unmitigated defense establishment in the manner we have seen in so many of our nation’s conflicts.  The ROTC program is valuable because it provides the social context of the University to the rhetoric of martial indoctrination, as President Clark noted.  It is safer for our country to give our soldiers the experience of the campus life than to train them in the vacuum of a military academy.  Through this context, we lessen the chance of military domination over our civilian governmental institutions through the cadets’ experiences on campus (Interview).  By denying the dismissal of ROTC from campus, Clark maintained the core American value of defense and national sovereignty while providing the military with a braking system of educational endeavor on it potential excesses.  Thus, by refusing to engage in a counterproductive fight against an essential part of American democracy and in fact providing a situation that is more conducive to responsible action in the military, he chose the right side of that all important line between partisanship and democracy.


I can see only one instance where President Clark came down on the wrong side of this line: his opposition to a University stance on the Vietnam War.  Similar to the Second Iraq War, the Vietnam War was undermining the core American values that constitute the heart of the American identity.  In this case, national sovereignty, self-determination, and self-defense all were being threatened by our intervention in Southeast Asia.  Vietnam, as a whole, wanted to be communist, and we were infringing on its right to determine its form of government.  Our only self-defense justification was the domino-theory, a dubious theory at best that was ill defined at the time and has later been debunked by such experts as Robert McNamara.  In addition, due to the exemptions in our draft system, this war was being fought disproportionately by poor minorities, which threatened the ideal of equality of opportunity.   This was not a just war that threatened the heart of democracy, which needed to be protected then as it does today.  But Robert Clark came out in opposition of an antiwar resolution, because he felt in challenged the ability of the University to exist as an institution dedicated to open debate and dialogue (Interview).  I sympathize with his motives, to keep the University free for all opinions, but this was a situation where action was necessary due to the heinous nature of our Vietnamese intervention.  It was one of those rare situations where, as an institution devoted to ideals of equality and justice, a stance had to be taken, as “the university has the obligation as social institutions to promote, through teaching and research, the principles of freedom and justice, of human dignity and solidarity, and to develop mutually material and moral aid on an international level” (“Statement On Academic Freedom”).  When it comes significant issues such as these, the University does have an obligation to act, as it did in 1970 by affirming the University’s antiwar stance.  This was the one blemish on Clark’s otherwise exemplary record of university political stances.


The University of Oregon’s administration over the last ten years has not had so stellar a record on responsible political decisions.  While I acknowledge that funding difficulties are very difficult, perhaps even more difficult today than in 1970 due to a slowing economy, tax cuts, and the influence of large private donors, the validity of political stances on the university campus still must be evaluated in each case on the merits of each decision.  Sometimes the difficult, but correct, decision must be made to uphold the university mission of justice, equality, and open debate.


President Frohnmayer got off to a bad start in his tenure as Dean of the Law School when he kicked the Environmental Law Clinic off-campus and forced it to reorganize as a public interest law firm.  This action was taken under heavy pressure from lumber executives, many of whom were large university donors.  Ostensibly, this action was taken to remove political ideology from the campus, but it is interesting to note that when Frohnmayer had his heart attack in Maryland in 1999, he was flown cross-country on the private plane of one Aaron Jones, owner of the Seneca Timer Company and one of the executives that levied strong pressure on Frohnmayer to remove the Law Clinic (Beres).  I would like to think that this was purely altruistic on the part of Mr. Jones, but in today’s college environment of big donors dictating university policy, Frohnmayer’s decision does seem quite political.  Thus he violated his own statement in reference to the Iraq antiwar resolution, “It is not the place of this university to be captured by any one political voice.  It is vital for the university to resist efforts to be captured by one side of a debate" (Pittman).  This statement is not concurrent with kicking a law program off campus due to pressure from large timber company donors.  There is no inherent political stand taken by the University by having the Environmental Law Clinic on campus.  It should be allowed to exercise its right to open inquiry and debate, wherever that may lead, and to prevent that exploration is to allow the University to be captured by “one political voice.”  This reeks of hypocrisy.  But more important, Frohnmayer was taking sides on an issue that, while important to the future of our economic and environmental integrity, did not threaten the core values of American society.  Thus, his political stance could not be justified.


Again, University Provost John Moseley took an unwarranted political stance when he squashed criticisms of the proposed Hynix/Hyundai plant in 1997 by telling anti-plant professors to "avoid even the appearance of inappropriate uses of [UO] time or resources" (Pittman).  Yet he did not send the same message to those professors who were staunchly pro-plant to watch their use of University time and resources.  Moseley was also documented as promoting plant designs that threatened wetland integrity near the construction site (Pittman).  This is clearly siding with one side of the debate, and while again this is an important issue to be discussed, it was not important enough for the University administration to directly involve itself and take a side.  Building this plant had nothing to do with human dignity and equality, justice, or defense.  It was a political issue.  And favoring one side over the other was wrong.


But our recent administration, and specifically President Frohnmayer, has not always come down on the wrong side of this debate.  When the University wrongly, according to state law, involved itself in a political organization, that is, the Workers Rights Consortium, President Frohnmayer was quick to withhold funds from the WRC, thus effectively ending the University's partnership with the organization.  It should be said that human and worker rights are an important issue, and the Final Report by the Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Trademark Licensing and Monitoring was right to call for internships, interdisciplinary studies, and a research center all dedicated to the continued exploration of human rights (WRC).  However, to align the University with a political organization that was as adversarial to business interests as the WRC would have been detrimental to inquiry on campus.  Also, that adversarial relationship also detracted from the WRC’s ability to truly effect change in its ongoing campaign.  In the world movement to greater free trade, industry will have to be worked with, not against, in order to secure the rights of workers around the world.  This does not mean we accept the status quo of rampant sweatshop and child labor, but to join an organization that has little, if any, cooperation with the very interests that control employment conditions in their factories would be counterproductive.  It would have also involved the University in a debate that again, while important, was not one of those crucial American values that must be threatened for the University to involve itself.  We simply can’t control the laws of other countries, and as long as other countries provide the opportunity for companies to engage in unfair labor practices, that is where the companies will go.  All we can do is be informed and conscientious consumers, and the University can make responsible and ethical marketing and trademark agreements without being part of the WRC.


Frohnmayer has also been right to allow Defense Department research on campus.  This research has been a contentious issue since the Vietnam era, as we can see in the student strike demand calling for removal of ROTC and all defense presence from campus.  Defense research is not inherently wrong or political.  I have already noted that we don’t live in an absolutely peaceful world, and that until we do, we must be able to defend ourselves, a core American value as our country was founded through war and has been forced to fight for our survival several times throughout our past, including our fight today.  If we could have created a weapon that would have wiped out only Al-Qaeda forces at the Battle of Tora Bora in Afghanistan, we should have.  These forces actively sought the destruction of America and its citizens, and we had a choice: kill them or be killed.  But the danger is creating weapons that do not improve our security and instead undermine by creating new antagonistic forces throughout the world.  It is not wrong to have adequate defenses, but we must be careful as to what type of weapons we create on campus.  Nanotechnology that targets specific genetic characteristics is utterly distasteful and unacceptable, as are weapons that target noncombatants.  So we need to be responsible in our research, and this is not always done; in fact, effective discussion of the righteousness of certain weapons is rarely engaged in.  But we cannot kick every defense contract off campus because it would undermine our ability to defend ourselves, risk crucial university funding, and, as with the ROTC program, remove the soothing context of the university social context.  I believe that researchers who hear humanitarian arguments from other departments will exercise greater caution and reason in their research, while locking them in a remote laboratory allows for terrible consequences, as we have seen in the destructive fascination created in the desert at Los Alamos.  We must have strong defenses, but when these defenses create new security threats, we have defeated our original mission of protecting American sovereignty.  This need for responsible defense brings us to the necessity of at least the debate, and indeed the assumption of, an antiwar assumption against the war in Iraq, and the mistake made by President Frohnmayer in opposing it.


The Iraq war was a conflict, like that in Vietnam, which undermined American values to such an extent that is was the duty of the University to speak out against such a heinous movement towards war.  First, this was a preemptive war, which goes against every tenet of American foreign policy for our country’s entire existence.  This sets a dangerous precedent for future American intervention when we are displeased with the actions of a given nation.  What if France or Germany, two nations very estranged from the United states at this juncture, take some course of action, such as development of chemical products, a cornerstone of the German economy, that we see as threatening at some indeterminate point in the future?  What will be the consequences of such an action?  Surely this is an unlikely eventuality, yet that is the precedent we created with this war.  But at least we have a system of checks and balances that, while ineffective in this case, hopefully will restrain such reckless action in the future.  What about those countries that are dictatorships?  Take Pakistan for example.  It has a long running dispute with India over Kashmir, and a military dictator is at its helm.  Here’s the kicker: both sides in this conflict have strong nuclear weapons programs.  The danger to world stability here is so severe that is greatly outweighs any potential threat from Iraq, and for this reason, the University has to speak out when actions are being taken that could facilitate a nuclear holocaust.


In addition, it has been noted by many critics that the removal of Saddam Hussein was only going to create more terrorism in Iraq and abroad.  These were not only liberals or democrats such as Noam Chomsky or Howard Zinn.  As Congressman John J. Duncan, Jr. (R-Tenn.) noted, “Most traditional conservatives believe we would not have nearly as many enemies around the world if we followed a noninterventionist foreign policy and did not get involved in so many religious, ethnic, and political disputes in other countries” (Duncan, Jr.).  This turns Frohnmayer’s assertion that an antiwar resolution caters to “one political voice” on its head.  Congressman Duncan and like-minded conservatives such as Pat Buchanan certainly do not speak with the same political voice as Zinn and Chomsky.  Thus, we see antiwar beliefs transcending political ideology and getting at the heart of how America defends itself throughout the world: we don’t get involved in places where we have no business being.


In addition, previous to the war, the American public was given evidence that at the time was insufficient to justify invading Iraq, and in retrospect has been shown to be outright lies.  The Hussein - Al-Qaeda connection, rogue nuclear programs, hidden stores of chemical and biological weapons, and near complete receptivity of the Iraqi populace to American intervention have turned out to be either fabricated or based on faulty intelligence.  Either way, the American democracy cannot function properly when its leaders are either lying or being lied to, and as education through truth is the foundation of that democracy, we must speak out when our charge is being threatened.  How can we not speak out against so egregious a development in our direct responsibility as an educational institution?


The argument that a resolution would preclude debate on this campus just does not hold water.  We support affirmative action on this campus, yet in nearly every one of my political science classes the issue is debated thoroughly, with anti-affirmative action interests often being voiced louder than those in support.  We ban drug use in the Student Conduct Code, yet on many occasions I have debated the relevancy and effectiveness of our nation’s drug policies.  University support of an issue does not force every one who disagrees to shut up.  It does show that the University is on a certain side, and that is why a side should be taken only in the direst circumstances, but this is one of those circumstances.  As Frank Stahl has noted in the past, what could have been done in German universities would spoken out against the Nazi rise before it came to absolute power?  Perhaps not much, and our University singularly taking a stand may not directly change our government’s course of action.  Nevertheless, don’t we have a duty “as social institutions to promote, through teaching and research, the principles of freedom and justice, of human dignity and solidarity, and to develop mutually material and moral aid on an international level”?  I will not stand for an institution that refuses to make the right choice based on American principles and freedoms.


The acquisitions of political stances by universities are to be taken only in the most extreme circumstances, when American ideals such as equality, defense, and justice are threatened.  President Clark, for the most part, understood this distinction, and took sides when he had to, but otherwise steered the University clear of political debate when taking sides just was not warranted.  Our recent University administration, and specifically President Frohnmayer, have not been as consistent in maintaining this line between political impartiality and essential political stances.  Certainly, squashing the anti-Iraq war resolution debate before it even started is not consistent with the University mandate of free speech and dialogue.   But even staying neutral on so grave an issue as the Iraqi intervention, with so many essential American values at stake, compromises the role of the University to be, as Frank Stahl said, “sky watchers.”  We must be careful not to involve the University in lesser debates that, although they are often crucial issues at demand close scrutiny, will start a precedent of involving the University in every debate that comes its way.  To move towards such petty intervention would compromise the ability of the University to function as an open, responsible, educational institution, but to ignore those watershed events, such as the Vietnam and Iraq wars, is equally disparaging to the University’s reputation.  We, as the leading thinkers of our nation, must be ready to stand up for those crucial values that are the cement of our democracy. 
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