Naval War College Review

Volume 23

Number 9 November Article 7

1970

The Genesis of Antimilitarism on the College
Campus: A Contemporary Case Study of Student
Protest

Theodore T. Leber Jr.

Follow this and additional works at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review

Recommended Citation

Leber, Theodore T. Jr. (1970) "The Genesis of Antimilitarism on the College Campus: A Contemporary Case Study of Student
Protest," Naval War College Review: Vol. 23 : No. 9 , Article 7.
Available at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol23/iss9/7

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Journals at U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Naval War College Review by an authorized editor of U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. For more information, please contact

repository.inquiries@usnwc.edu.


https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F7&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F7&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F7&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/7?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F7&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F7&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/7?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F7&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:repository.inquiries@usnwc.edu

Leber: The Genesis of Antimilitarism on the College Campus: A Contempora

58 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

One of the most significant political phenomena of the 1960’s has been the rise of
student protest against the Vietnam war, the presence of ROTC on the college
campus, the draft, and other military-related issues. This protest has focused national
attention upon America’s domestic problems and most certainly had a significant
impact in the formulation of the Nixon Doctrine—also made it clear that any future
conflicts outside of U.S. boundaries would have to be thoroughly explained and
Jjustified. Nevertheless, overrsacting to the domestic scene without due consideration
to our genuine international interests can only relegate the United States to a

second-class power status.

THE GENESIS OF ANTIMILITARISM

ON THE COLLEGE CAMPUS:
A CONTEMPORARY CASE STUDY
OF STUDENT PROTEST

A rescarch paper prepared

by

Lieutenant Commander Theodore T. Leber, Jr., U.S. Navy
School of Naval Command and Staff

[-INTRODUCTION

Yonth of the 196(’s has demon-
slrated Lhat it can no longer be laken
for granted. To be sure, the majority of
sindents on the college campns today
arc Xerox copics of Lhose “silent genera-
tion” slndents once talked of so dis-
paragingly; of more significanee today is
a noisy, determined minority chal-
lenging the very fonndation of Ameri-
can socicly. At the universily, stndent
unresl has so engulfed activilies that Lo
make a decision—almost any decision—
involving sludents is done with great
peril, cspecially if no provision is made
Lo inclnde studenl participation.

This rescarch paper is designed to
provide an nnderstanding of sindent
protest on the college campus with
parlicnlar empbagis on the antimilita-
rism in their protests, The phenomenon
of stndent prolest is pnt into perspee-
live by [irsl providing an overview of
the student movement and by revealing
the difficnltics of slercotyping today’s
yonth. This indenlification is important
for it counlers the widespread beliel
that this generation of yonth is readying
for a wviolent revolulion, The demand
mosl definitely is for rapid reform and
recognilion of legilimale grievances, but
revolution is “the bug™ of only a Liny
minorily. To provide a framework for
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understanding youth and student pro-
Lests, the root causes of sludenl unrest
are outlined with cxploration limited to
three important arcas—the gencration
gap, university authoritarianism, and
the radical New Left,

Much of the restless behavior and
dissent cxhibited by today’s youth is
directly related Lo the Yielnam war, The
antimilitarism manifested by the stu-
dents is indicative of their pereeption of
the war as misguided and, in some cascs,
as immoral. Disillusionment first eame
from campus intellectuals after the war
was cscalated in 1905, These faculty-led
anliwar protests provided studenl acti-
vists with the rhetorie they would re-
peal over and over in the coming years,
e.g., “Communism is no threat . . . revo-
lutionary movements must not be sup-
pressed . . . United States policy is nol
cotnmilled to the values of liberty and
social justice,”

As more and more manpower was
needed for the war, antidraft protests
were organized, wilh resistance taking
various forms: mass demonslrations at
which draft eards were burned or col-
lected for relurn Lo Selective Service
offices; “escapes” across the border;
sit-ins and violenl confronlations al
local Scleclive Service offices, and
claiming eonscicntious objeclor status,

Anti-ROTC protests, likewise, were a
manifestation of the activists’ dis-
content with the war and their frustra-
Lion at being unable to stop it. The New
Left led the demand for expulsion of
ROTC from campuses and altacked
universilies for complicity wilb the
“imperialistie” governmenl. (This paper
will not examine the protests related to
war-related research and recruiting on
the campus, but it should be recognized
that these protests also have been aimed
at altacking the university for its “po-
litical™ eomplicity.) Pressures are being
cxerted to reduee US, commitments
overseas, Lo get the “military-industrial
complex™ under control, and to dis-
credil the civilian and military leader-
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ship involved in management of the
Victnam war.

II-OYERVIEW OF
STUDENT MOVEMENT

Student concern about the central
issues ol Amecrican life dramatically
unfolded during the 1960°s. The ex-
plosive issucs of civil rights and the
Vietnam war have been compelliug ones
for idcalistic youth and have been made
lo order for the small minority of
radical students who respond Lo au-
thority in a disruptive manner popularly
called “confrontation politics.” The
general approach  throughout this
“Iecade of Prolest™ has been Lo pick an
issue—any issuc—and confront the
power struclure with il as dramalicatly
as possihle. The ugly and disrcspectful
demands, as well as the deep and per-
sistenl ones, arc backed up by campus
wide demonstrations, somelimes in-
volving forms of destruction and vio-
lence, Such tactics Llest, exhaust, and
disgust the authoritics who have been
labeled the “establishment.”

But these harassmenl  excreises
should nol obscure the facts, Tiven the
hard-line president of San Franciseo
State College, Dr. S. L. Hayakawa, recog-
nizes: “There is no question that many
student demands are hased on legitimate
gricvances, thal some rules are outdated
and stupid, that programs nced lo be
modernized, that groups of cilizens have
been neglected.” Bul he realistically
warns that appeasement of student non-
negotiable demands only teaches

.. . that demands backed by foree
or Lhreat of violence will produce
more and faster results than the
exercise of rcason. LU this kind of
capitulation lo pressure conlinucs
we have nothing to look forward
Lo in the ycars ahead but [urther
deliance of authority and insur-
rection. . . . Change foreed at gun-
point and disruption is no solu-
tion. Lt is an invitation lo rule by
terror. !

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/7
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The rejeclion of lhe stalus quo by
the young people of the 1960’ presents
a vivid contrast lo the young of the
1950%. The fiftics was the decade dur-
ing which McCarthyism was the most
vital political movement in the United
States, Liberalism, afler two decades of
excertion, had reached a point of exhaus-
tion. The Socialist Party was a shell.
And the cumulalive blows of the
Korean war, the Rosenbergs’ conviction,
the Smith Aecl trials, the Hungarian
revolt, and the revelation aboul Stalin al
the 20th Soviet Party Congress wrecked
the Communist Party and its apparatus
in the Uniled States. By 1957 even Lhe
Labor Youlh League, the Communist
Parly’s youth arm, voted lo dissolve.”
The “silent generation™ was indeed
quict on all l[ronts. However, Lo expeel
anything but silence from college siu-
dents would have been unrealistic when
the pressures of the MeCarlhy cra also
were keeping their clders sileul. Besides,
American youth has no true tradition of
vauguard radicalism, aund, unlike the
youth of Latin Amecrica, Asia, and
lurope, American youth had never been
particnlarly political.  There was no
dramatic upsurge of youthful radicalism
accompanying the Progressive move-
menl, the Popnlists, the abolitionists, or
the American Revolution itself.® Nevor-
theless, by the end of the 1950°% there
were indicalions that the silence might
goon be broken.

After reviewing Lhe interesis and
complainis of college students ol the
late 19507, sociologist David Riesman
saw the beginnings of student unrest,
Uunder the surface of silence he saw
dissatisfaction, hul almost no radical-
ism, and reported:

.+« the livelier students complain
ol the educational fare they are
getting, of the very litle contact
the curriculum makes with the
problems that are mcaningful 1o
them. Sometimes they feel that
opporiunitics for a civilized and

intelleclual life on campns arc
wanting—{or example, Lhal there
are few inviling places to study or
to talk, thal social pressurcs in
dormitorics foree any intellectual
lile oul of the group sctting, Lhal
studenl publicalions are cither
dominated by the school adminis-
tration or devoled lo campus
news and Lrivia, Lhal the book-
storec 15 inadequale, or Lhal the
lihrary is geared to meel research
needs rather than Lo altracl under-
graduate hrowsers. They ollen
feel that they have no access Lo
the facnlty lor other than merely
rouline malters. Somelimes stu-
dents complain about the pre-
requisiles of a department, which
gerve ils monopolistic aims or
protect its mediocre Leachers rom
boycott rather than scrve any
defensible pedagogic aims. Yel
when 1 ask such students what
they have done abhout these
things, they are surprised al the
very thought that they could do
anything. They think I am joking
when 1 suggest that il things came
to worst, they could picket!*

The picketing was to come later, for
the only rcal indication ol dissatislac-
tion in the 1950’ came from the
suheulture of the “beats,” The beat
generalion  withdrew  from  socicly,
much like today’s “hippics,” instead of
challenging and trying Lo change iL
While the beals were rebelling against
middle-clags values, idealizing the Negro
and going into voluntary poverly, the
movemenl itscll was apolitical and scll-
indulgent. Often called Lhe rehels with-
out a canse, the heats did have a
monopoly because theirs was the only
rehellion in Lown. Bul by the end of the
1950% the irreverent satire of Lenny
Bruce and Mort Sall began o poke al
the conseicnce of the young. And there
were Lhe slirrings of S.ANJV., local
protests against scgregalion, and the
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slow growth ol dissidenl publications
like I. F. Stone’s Weekly, The Village
Voice, and the Realists.®

No one can pinpoint the hour of
sludenl awakening as a movement,
Some say it began when a Universily of
Calilornia [reshman went on a hunger
strike lo prolest against compulsory
ROTC in the autumn of 1959, Others
say il began with the first lunch counter
git-in by Negro students in the South in
February 1960 or with the anti-IIUAC
demonstrations on the steps of City Hall
in San Francisco in May 1960, Perhaps
it was even a reaclion by those stll in
school who resented being called the
“silent generation,”

Conncll Persico, a 22-ycar-old senior,
takes former president of the University
of California Clark Kerr Lo task for
misreading Lhe mood ol lhe students:
“How strange today sounds the stale-
ment  written  in 1959 by Clark
Kere. .. “The employees will love this
generalion; they are not going lo press
many gricvances. . .. They are going to
be casy to handle, There aren’t going lo
be any riots,™®

The new mood of Lthe Nation and
certainly of the students was perhaps
best pereeived in 1959 by Arthur Schle-
singer, Jr., who wrote in a prophetic
cssay ““I'he New Mood in Polities™:

At periodic moments in our
history, our country has paused
on the threshold of a new epoch
in our national life, unable for a
moment to open the door, but
aware that it must advance il it is
to preserve its natlional vitalily
and identity. One fecls that we are
approaching such a moment
now. ... The heginning ol a new
political epoch is like the breaking
of a dam. Problems which have
colleeted in the years of indil-
ference, values which have sul-
fered neglect, energies which have
been dented employment—all sud-

tumble as i, 2 hopeles

https:/. /Afgliltbf—commons.usnwc.edu hwe B iewvol2s/isso/7 |
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swirling flood onlo an arid
plain . .. 7

Of course Schlesinger was talking
aboult the politics of John I'. Kennedy,
bul its applicalion to the campus mood
cannol bhe denied. Kennedy’s eleetion
scemed to have liberaled energics bot-
tled up lor a deeade. The Nation scemed
o have a new vilality and a new
political awarencss. On the campus the
dominant political note was at [irsl [or
world peace and civil rights, but it
appeared to he jusl a moral gesture of
“wilness™ by a handlul of sludents, At
the core of these first peaceful demon-
stralions was a small group of students
with a sophisticated political point of
view, According to Michael Harrington:

Socialist clubs and sludents are
more often than not at the heart
of the student movement. Two
main groups of students compose
this organizational core. The
Young Peoples” Socialist League
(YPSL), the youth affiliate of the
Socialist party, has fewer than
1,000 memhers. Still, its chapters
and broad campus clubs probably
constitute the largest organiza-
tional network of student liberals
in the United States. The “Yip-
sels” played a major role in the
Youth Marches for Integration
and they are an important cle-
ment in the growth of the Student
Peace Union, a radical direct
action group. [The Student Peace
Union was the forerunner of
today’s militant Students for a
Democratic Society. ] The second
major group i8 harder to define
gince it is not [ormally organizcd.
It is made up of the sons and
daughters of former Communisl
party members or Wallace-
ites. .. [but] ... the Communisls
themsclves are o small, quite
limited force in the youth move-
nent.®
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Harrington gave an carly indication
of the tronble that lay ahead:

Some recent commentalors have
written cologics to the non-idco-
logical character of Lhe yonth
movement, Usually these wrilers
are imposing their own disillnsion-
menl upon a movement which
they sce from a great distanee, To
be sure, the broad mass of in-
volved sindents are not ideologi-
cally committed, bul their im-
pelns usually comes [rom consci-
ous radicals. . . . °

And this has remained the case through-
oul the 1960%. However, the handful of
students aclive a8 polilical eritics in the
carly sixlies grew Lo much greater pro-
porlions as cach year passed. At the
same Llime, students began Lo gueslion
the rule-based authority ol the colleges.
Although colleges bad long been in loco
parentis, a growing number of students,
guided by some lacully members, began
criticizing specific rules. As the conflicl
between students and  administralion
revealed the inner workings ol the
administralive process, Lhe issues pre-
sculed became move general and all-
cncompassing, Evenlually, the very base
of consenl eroded Lo the point at which
the enlire pattern ol authorily scemed
illegitimale to the activist scelion of the
student  body. During recenl years,
allacks on administralive bias, inconsis-
lency, the lack of due process, and Lhe
restrictiveness of Lhe policy ol political
neutrality amounled Lo a [ull-scale chal-
lenge Lo the legitimacy of universily
authority. The only clements missing
were a demand Tor formal participation
ol studenls in the lormulation and
implementation of the rtules and the
mobilizalion of students to press that
demand. All this was Lo come.

Perhaps the greatest symbolic evenl
in the student protest movemenl oc-
curred in Februury 1900 when four

wen counler

Publisr}llggrb())r E‘Jlg(%\(f;]vla'] War éolﬁz:gg Bllgl(t.h Commons, 1970

in Greensbore, N.C. This act ol non-
violenl civil  disobedienee  sparked
sympathetic student protest throughont
the Nation. 1t was an issuc wilth which
students identilied, flor it was onc
“where moral right and wrong stand oul
most clearly,”'®

The students gave sapporting aclion
Lo this igsnc; some white students spent
their summers in the countricg of Lhe
Black Belt or in protest al the lunch
counters of northern cities. Those who
spent time in the Soulh came back to
their campuses only lo recognize Lhat
“the stndent ‘nnderclass’ was as manipu-
laled and mauled, as ignored and dis-
qualificd by the ‘leaders’ of the cdaca-
lion cslahlishment as the poor southern
Nepgroes were discounted by the White
Jeaders.”™ ! What did the white sin-
dents in the civil rghls movement wanlt?
They wanted the same thing that Ne-
groes Lthemselves wanted: . .. simply
an cnd Lo segregation wnd discrimina-
tion. All their talk was of ‘desegrega-
tion” and ull they asked was that the
process hegin on a basic level that
everyone could understand . ., ™12

The issuc  thal sparked the [ree
speech movement at Berkeley in 1964
was a ban on ov-camipus receuiling {or
eivil rights and other political aclivilies,
Students like Mario Savio had come
back from the Mississippi summer or-
ganizing projecl commilted o Lhe fight
for black lihcralion, When Savio was
stopped, the students al Berkeley Look
the first fiem stand againsl a universily,
and the national press discovered some-
thing called the “New Lelt.”'? When
four studeul leaders had disciplinary
charges (iled against them lor their
atlempl lo climinale universily restric-
lions against on-campus political aclivi-
lics, a mass sil-in al Sproul Hal oc-
curred, resulting in 814 arrests'® hul
also in the Bifting ol the ban against
political aclivities, Prolest had proved a
successiul lactic, and the mass media
quickly passed the word. Savio, who
hecame Lhe first of the national student
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political heroes, estimaled that more
than 10 percent of the student body, or
about 3,000 students, at Berkeley had
taken direel part in civil righls aclivity
in the South or in the San Francisco
Bay area by f(ull of 1904, They had al
least walked in a pickel line, but *a
greal many can be said Lo have partici-
pated viuuriously.”' 5 'I'his then was Lhe
coming of age of studenl protest, From
peacelul sit-ins i 1964, prolest esca-
lated o wmass marches and strikes and
violent confrontalions by 1969,
Some observers say that

youth is what youlh has always
been, eager for line inlerpretation
ol life, capable of splendid re-
solyes, bul il comes up oul of ils
childhood Loday into a world of
ruthless cxposurcs and  cynicul
ptelensions. The  past 10 yoars
have seen the shy and powerful
idealism of youth al a loss and
dismayed as perhaps it has never
been belore.'

T'his was Lhe impression of youth by
a sludent—in 1928, That the thought
still applies suggests that the problems
ol youth loday are nol unique. Profes-
sor Jacques Barzun, former provost al
Columbia University, believes that any
discussion of students who rebel against
the university as il is loday can easily
wind up as a postmorlem on Weslern
civilization: “They |students] share, to
begin with, the common experience of
being young men. This facl implies that
turbulence is Lo be expectled, . .. Stu-
denls al universilies have always heen
violenl ... |bul] ... the impression of
disorder probably conceals, as il docs
today, the behavior of the majority.™”

Barzun also  believes thal Loday’s
youth can be compared with an observa-
tion aboul youlth made in 1945 by
Gerlrude Stein:

Oue of the things thal is moslL
striking aboul the young genera-
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tion is Lhat they never lalk aboul
their own [uture, there are no
[utures for Lhis generalion, nol
any ol them, and so naturally
they never think of them. It is
very striking, they do nol live in
the present, they just live, as well
s I.Iuéy can, and they do mnol
plan.!

lHowever, such comparisons are nol
loo conyineing when one sees a large
percentage ol Lhe  students  aclively
calling lor peace, civil rights, relevance
in Lheir education, and an opportunily
to effectively participale in the deei-
sions Lhat rule their lives, And it does
nol recognize Lhal sludenls are making
whal Lradilionalists might call remark-
able headway. There is a definile pal-
lern of belaled acknowledgment of the
rensonableness of many student  de-
mands. Students prolest injustices, and
afler much  lurmoil, dissension, and
sometimes violence the university ad-
mits that some wrongs did, in facl,
exisl. Morcover, Lhere is evidence that
the wrongs would have conlinued Lo
exisl uneorrected il Lthe aclivists, like
the child in “The Emperor’s New
Clothes,” had nol insisted: “Bul the
emperor is naked,”"®

Dr. Roger W. leyus, chancellor al
the University of California at Berkeley,
provides a viewpoint of sludents which
needs carelul consideralion lor il comes
closest Lo “lelling il like it i8” for the
majorily of studenls:

The fruslealion Lhal is over-
whehning o American  college
youth is that they cunnol under-
stand why this Nation, with un-
limited resources and ubility as
they sec il, secems Lo place such
livtke priority on realization of the
“American Dream,” The (rustra-
Lion is compounded when these
same  youngslers—wanling o
remind  their  elders of  the
“Dream”  and Lo demonslrale

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/7
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their personal coneern—are
branded as trouhlemakers, dissi-
dents and some sort of evil foree
that has to be controlled. . . . The
students arc [rustraled by the
“war™ in Vielnam, Lhe desire Lo
end raciat and social injustice, the
motivation to climinale poverly,
the disenchantment with educa-
tional inslitulions which seem Lo
be alool,..[and there is] an
overwhelming desire to be heard
and listened to by those who arc
older and who arc making deei-
sions which alfcel young lives.?®

When asked Lo rate Lthe present col-
lege generation, Dr. Heyns told a U.S.
Scnate subcommillec in July 1969

I would rate them very highly on
a number ol importunt attribules.
They are very well prepared. They
are. bright, They pursue their aca-
demic aclivilics with great serious-
nces. | think one ol the things that
characterizes them in contrast to
many preeeding  generalions s
their involvemenl and concern
about broad social issues, much
grealer than anylhing | have ex-
pericneed  in  previous  gencra-
tions,?!

This characterizalion, coming from
the lop man at onc of the largest and
mosl activist-pronc universitics in Lhe
United Stales, snpporis Lhe observalions
ol most scholars of the contemporary
sludent scene that today’s youth is not
a mass of misfits whose only goal is Lo
destroy. However, to deny oul-of-hand
the validity of ruany ol the students’
gricvances would only fosler further
[rustration and revolt and would propel
large numbera of students into the
radical camp.

A 1969 Fortune nationwide survey
reported that at least 40 percent of
American  university students are dis-
satisficd with the carcers offered Lhem

in American socicty and are intent on
secking a lifc combining moral purposc
with the pursuit of a livelihood. The
label of “forerunners™ has been given Lo
this group because their allitudes are
reflective of a lack of eoncern about
making a great deal of moncy."2 On the
assumplion lhal our sociely will grow
even more alfluenl, the allitudes of
these young people, if retained afler
joining the adult world, appear to be of
great significance. I Lhese students do
become liberated [rom the coucerns of
malerial success, they will be [ree Lo do
morc than mercly express Lhe moral
idealism thal has traditionally been as-
socialed wilh youth, and dramatic
change will be demanded. Fortune’s
study also indicates that about two-
thirds of the students helieved it appro-
priale lo engage in civil disobedicnee to
[urther causes they support, and aboul
10 pereent said they would support civil
disobedience no matter whal issuce were
involved.?® This study suggests that
behind a small and highly visible aclivist
minority is a much larger hut gencrally
invisible majority holding similar atti-
indes which remain a potential [or
widespread commitment for issucs per-
ccived as vital,

A study by the Roper Public Opinion
Rescarch Ceuler reinforces Lhe Fortune
findings. Roper’s poll shows Lhal while
only 4.1 percent ol the students strong-
ly agree with the goals and objeclives of
the militanl Students for a Democratie
Socicly (8D8), almost 61 percent agree
with some of their goals and ohjcctives,
Only 23 percent of the studenis polled
said they strongly disagree with the
goals and objeetives of SDS.2*

These [igures, however, should not
lead one to Lhe conclusion that all
college campuses are Lleeming with dis-
scnt, protest, and revolt, for studics do
not bear this oul. Bul a conlroversy
docs rage between those obscrvers who
scc American youth as wild and irre-
sponsible and those who sce only Lhe
deferential and  conformist side of

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970
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youth. According Lo Keniston, the prob-
lem seems to be Lthal the observers are
usually looking at two sides of the same
people, mistaking the parl they see [or
the whole. Such an oversimplification is
hard Lo avoid beeause “young people
present one and now another face,”?3

Burzun indicates just how dilficull it
is lo classily students,

The young do nol present a
gingle fronl 1o the inslilulions
Lthey atlend and atlack. Some riol,
a few prolest, bul the greal ma-
jorily pass by. ... No classilica-
lion i even plausible: “beatnik™
and “‘hippic” are uscless lerms,
quickly oulworn and nol indica-
live of opinion and bchavior.
Some wanl peace, others drugs;
some grow long hair, others spoul
obscenily.  Stll - others  would
destroy ceverylhing in sight if they
dared, ... The Vielnam war adds
its chaos ol emolious Lo Lhe con-
fusion of social and individual
resenlments and all thal emerges
is an unresl which 118 mosl arlicu-
lale ercalors declare Lo e withoul
b ] pl'()gl'i"".za

The Urban  Research  Corporation
study “Student Protest 1969 Summary”
sheds more light on the extenl of
currenl student prolest, During the first
6 mouths of 1909, 232 of the nations
2,377 colleges and universilics cxperi-
enced a protesi. Prolest was deflined in
this sludy as an organized attempl by a
student group Lo (I) slage a disruplion
of college aelivities or (2} make a formal
sel ol demands of a college or univer-
sity. During this period, prolesls oc-
curred on only 9.8 percent of the
campuses with only abonl 250,000 stu-
dents aclively involved. Inasmueh s
there were ahoul 7,000L000 college stu-
denls in 1969, the aclivisls are indeed a
small percentlage of the lotal student
population,?”?

No one denies, however, that this
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small pereenlage can and does make
university life [ar diflerent from previ-
ous years when scholars eould go aboul
their business ignoring the anlics of the
students,

A former president of the National
Union of Students indicales thal the
small bul vocal groups which have heen
popularized by the masa media have
been attempting Lo porlray the passing
issues as symplomalic of a wider class
war. Ulowever, Lhese groups, he says,
have had litlle or no impact on the vast
majorily of parlicipanls who arc slirred
up far more by the issues involved bul
who remain “determinedly concerned
with its educational—nol political—sig-
nificance. The basic feclings which spark
off unrest are normnally a sense of
oulrage when college aulhoritics offend
nol Marxist lenets but what students sce
as fundamental and humanitarian liber-
tics, ™28

Ifinally, a proflessor of history al
Berkeley who has studied the sludent
movemenl  divides the college “vast”
majorily ol studenls into lwo groups:

The vasler and more silent con-
sists ol vocalional students. Most
engineers, many students of ap-
plied and some of pure seicnee
(although prohably not most law
studenls or members of the
School of Social Wellure) belong
lo this eategory and take no parl
in  campus polilical contro-
versy. ... The other large group,
made up moslly ol graduale and
undergraduale  sludents in  the
liberal arts, consists of those who
arc Lo onc degree or anolher
disallccted. The number is hard Lo
estimate. .. . These are  Lhe
“youth of Ltoday™ aboul whom so
much is written. They find little
Lo encourage them in the America
ol Nixon and Reagan, they detest
the Vietnam war (and as a resull
cannol lislen Lo any defense of
Awmcrican  foreign policy); they
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belicve passionately in personal
freedom and approve, whether or
nol they participate in, such
demonsirations of it as smoking
marijuana, dressing unconyen-
tionally and being open abont
one’s scx life., .. They have a
gnick cyc and car for the phony
and in thc long run, despile their
belicf in cmotion and its expres-
sion, respect intellectual honesty.
They can be triggered into polili-
cal action quickly, but only hy
issnes or symbols Lhat appeal to
their deepest feclings, These leel-
ings arc not primarily political bnt
arc concerned  with  relalions
among individuals.?

NI-CAUSES OF STUDENT UNREST

lifforts to identify the rool canses of
stndent unrest, activism, and alienation
have occnpied mnch attention during
rceenl years. There is no dearth of
explanations. Some scem o be hased
only on opinions which support the
prejndices of differing political view-
points; others are presented with greater
analylic objeetivity. However, no hy-
pothesis thus far advanced is considered
sufficient in and of itsclf to cxplain
student unrest. At best, cach is only a
partial cxplanation, shedding only a
small light on a highly complex phe-
nomenon. The most often mentioned
rool causes of stndent unrest loday
include the following: a permissive np-
bringing of ehildren in liberal-demo-
cratic homes; Lbhe constant pressurcs
placed upon youth to succeed through
higher education, brought about by the
needs of the postspntnik and postindus-
trial era; the absence of economic and
moral responsibility in an afflnent and
psychologized sociely; the unique uni-
versily cnvironment where peer group
rclationships arce considered vital by the
stndenl in his quest for identity; the
disproportional amonnt of publicity
given to student activists and hippies by

the mass media; the “oppressive”™ gov-
ernmenl’s actions, or inaclions, in the
casc of civil rights, the cold war, the
Vielnam war, the war on poverly, and
the quality of life; and, finally, Lhe
massive growth and polential growth of
technology, making today’s knowledge,
today’s work skills, and Loday’s valnes
irrelevant in tomorrow’s world.

This listing cmphasizes the diversity
of cxplanations of stndenl unrest and
undoubtedly will be cxpanded as re-
scarchers dclve into the subjeet morce
thoronghly in the years to come, More-
over, the stndy of these explanations
demonstrates the futility of scarching
lor simple answers. The snhject of stn-
denl nnrest is Loo complex for that.

For the purposes of this paper, three
additional ecausal arcas for unrest are
explored—the generalion gap, nniversity
anthoritarianism, and the New Left,
These arcas provide readymade contro-
versy, and fnll agreement by those
clogest Lo the stndents has not heen
rcached. However, a framework for
understanding youth in prolest ean be
built by cxamining these arcas.

Generation Gap. One of the com-
monly held causes for student unrest in
the 1900’ has been Lhat there is a
generation gap. Some observers place
major cmphasis on the permissive up-
bringing of the college stndents of to-
day, others stress the Oedipal rebellion
complex, while still others indicate the
gap is due to a rapidly changing socicty
which does not cnable students Lo sce
the Tulure with any cerlainly, Moral
issucs also are considercd a prime reason
for the generalional conflicts,

John W. Aldridge, who propounds
the permissiveness theory, says:

We gave them a world which
seemed to be designed exclusively
lor their pleasure and comflort and
yet which was impoverished in
nearly all the resources nccessary
for the lumane life, the adven-

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970



Naval War College Review, Vol. 23 [1970], No. 9, Art. 7

turous life, the life of feeling and
the life of thoughl.... As we
grew in alfluence and became
more permissive in an efforl Lo
alone for their sleadily increasing
estrangemenl (rom us, we bribed
them with money lo buy cars,
clothes, popular  records—the
aceessories of a purely material-
islic, endlessly diversionary exis-
Lenee,!

This emphasis ou providing ellortless
malerial comlorl scems Lo be a logical
oulgrowth of an older generation which
was well aware of depression and World
War sucrifices. Thus, loday’s young
people were raised it oa moral culture
geared around Laking material measures
to eradicate malenal dif ficul Ges,

Puychologists Jeanne Block, Norman
Haas, and M. Brewsler reporled alter
reviewing lwo surveys ol sludent acli-
visls:

Many young aclivisls in con-
I.('-"l]l()l'i‘l'y A"ll!ri(:ﬂ wore l‘(!ilr(:d
under the inlluence of Benjamin
Spock who, as an arliculale pedia-
rician, led a revoll against the
more  authorilarian, rigid, con-
strained  child-rearing  prac-
Lieces, ... 1L may be argued that
the cmergence of a dedicated,
sponlancous generalion concerned
wilh humanitarian values and per-
sonal aulhenlicily is a leinmph of
Spockian philosophy and princi-
ples. Others have suggested in a
less  benign  inlerpretation, that
aclivism s lhe consequence of
“excessive”  parental  permissive-
ness, a failure Lo Leach respeet for
authorily, and an  unlortunale
submission 1o the needs and (eel-
ings of the child.?

[T these findings are correcl, can
there be much wonder over the Laclics
we sce on Lhe college campuses today?
It would appear thal the students have
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learned their lessons well within the
family and are now using the same
techniques. 1T youlh’s authorily was
never opposed by their parents, the
anger and rebellion which should have
Leen tested during childhood will finally
find an oullel when resislance is firsl
olfered on the campus. Furthermore, il
appears possible that beeause of youth’s
peemissive uphringing they have very
lite sense of reality, no awareness ol
or lolerance for, human limitation, and
cerlainly no real understanding of the
many obslacles which stand in the way
of the kind of “instant™ change which
they demand.

Compounding the problem of a per-
missive upbringing, some wrilers explain
youlh’s rehellion as a generational con-
(ict in which the son atlacks the au-
thorilty ol Lhe Tather. Feuer, for ex-
ample, says Lhe sou is making a valiant
altempl al de-authorization.”  Bettel-
heim also offers the Owdipal rebellion
Lhesis:

.. while youlh may stll have
some  emotional and  economie
need for parents, mosl parents
have litlle emotional need, and
very few an economic one, lor a
youlh striving to be free of its
elders. 1L is because pacents still
Lave an emolional need lor chil-
dren, not for an  independent
youlh, that they often show
slrenuous resislanee when youlh
lights Tor ils independence. It is
also whal makes them so critical
ol cerlain exaggeralions or passing
effects of youlh’s batde lor sell-
realizalion. ., . It follows Lhat
whenever sociely is so organized
that youth remains dependent on
the older generation, because of
the duration of the educational
process or lor olher reasons, and
Lthis older generalion is nol ready
o step aside ceconomically, politi-
ally or emolionally, a psycho-
logical impasse is created whieh
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may be dggruval,ed by unsolved
Ocdipal conflicts.?

(n the other hand, Bereday explains
the generation gap as  beinpg based on
the ehanges in the sociely, For example,
youlth born alter World War [l were
born alter the racial integration of the
Armed Forces and afler courl viclories
in southern universities assured the ad-
mission ol a lulure clite of Negro eivil
rights lawyers. The youth of today have
no “leel” lor the American dilemma of
older generations raised in an age of
harsher race divisions, And for those
who lived through the age of Hiler and
Stalin and Lhe era of American abandon-
menl of China to communism, e war
in Viclnam appeared a logical link in a
chain ol elforts Lo cnnhlin CommunisL
imperialist expansion.® The new genera-
tion, however, deflined Vielnam in Lerms
which were opposile Lo certain basic
American beliels, Lipsel sees the new
generalion of protesters as children of
liberals and former radicals who simply
accepl the existenee of a polycentrie
divided communism and hence do not
pereeive Yielnamese communism as an
exlension ol Russian or Chinese power.
le says: “I'he very failure of Lhe power-
ful United States to quickly defeal its
small poor Vietnamese opposition has
been evidence (o Lhe protesters ol the
oppressive character of the war, of ils
being a war in which a foreign power
sceks Lo impose s will by foree over
another people,™

lHowever, Keniston sees moral issnes
at the heart of the sludent revoll. s
conclusion is based on rescarch con-
dueted at the University of Calilornia al
Berkeley and San  I'rancisco by pay-
chologists Hock, 1laus, and Brewsler:

Their rescareh is especially con-
clusive in ils analysis of the rela-
tionship between moral develop-
ment and participation in student
protest activitics, Their study is
built on the rescarch inlo moral

developruent by Lawrenee Kohl-
berg, who in essence distingnished
three major stages of moral rea-
soning: pre-conventional (the in-
dividual  epocentrically  delines
right and wroug in Lerms of what
is good or pleasuruble for him};
conventional (Lthe individual iden-
Lifies right and wrong cither with
being a “good boy or a good giel”
or with a more general coneepl of
law and order—that is wilh exist-
ing community slandurds), and
post-conventional (a stage which
mosl individuals never reach, in
which right and wrong are identi-
ficd will the long-range pood of.
the communily or which such
abstract personal principles as the
sanclity ol life, the calegorical
imperative or the Golden Rule)?

Comparing large numbers of students
who participated in prolest aclivilics
with students who had not, the re-
searchers found:

Post-
convenlional Conventional

I'roteslers 50% 4%
Nonprolesters 12% 85%

Keniston then suggests thal what we
arc wilnessing Loday is a phenomenon
thal can be called “youthful desocializa-
tion.” ‘Traditional roles, insliLtulions,
values and symbols arc being critically
scrutinized and often rejecled, while
new  roles, inslitutions, values, and
symbols more adequale Lo LlIL modern
world are desperately sought.®

Virtually every rescarcher on  the
subject of student prolesters has con-
cluded that activists tend o come (rom
“democratic” homes. Their parents have
encouraged them Lo speal up, therefore
“they are inclined Lo cherish  sell-
expression ahove sell-control, contpas-
sion above Lough mindedness, spon-
Laneily and sincerily above caulion and
restraint.”™

There is indeed a generation gap--and

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970

11



Naval War College Review, Vol. 23 [1970], No. 9, Art. 7

it probably is based nol on any one of
the above [aclors, bul rather on all of
them. Bul it s nol Lhal youlh simply
are reflusing Lo aceept Lhe values and
institutions of their parents, What they
are demanding is thal society live up Lo
the ideal of these values and inslilu-
lions. The values are not really new, but
the demand through mass protests lor
total commitmenl lo them and for
translating these moral assumplions into
political realilics—and  doing il right
“now”—is new. What youlh has dowe is
look around at its Lolal environment—al
socicly s values—and said, “We are going
lo lake these values seriously and you
musl Loo!”

Beeause Lhere exisls on the campuses
today a large number of studenls who
have been raised rather permissively,
they appear only Lo be cscalaling the
demands previously made wilhin their
own homes. The impacl ol rising cx-
pectations is nol scen jusl in developing
countrics—il is ulwo applicable lo the
youlh whose parents have created in
them an expectation of freedom, There-
fore Lhe nolion of educational sell-
determination, of doing one’s own
thing, is a perfectly logical ouleome of a
childhood experienee in which few re-
strictions were placed. 1 the studenl
enlers Lhe wniversity convineed  Lhal
whalever is required is wrong and Lhal
he has the right to change it Lo his
liking, we can look Torward Lo conlinu-
ing prolest aclivilics. The tumull, con-
troversy, and erilicism Lhat youth las
brought Lo higher education  Loday
should alert us to understand Lthe need
for change, innovation, and relorm.
Socicly cannot be guided solely by
concepls  designed Lo perpeluale the
slalus quo, comflortable as thal might
be. In addition, we musl allempl Lo
better understand the lorces that lead
intelligent, talented, and idealistic stu-
dents Lo refluse, challenge, or revitalize
the convenlional wisdom,

Peculiarly  enough, studies of Lhe
backgrounds ol New Lell aclivists do
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nol indicale Lhat their participalion in
the movement lruly represends an ox-
pression of generalional conllicl. They
are. much more ofllen sludents with
liberal parents who are aclively pursuing
the ideals of their parents. For example,
sociologist Richard Flacks reports thal
in 1905, 16 pereent of the fathers of a
gsroup ol Chicago aclivisls  classiflied
themsclves as “socialists,” 50 percenl
checked  “highly liberal,”™ and 30 per-
cenl “moderately liberal.” Nol a single
father saw himsell as even a moderate
conservalive. Among a conlrol group of
the lathers of nonactivists, only O per-
cenl classilied themselves as “socialists”
or “highly liberal,” while 40 percent
identified their polities as conservalive,
The differcnces were equally striking
wilth respect Lo atliludes on specific
issucs: only 27 pereent of the fathers of
aclivists Tavored the bombing of Norlth
Vietnam as compared with 80 percent
approval from lathers of nonactivists,'®

Similar lindings were made in a sludy
ol civil rights aclivists, Almost lwo-
thirds reporled thal their parents sup-
porled their work in Lhe civil righls
suniner programs in Lhe South. About
hall Telt thal their parlicipalion would
aclually enhance their relationship with
Lheir parents, Only 5 percenl of the
volunteers reporled Lhat Lhey did not
gel along wilh or were hoslile toward
Lheir parculs.l !

Bettelheim says thal youlh “is hap-
piest when it feels it is lighling Lo reach
goals Lthal were conceived of bul nol
realized by the gencration belore them,
Whal the older generalion Lhen urgently
wished [or ilsell, but had Lo acknowl-
cdge as the hope of Lhe luture—this is
the legacy of youth.”? Such a ration-
ale is most appropriate lor all levels of
anthorily lo understand, Lipservice Lo
civil rights, human dignity, the climina-
Lion of poverly, cl celera, will not close
the gencralion gap. Commiliment by
adulls Lo these ideals will, Youth must
be shown Lhrough deeds, nol words,
that the values and ideals of sociely are
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heing actively pursucd. A reasoned, yet
ingpiring, example must be provided for
young people. For il youth has nol
pereeived sociely’s plan of aclion, they
should nol be blamed [or aclively poinl-
ing oul [aults and [ailures.

A stanza [rom Bob Dylan’s “IU’s All
Right, Ma {‘T'm Only Bleedin’)” perhaps
bcsL tells the story ol the gencralion

gap:!

Although the masters make the rules
Of the wise men and the [ools

I gol nothing, Ma,

To live up Lo

Because, as Max Weber has observed,
youlh has a tendencey Lo lollow a “pure
elhic of absolule ends” rather than an
“ethic of responsibility,” we should
expeel them to be idealistic and Lo see
the flaws in any “system.” L is when
youlh is separated [rom Lhe inslitulions
of sociely and las no responsibililies Lo
them that youth most readily sees the
gape belween ideals aud reality. While
one is a sludent, his capacity lor iden-
tificalion with wmankind or the op-
pressed or Lhe poor and miscrable is al a
high point. By this lime socicly has
socialized him; he has been Laught that
the ideals of cquality, elflicicney, justiee,
and economice well-being are our highest
values. Yel hie sces poverly, racial dis-
crimination, casle systems, social in-
equalily, administrative and political
corruplion as gross violations ol such
lofty principles. Consequently, young
people Lend Lo support idealistic move-
ments  which Lake the ideologies or
vitlues of the adull world more seriously
than docs the adult world itsell. Because
the studenl has had little experience Lo
harden him Lo the imperfeclions ol
socicly, he does nol recognize any
justification for the imperfeelions.'®

Young people Lherefore need Lo be-
come involved with the opcralion of
mslitulions, They need to be put into
the adult world, nol kepl [rom it. They
need Lo be given responsibility, not

ghieltered [rom il. Il is not because
socicly can buy youth ofl by giving
them a voice thal these steps should be
taken; rather il is Lo give youlh Lhe
tealizalion Lhal adulthood calls for com-
plex and demanding tasks and that the
hard dccisions arc never black or while
and therelore require deliberale, rea-
soned, and intelligent thought,

A responsible voiee in the universily
cnvironment would be a good first slep.

University Authoritarianism, One of
the strongest complaints of the students
is that they have no voice in the running
ol their university, Today there is a
clear tendency for student leaders lo
question and  challenge the  exisling
struclure of anthoritarian conlrols. This
is true nol only ol the militant New
Lelt, but also of clected student body
representatives. However, the studenls
generally [ace a strong laculty and
adminigtration, many ol whom belicve
that there is no virlue in, or commit-
ment Lo, the democralic process within
the halls ol academia. The university is
nol a polity, they argue, and studenls
are Lhere Lo acquire skills and lcarn.
Others mainlain thal while the Great
Sociely is 4 democracy, Lhis in no sense

requires thal the political structure of

the universily itsell should be demo-
cratie,

During recent years, students have
shown a marked introversion loward
problems related Lo their immediate
callege role and status. Studenls’ de-
mands show that they have serious
doubls aboul the “Justice™ of disci-
plinary systems, the content of syllabi,
and their college’s governmental steue-
tures.”® Students are oflen quoled as
condemning the curriculum as “‘irrele-
vunl;” c.g., many colleges Loday slill
give the freshman Lthe sense of repoating
what he had already learned in high
school. And the specialized program
oullined for the npperclassman suggesls
a laith in the traditional arrangements—
jobs, proflessions, inslilultions—that the
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young arc impalienl with, The students
may think that there can be instant
curriculum relevancy, bul according Lo
Barzun:

The belief kal a curriculum
can be devised and kepl relevant
lo the present is an  ilnsion:
whose present, in the first place
and relevant lor how long? Stu-
dents differ in tasles, knowledge
and emolional orientalion. Whal
concerns {or cxeiles) one four-
year generation will hore the next,
as anyone can verily by reference
lo popular music. And so il is
with literature, politics and the
currenl  view of eredo  and
crises.' 8

This nolwithslanding, Barzun does
recognize that the student feels he
suffers from neglect because so often
teaching is nol Lhe cenlral concern of
the university. The shill to rescarch
alter 1945 has modificd the vniversily
almosphere Lo warranl the student im-
pression ol negleel, which is supported
hy the teaching prolession’s emphasis
ou “‘publish or perish.” Thal universitics
have nol recognized Lhe decay in Lhe
teaching arl and lhe contempt of spe-
cialist teachers for all bhul their own
reeruils has been a primary cause lor
mass disconlenl, Such disconlent is
ready made (or agitational forees,"”

‘T'his [ecling Lhat students are not the
primary concern ol universilies is re-
flected by [acully members Lhemselves,
Due  recognilion, however, must he
made lor the size of Lhe universily when
considering ils “feeling™ for the stlu-
denls, When a sample of Lhe Berkeley
faculty was asked recently, “What pro-
portion of the flacully members here
would you say are strongly inlerested in
the academic problems ol sludenls?™
Only a third answered “almost all™ or
“over hall.” 1T the faculty members
themselyes perceive that their college’s
prime interest is nol lor the student, we
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should not e surprised when students
demand more power and arrange mass
prolests in supporl of tcachers who
teach bul are [ound unsuitable for
lenure. Al lhree scleclive swmall liberal
arls colleges, facully members saw cach
ollier’s interests mueh dilferently than
those at Berkeley. The sample Laken at
these schools showed Lhal belween 85
and 90 pereent of the faculty felt there
was a slrong inlerest in the student’s
academic pr()blcms.1

For all the demands heard for slu-
denl power, changes i universily disci-
pline and educational content, and non-
conformily in social standards, a [Tarris
poll i 1965 reporled that 85 pereent of
the students nalionwide deelared them-
selves salisfied wilh college, Only 12
percent said they were dissalislied.”® Ln
1964, in the midst of Berkeley’s Free
Movemenl  crisis, o survey
showed 82 percent of Lthe students to he
“salisflicd wilh courses, examinalions,
and prolessors” at the university., The
degree of salisfaclion had come down Lo
69 percent in 1968.2° llowever, Lhe
University of California’s cfforls lo in-
volve students in educational reform
have [uiled in the reeent pasl, Only 13
students showed up Lo discuss cduca-
tional reform with the new chaneellor
there, and lew came Lo public sessions
arrunged by Lhe special lacully com-
millee on educalional reform. Even the
Free Speeeh Movemenl’s suceessor, Lhe
I'ree Studenl Union, could nol suslain a
program aimed al eampus issues and had
Lo dissolve. Lipsel hy pothesizes Lhal the
sludenl movement, at least al Berkeley,
may be determined “lo avoid collabora-
lion wilh the cducational ‘cstablish-
menl® al all costs,”2!

As noted previously, a study by the
Urban Research Corporation shows Lthat
during the (irst half ol 1969, 292 major
sludent prolesls occurred on 232 col-
lege and universily campuses, bul only
I5 pereent ol these protests concerned
revision in grading syslems and curricu-
lum,?? which tends Lo reinforee Lipset’s
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obscrvation ol nonecollaboration, al-
though apathy should not be ruled out.

What are the chances of the sindents
assuming a major role in universily
allairs? It would appear not good, if the
demand is for equal power, But il the
demand is for running their own lives,
the picture is quite dilferent. A study
cntitted “T"aculty Characteristics and
Faenlty Influcnce on Students” done by
the Center for Rescarch and Develop-
ment in Higher Ednealion of the Univer-
sily of California at Berkeley shows Lhal
two-thirds ol 1,009 laculty members at
six colleges and universities in Lhree
stales [avor giving students responsibili-
tics lor their own social regulations, 1f
the concepl of in loc! parentis then
appears to be a dead issuc as [ar as mosl
faculty members are concerned, student
participation in sctling academic poli-
cics will come much harder. Only 19
percent of those polled were willing to
grant students an eqnal vole with the
faculty, while 60 pereent said students
should have some voice in academic
malters, cither through eonsultation or
nonvoting committec membership.??

There are some who will strongly
defend the status que. Former Colum-
bia Universily Dean Ierbert Doane onee
slated: “A university is definitcly not a
democratic institntion. When decisions
begin to be made democratically here, 1
will uot be here any longer . . . Whether
students vole ‘ycs’ or ‘no’ on an issue is
like telling me they like straw-
berries.”?* Barzun agrees with Deanc
and warns that the university can
develop into a little totalitarian state
under the dictatorship ol the students
abetted by those facnlty members
whose politics jibe with theirs,**

Butl such positions miss the point.
Certainly students canmot vote on every
agpeet of rnnning a university, but they
can be involved in the dircelion a
university is going; they can be made
responsible for some student activitics,
c.g., student newspapers, student
unions, and studenl government, in-

cluding the alloealion of monies [or
their programs. And they can sit on
consultation hourds and be represenied
on joinl committecs. T'o keep students
[rom participaling constructively will be
a mistake. On the other hand, students
do not have the proflesgional compe-
tence to have a voiee in every decision,
and they should not he placated Lo
avoid conflrontations. What cvery nni-
versity must do is review its policics,
making sure they are just and proper.
When review hoards find rules that are
no longer applicable or thal need
change, revisions should be made im-
mediately. Bnt where the board’s best
judgmenl detlermines that a rule remain,
the line shonld be drawn, Lhe ralionale
for Lhe decision made clear, and the
students told to comply. If disruptive
protest follows, students should be
given a hearing and suspended if suspen-
gion will best serve the universily com-
mnnil,y.

Theodore Newcomh, of the Univer-
gity of Michigan, takes 2 most reason-
able and cnlightened stand regarding
student participation:

l learned (as did most board
members [ think} that the first
step toward solution was our
acceptance of the possibility that
Lthe student grievances were
worthy of scrious eonsideration.
If, as we had assumed, there were
really insurmountable obstaeles to
the granting of their demands,
informed students would be
cupable of understanding them. If,
as they had assnmed, our unncecs-
sary recaleilrance was part of the
insurmountability, then we, the
board, were capable ol under-
standing that.2®

Of a more disturbing naturc for
many universities are the present genera-
tion’s political iutcrests, The recent dis-
orders have been centered around issucs
generally considered to be oulside the
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authorily of the universily. Students are
opposed Lo the Vielnam war, they are
sugpicious ol American foreign policy,
they arc critical of racisin. And, mosl
imporlanlly, they elaim thal the univer-
sily is nol playing a progressive role or
expressing a critical political viewpoint.
Student protests, then, have bheen di-
reeted against racism and mililarism and
againsl universily entanglements which
appear lo supporl such forces. [[ univer-
sitics do not justify their posilions
relalive Lo their cooperation wilth such
organizations as Lhe Deparlinent of
Defense, the CIA, and weapons indus-
trics, protest will surely conlinue.
Whether a university backs oul of such
arrangemenls becauae il fears the violent
conlrontlations ol which students are so
capable these days or does s0 because il
sees Lhese arrangements as improper will

be the erilical test. 1f studenls are
allowed to cast lhe deciding vole
through cmotional demonstrations

ralher than through reasoned arguments
which consider the entire tange of
nalional inlerests, it is a good guess that
students will call the shots and keep the
university on Lhe run. For Lhere arc
clements on the campus with the sole
inlenlion of bringing down socicly;
there is a liny minority thal wants a
coup d’clal.

The New Left. A major laclor in Lhe
student movemenl and a rool cause [or
studenl unrest has been the New Lelt
When it began in the lale filties and
carly sixlies, lhe movemenl was de-
scribed as left-liberal, and most of ils
adherents  showed  considerable  opli-
mism Lhal American socicly could be
reformed. But as cach year has passed,
the movement las consistently shifted
leftward in ils politics to the poinl
where ils members now openly seck Lo
destroy America,

Although the New lelt is a minorily
group, perhaps only 2 percenl of the
student  body, the political prolests
which il sponsors oflen involve belween

STUDENT PROTEST 73

1} and 20 pereent of the students. The
overwhelming majority of American col-
lege students are nol involved in New
Lelt aclivities and still ean be classified
as politically apathelic—"caughl up in
their vocalional, academic or hedonistic
pursuits.”?7  Nevertheless, the  small
group of alicnaled radicals composing
the New Lelt has heen able Lo ellee-
tively mobilize student action when its
causes were closely lied Lo the students’
currcnl inleresl.

The forerunner of Lhe more popu-
larly known Students for a Demoeralie
Socicly was Lhe Student Peace Union,
formed in 1939 and the [lirsl nutionwide
polilical associalion ol a student charae-
ter. The Student Peace Union’s slate-
ment of purpose proclaimed:

This is an  organivalion of
young people who helieve that
neither war nor the threal of war
can any longer be successfully
used Lo setlle inlernalional dis-
putes and thal neither hurman
freedom not the human race can
long survive in a world commitled
Lo militarism, Withoul commilling
any member Lo a precise slate-
ment ol policy, the SPU draws
together young people for a study
of allernatives Lo war and engages
in educalion and aclion Lo ¢nd the
presenl  Arms  Race. The SPU
works Loward a socicly which will
cnsure hoth peace and [reedom
and which wilt suller no individ-
ual or group Lo be exploited by
anolher.2®

Peace and nuclear Lesting held the
primary  political attention of  the
liberals on the northern campuses dur-
ing this lime. The apex was reached in
IPebruary 1962 when 51U and Harvard’s
Toesin Club broughl some 3,000 stu-
dents Lo Washinglon, D.C., lor a peace
march. {lowever, when the Lest ban was
achieved in 1903, student allenlion
lurned away from peace and moved
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toward civil rights and later loward Lhe
needs of the poor in general.?® R. E.
Pelerson noltes,

The studenl lefl is viewed as a
movement that has emerged in the
past seven or cight years on Lhe
basis of a sbared rejeclion of
many prevailing American institu-
Lions, a vagucly democratic-
socialist politicul idcology, a faith
in parlicipatory democracy and a
commitment to direet social ac-
tion. While the student left has
grown ont of an amnalgam of
shifting civil rights, peace, and
anli-poverty senlimenls  and
uelivities, its ultimale goal is radi-
cal reform of Américan sociely
and the characteristic nalure of
human roles and relationships on
which il rests.*®

This point cannot he overempha-
sized, for while the idcals which the
New Left propounds are in many re-
specets Lhe ideals of a demoeratic Uniled
Slates in its ulopian form, its method of
hringing aboul the changes requires
radical reform, spelled r-c-v-o-l-u-t-i-o-n.
Studeuts altracted Lo the New Lelt arc
“impelled hy political molives, by moral
principles, or oceasionally hy a simple
desire Lo engage in dramatic activily. ™!

Erikson seces a need for students Lo
find expression through participation in
the movements of the day, whether the
riols of a lecul commotion or the
parades and campaigns of major idco-
logical forces: “The most widespread
cxpression ol the disconlented search of
youlh is the ecraving flor locomolion,
whether expressed in a general ‘being on
the go,” ‘tearing afier something’ or
running  around, or in locomolion
proper, as in vigorous work, in absorb-
ing sporls, in rapl dancing.”? How
much Lhis accounts [or the quick mo-
bilizalion of students on the campus by
the New Leit is hurd to estimate. But it
musL be considered in any altempt lo

understand student unrest,

Until tecenl years campus polilics
was a game, an cxlracurricular activity
that one could point oul during an
inlerview with a prospective employer.
It has meant intramural politics—quar-
rels on the campus between students
over cleclions lor student legislatnres
and judiciary councils. Studenls might
become involved with that  most
trouhlesome of all college problems, the
hours al women’s dormitories, hut scl-
dom did the campus politician hecome
involved or cven show intercst in
broader political issucs. In the 19607
this changed. Massimo Teodori noles
that the New Lell movement began as a
scries ol pressure laclics applied to the
liberal clements of the estahlishment. In
the South the aclivists who demanded
civil tights lor hlacks turned lo the
followers of President Kennedy in Wash-
inglon; in the North they searched for
those Democratic congressional eandi-
dates who would supporl peace initia-
tives; cven SDS arose under the anspices
ol the Social Demoerals of the League
for Industrial Democracy which cxer-
cised pressure  on the Demoeratic
Party.?

Socialism was originally the ideology
which united the leading groups ol
student rchels. The largest New Lell
group is the Students for a Democralic
Socicly, a loose-knit, nationwide organi-
zation which claims more Lhan 35,000
members on 250 campuses.?* Among
the other national studenl organizations
on the left are the small W.I.B. DuBbois
cluhs (Marxist), Progressive Labor Club
(tends Loward Macism), Youlh Socialist
Alliance  Party  (Troiskyite), Young
Peoples  Socialist  league  (rightwing
socialists), May Second Movement (anbi-
war in Vietnam), Youth Inlernational
Parly, and Third World Liberation
Iront,

All these groups are remarkably small
for all the altention Lthey have received
in the mass media, bul when there are
issues Lhal arouse sludents, coopc'rdllon
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and participation with the New Left
swells, Yor example, a Fortune survey
found that 3 to 5 percent ol the
students say they will courl arrest il the
cause is right; 10 to 20 percent may
become actively imvolved in support of
the right cause, and as many as 50
percent may agree with the actions of
those demonstrating.®®  When support
of hall the student body can he ob-
tained, the New Left is a potent [oree
indeed.

SDS, the movement’s largest and
mosl prominenl organizalion, was or-
ganized in 1962 as an umbrella for
radical and lelt-liberal activists. The
orgunizztlion’s manifeslo, known axr the
Port Huren stalement, set forth a broad
eritique ol sociely. Tdealislic in nalure,
the manifesto alfiemed Lthe importance
of the individual in socicly and scl the
goal of scarching lor

... lruly democralic allernatives
to the present, and a commilment
Lo social experimenta-
tion. ... [SDS would scek]...a
democracy ol individual parlicipa-
tion, governed by Llwo central
aims: bat the individual share in
those soeial decisions determining
the quality and dircelion of his
life; thal society be organized to
cucourage independence in men
and provide the media for their
common participation.”®

The [lirst cfforlts of SDS were in the
urban ghetlos, where il practiced *par-
Licipatory democracy.” Bul with the
imtensiflication of the Vietnam war, SIS
“focus moved Lo students and the issues
of war, the drall, university complieily,
and student power. In April 1965, SDS
was able Lo organize a march in Wash-
inglon of some 20,000 people Lo prolest
the war. SDS also is credited with
helping sel up the lirst Leach-in al the
Universily of Michigan and soon Lhere-
aller inilialing projects for drall resis-
tance.?? SDS embraced Lhe idea of
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haviug an  independent  power  base
where  autonomous  grassroots  direet
action could be taken and where Lhere
would be no ideological disputes with
other progressive lorces, By the spring
ol 1968, SDS had become transformed
inte an organization of sell-consciously
revolutionary students and ex-students,
More than 1,000 young Marxiste of
widely varying schools of thought met
that year for their national convention,
and most candidates [or national office
were delining themsclves as “revolu-
Lionary Communists. »3a

Back on Lhe campuses that fall, these
rchels were making arbitrary demands
lo achieve “student power.” They
backed up their demands by the threal
of foree; Lhey insisled on voling power
over such things as the universily budgel
and curriculum; the hiring, promotion,
and  salaries ol [acnlty; and the re-
croiting of students. Over and over, the
claim was heard thal “people have a
right to vole on anylhing that affects
their lives.™® Using the tactic of con-
stant  pressure—an  old  revolulionary
stralegy—SDS has put its effort Loward
bringing down the “corrupl” university
as a [irsl step Loward bringing down Lhe
“corrupl” socicly.

A 1969 Yale graduale’s stalement is
indicative of the dilference ol opinion
which developed within the New Lell:

1 don’t think the SDS is really
bringing oul Lhe key issues. In the
beginning SDS did have a feel lor
Lthe issues, so did many liberals in
the beginning. Bul in the last year
or two, SDS has obscured Lhe
issucs. Lasl year lor example the
big SDS  conlroversy on  Lhe
Campus was ROT.Co bul thal
was simply a Laclical tool Lo pro-
voke confrontation in Lthe univer-
sily, Lo creale chaos, and frankly
to destroy. The real issue thal
SDS should have brought up and
the one that needs Lo be discussed
in Lhe universily is Lhe war in
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Vietnam. But it was nol brought
up hecause it did nol provide SD5
a base for an attack on the univer-
sity.“ 0

By 1969 New Left goals had wan-
dered far alicld, and SDS had become so
(actionalized thal to deseribe it requires
the aid of charts. One studenl member
explained the situation this way: “To
fathom SIS seclarianism would lask the
most rigid purist. .. worsl of all, of
course, since il aflcets the whole move-
menl, i8 SI}$% introduction of hooligan
methods into the radical movement on a
scale not secen since the heyday of
Stalinism.™ " This thought was rein-
forced by a member of the International
Socialists:

The | 1969] SDS convenlion was
a severe sclback to the movement.
The SDS now has chosen Lthe Joe
Stalin ronle and abandoned their
program of anti-ideology, partici-
patory democracy, and *Let the
People Deeide™. . . . Radieals must
now slarl all over winning the
respect and confidence of the
masses of young people who want
social change.

Whal is the fulure lor the radicul
left? Beeanse it is ineredibly diverse and
is committed to individualism and vio-
lence, lor the lime being at least il will
not he ahle Lo create a large-sized group
with any diseiplined cohesivencss. But it
remains a potenlial foree. Having been
in on the *action” by calling for eqnal
heman  rights  for the Negro and
prodding youlh in its outery for a
return Lo moral values, the New Lell
should be eonsidered as providing a
great service—for il quite literally has
foreed America to cxamine Lhese issucs.
Bul the serviee steps there, for the New
Left has no answers for the questions it
raises, L il persists in its Marxist, nihil-
isl, and anarchist ways, one visualizes a
slrong reaclion, pcrlmps cven an over-

reaclion, from socicty al large and then
from students themselves. What happens
to this radical clement and what the
radical clement can make happen in the
future cannot he predicled, but of more
imporlance is the 50 percent of the
sludents who find the same faults with
socicly and the university as does the
New Left, This much larger group docs
nol want Lo overturn socicly, It does
want a moral revolution, however. IL is
concerned, bul il adull leadership can
show thal America is not corrupt, only
unfulfilled, irrational and violenl pro-
tests may dic out. However, if it is not
recognized Lhat the motives of this
larger group of studenls are genuine and
sincere, and if carcinl consideration is
not given Lo student eriticisms, adnlts
will be doing society a great disservice.
If the establishmenl—be il socicty, the
university, or Lhe military —resists Lhe
legitimate gricvances and the reasonable
changes which the yonng people pro-
pose, discontent and dissent will only be
perpetuated, The collapse of the radieal
and destruelive behavior of lhe New
Left can he hastened if the older gencra-
ticn will commit itsell to the ideals of
democracy and demonstrate with posi-
tive programs Lthal it rccognizes the
validity of Lhe legitimale grievanees in
the student proleste,

[V—ANTIMILITARISM
ON THE CAMPUS

With extensive prodding from New
Left radieals, students have shown a
large  degree of political awakening
during the 196(Ps. Studenls have o
scll-acknowledged regard for moral
eauses and the righling of whal they
perecive to be the country’s wrongs; lhe
Vietnam war was considered by preat
numbers of students, but not a ma-
jorily, Lo be one of those wrangs.

Boulding’s three theories of protest
provide some underslanding for student
antimilitaristic prolests. e says that
protest is mosl likely (1) when there is a

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970

19



Naval War College Review, Vol. 23 [1970], No. 9, Art. 7

strongly felt dissatisfaction which can-
not be cxpressed through regular and
legitimate channels; (2) when socictics
reach a state which is intrinsically un-
stable, but no change comcs becanse
there is no nucleus arcund which change
can grow; and (3) when prolest can be
shrill, obstreperous, undignified, and
vareless of the exisling legitimaey.'

[t is (uir to say that for the student
left, all of these condilions existed
during the sixties. The students, who do
not have the vote, are alienated [rom
the ecountry’s political and cconomic
system and have few, il any, responsi-
hilities Lo society, it Bonlding’s criteria
well.

Furtber, Boulding points out that
protest serves several purposes for those
who pursuc it a8 a course of aetion:

The first is publicity: it pro-
vides a way of bringing social
problems 10 the attention of a
wide public and of keeping them
in the public eye. Second, protest
ts a means of building a contexl in
which support can be attracled,
organized, mobilized, and consoli-
dated. A collective expression of
beliefs or aims cstablishes and/or
incrcases the sense of aolidarily
among those who share a common
concern aboul a social problem,
Third, protest serves to cmbarrass
and press the relevant authorities,
It is a way of exposing unfulfilled
promiscs, values held by the wider
public that arec being vio-
lated . .. [and] ... possible ceo-
nomic and political losses that the
authoritics eould not face.?

The protesters appear Lo he well
sehooled in how to get attention and
mobilize large masses of people for their
causes. They sponsor demonstralions,
parades, and other assertive activilics
which put them in the spotlight and on
public display. Such aclivitics serve a
soeinl need for recognition and exhibi-
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tion on Lhe part of the adolescent who
may or may not fully understand the
complexities of what he is prolesting;
and such large gatherings scrve as com-
munal symbols for enhancing group
identity and provide visibility, admira-
tion by some, and respeet, andfor [ear
by others.”

Arnold 8. Kaufman, onc of the foun-
ders of the first teach-ins against the
Vietnam war, elaims that studenls were
sct in motion because of

... the Administration’s deeision,
contrary to all assurances given
before the [Presidential | clection,
to enlarge the war in Yietnam,
The opposition of those already
opposed Lo the U.S. policy was
intensiflicd; many others who had
heen teetering haplessly on the
edge of indeeision fell into opposi-
tion. The intensity of Lhe reaction
is very important . . . | for] dissent
from oflicial policy will not
propel men into the sorts of ac-
tion that have been taken unless
they feel intensely opposcd.4

The escalation of the Vietnam war
and the subsequenl inercasc of forces
sent to Vietnam “‘aroused a protest
movement which may be considered the
mosl important political phenomenon
of opposition that deyeloped in the
United States alter World War I1.°
Ultimately this protest movement found
its most voeal support from students on
the campuscs.

Kaufman’s early analysis of the Viet-
nam involvement appeared to be readily
accepted by a large portion of the
youth. They were looking [or a reason
to attack the “cstablishment,” and Viet-
nam gave it to them, Kaulman said:

Opposition to Victnamese
policy has been in large part in-
spired by gencral dissatisfaction
with the main lines of American
forcign policy. Many of us who
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c¢ndorsed the Marshall Plan and
the Truman Doetrine, who sup-
ported United States action in
Berlin, Korca, and Cuba, are
simply unwilling any longer to
accepl a5 valid the assumption
that the threal communism poscs
ts ecither monolithic or predomi-
nately military. Nor are we willing
any longer to credit the claim that
all revolutionary disturbances are
cysentially  “conspiracics, engi-
ncered [rom the eenters of Com-
munist power.” We do not pro-
pose ahdicaliou ol responsihility.
We are nol isolalionisl,” neoisola-
Lionists or cryplo-isolationist. We
will nol be detracled by such
vapid crilieism.

Nor will we any longer accepl
the simpleminded lilany aboul the
fight between tyranny and [ree-
dom- between  the [forces of
darkness and the forces of light.
FFar from being unwilling Lo ac-
knowledge the existence of cvil in
the world, we realistically insist
that these Lendeneies are us likely
toe be buried in the breast of Lhe
publishers of some Weslern news
magazine as in Lhe breast of the
editor of Pravda. ... Those who
have inspired Lhe teach-in move-
menl believe that revolulionary
movemenls  muast not  be sup-
pressed. Instead, this nation must
learn Lo respecl  revolulionary
encrgics Lhal arc eonsistenl with a
genuine concern [or liberly and
social justice. ln some places they
may lake the form ol social
democracy. In other plaees Lhe
silualion may require an accor-
modation with Communisl power.
Vor once we stop viewing conr
muunism as monolithic, we are [ree
lo consider the possibility that
accommodation may be prefer-
able to endorsement of some

publist U2 Ok At oppREssive regime o

which lacks cven the degree of
popular supporl Lhat indigenous
Communist movements enjoy. In
any cvenl, we arc delermined that
de facto support of non-Commn-
nist Lyrants shall not he conccaled
Ly the rhetoric of the American
credo. What seems especially clear
Lo us is that our policy makers
have been neither resoureeful nor
always commilled Lo the values of
liberty and social justice in the
making of American foreign
policy. And il becomes increas-
ingly clear that they do nol even
pursue our vilal national inlerests
cilectively.®

This was Lhe rationale used in the
teach-ins during the spring ol 1965, and
in retrospeel it appears that the teach-
ins had much the same symbolie signifi-
canee for the anliwar movement on the
campuses thal Lthe Greensboro sil-in of
February 1960 had had [or the civil
righls moyement.

More than 50 teach-ins oceurred
around Lhe country, bul the surge of
aelivily whieh hrought logether student
and facully, olten for the flirsl time,
culminated after a march on Washinglon
on L3 May 1963. The protest made by
the [aculty members against the U.S,
involvement in Victnam did not rcach
deep iuto the conscience of the majority
of students at Lhe very beginning, but as
Lime passed and more lroops were re-
quired, more and more students became
involved in the demand for peace.

Boulding identilies some of the moti-
valions ol those who parlicipated in the
Leach-ins:

.. a genuine [ear of escalation
inlo nuclear warlare . . . & sense of
moral outrage at the use of sach
thiugs as vapalm and the “lazy
dog” and the appalling suflerings
which we arc imposing on the
Victnamese in the supposed name
f frecedom and demoe-
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racy. ... Some  people on  the
lefu. .. were  polilically  sympa-
thetic with the objectives ol the
Vietcong. .. .1 am inclined 1o
Lhink that the largest molivation
(actor was a sense ol simple
human sympathy with the suffer-
ings of the Vielnamese, and a
sense ol oulrage al Lhe ull.crty
inhuman weapons of the Ameri-
ca air loree, and a sense of
oulrage also Lhal we were using
Vietnamese as the guinea pigs in
weapons experimentation.”

Although Leach-in rhetoric may have
given hope to the New Left, campus
intelicctuals did little 1o inllnence the
Nation as a whole with their plea for
peace. The Tarris polls indicate a con-
tinuous decline in the Nation’s demand
for acgoliation and withdrawal {rom
Vicltnam onee Lhe Lleach-ins starled. In
Mareh 1965 the Tarris poll showed 38
pereent favoring negolialion and with-
drawal, but by September only 11
percent held that npini(m.B Thus the
Leach-in movemenl collapsed, but such

jons served Lhe studenl movement
quite well, for it provided the emolion-
filled words Lo continue attacking the
LS. war efforl.

The students seemed Lo be saying:

The Vielnam war, since we were
Lhe ones who were called 1o ight
it, led us Lo make our lirst moral
judgments, For a while we sup-
ported il—we supporled the no-
tion Lhat we were helping a he-
leaguered counlry mainlain ils in-
dependence. Bul il soon became
clear that Lhis was an American
war. We were  destroying more
than we could possibly recon-
struct, We were Hupp(u'ling nol a
governmenl  repre-
aspiration ol the

legilimate
senling e
people, bul a corrupt clique.”

Bombarded as they were by Lele-
vision news coverage of the war and
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conslantly sceing the impact of death, il
is no surprise thal the sludents should
form such an atlitude. They were being
pumped with conlusing and conflicting
reporls frem reporlers and Government
officials; they were hearing reporls of a
rising dealh count; they were being told
of the hillions of dollars such a war
clfort takes. And they were sceing less
and less hope {or viclory.

One radical studenl expressed his
feelings this way: “When T think of war,
of bombs slartling children and splash-
ing horror on  flaces of screaming
mothers [ nearly go mad  with
anger. ... b owant Lo fighl something,
whalever it is, thal creates war.”'®

Anolher accounl of whal those on
sampus were Lhinking is equally harsh
bul more halanced:

... the collegiale  population s
appilled by the slaughter ol Viel-
namese  civilians by American
troops. Conversalion on campuses
cenler upon  Lhe desolalion of
villages by napalm and the leveling
of landscape by bombs and lieavy
American arlillery, 1L is indeed, a
paradox  thal students are not
nearly so conscious or arliculale
aboul the very real atrocilies car-
ricd on by the Viel Cong. Nor are
they impressed by the terror lac-
tics used by the Viel Cong during
the last election. The reason for
this can be found in the general
beliel that much of this Viel Cong
aclivily is caused by the presence
of American Lroops. ... 1L is also
guite obvious that sindenls are
adversely allected by the constant
Lelevision coverage ol the war, Lhe
seenes  of children and  elderly
people  heing  killed, and  the
graphic deseription of defloralion
of the countryside. ' !

Yer another observer says Lthal Lhe
war  has  shocked  America’s  young
people, bul that the
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... greatest shock ol all to Lhe
idealism ol the young is the way
in  which official spokesmen
manipulate and even hoodwink
the public opinion Lhal they are
supposed Lo lead. A whole appara-
tus of evasion has been developed
in which nothing is an outright lic,
and yel nothing quite means what
it scems Lo say. The very words
are unreal: de-escalalion, ultimale
deterrent, agonizing reappraisal—a
Lasteless  vocabolary  of plastic
which George Orwell propheti-
eally called Newspeak.'?

The eriticisms expressed in the above
quolalions shonld put the American
Government on alerl and keep it that
way, Of coursc no war is ecasy lo
explain, and Vielnam is no exceplion.
But when large segments of the popula-
tion beeome disillnsioned with the Goy-
ernmenl’s use of power or ils nalional
purpose, that Government should know
fnll well that trouble lics ahead.

By spring 1967 a Gallup poll showed
that 35 percent ol the students polled
idenlilicd themselves as *“*doves,” while
49  pereent elassified themselves as
“hawks.” The students had responded
Lo the question, “People call themselyes
‘hawks® il they want Lo step up our
military effort in Vicluam. They are
called ‘doves’ il they wanl Lo reduce onr
wilitary elfort in Victnam. How would
you deseribe yoursell—as a hawk or a
dove?”

It was nol until December 1969 that
the campus mood was recorded shifting
sharply toward peace, according to an-
other Gallup poll, with 69 percent of
the students chassifying themselves as
doves and 20 percent saying they were
hawks.!?

[Local marches for peace as well as
mass marches, allracling as many as
250,000 people Lo Washinglon, have
heen the major efforls of the concerned
sludents. Most of these marches have
heen peacelul atlempls to show Lhe

administration that the marchers do not
believe in the war offorl. But for the
radical students, more dramatic con-
fronlalions, ollen involving some Lype
of violence, were seen as a lactic for
gelting officials to use [oree to enforee
the law, thns allowing these students to
ery “repression.”

Although it is not the intent of Lhis
paper lo analyze the Vielnam war, it
does appesr that the policy of “bulter
and bullets™ was a mistake. The youth
ol loday represent a generation which
needs o be told “why” they arc doing
things. A low-keyed eflorl Lo commil
hondreds of thonsands of men to a war
thousands of miles away wilhonl com-
milling the American public was a
major [uiling. Tt is a [ailure that eannot
be repealed in the futnre withont the
Uniled States experieneing the same
kind of dissenl experienced during the
Viclnam war.

Because ol Lhe failure in Vietnam, it
is casy Lo envision the American people
being reluctant in the ycars ahead o
move quickly and wilh power to the aid
of Amcrica’s allics; Viclnam memorics
will nndoubtedly remain nppermost in
the minds of this generalion of young
people for years Lo come, just as World
War II and the threat of communism so
thoroughly influcnced an carlier genera-
tion. The American people will relain
their concern and sympalhy for Lhe
oppressed people of the world, but the
impacl of dealh, alrocilics, and destrne-
tion will have to be well publicized,
cven propagandized, so Lthat Lhe demand
for future U.S. intcrventions comes
rom the U.S. people themselves, With-
oul such a mandate it is douhtiul, given
the frustrations ol Vietnam, thal any
administralion, in the near [futlure,
would commit ground forces in a
limited war to assist allics. Fulure wars
of the limited war category will have Lo
be packaged and sold, using Madison
Avenue lechniques, making sure to ex-
plain thal limited war is long, dirly, and
political.
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Much of Lhe visible indignation
Loward the Vielnam war by students has
been displayed against Lhe drall. Aguin,
the New Lell led the way. Bul prolest
oceurs nol merely because the drall is a
mechanism Lo provide manpower inlo
the Armed Forces Lo lighl a war in
which many ol these students do nol
believe; students also complain because
the draft is a means ol guiding youth
into civilian activilics Lhal socicty finds
desirable. They cite a documenl once
circulated by the Seleclive Serviee
which says thal Lthronghoul his carcer as
a studenl “the pressurc—the threat of
loss of deferment—continnes, 1t con-
tinues with equal intensity aller gradua-
tion, ... He is impelled Lo pursue his
skill In au essential activily in the
national interest.”*

For a generation of studenls who
want (reedom Trom all sorls of repres-
gion, such channeling was viewed wilh
as much anger as the dralt lows them-
selves,

It should be remembered, however,
that Americans have generally had a
dislike Tor conscription; il is nol a new
phenomenon, just one rediscovered he-
cause ol Lhe needs of Vietnam,

The initial successes in the American
War of Independence al Concord and
Bunker [l were wilh the militiamen.
But the eolonists were anxious Lo [ind
substilules for their own men: for-
cigners, deserters rom other armies, and
Negroes who were freed alter cnlering
military service, !

During the War of 1812 with Eng-
land, the subject of Federal conscription
firsl reecived serivus allenlion. |low-
ever, the House and Senale were unable
lo agree on the lerms of Lheir bills,
Thus, it was nol until Lthe Civil War thal
the United States pained its ficst experi-
ence with conseription. When enacting
the lirst full-fledged national conserip-
tion act in 1863, Congress gave the right
to buy exemplions or hire substitules,
However, failure Lo respond Lo the call
made a man subject Lo punishment lor
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deserlion, and resisting the drafll or
aiding or cncouraging others lo do so
made him subject Lo a fine or imprison-
ment,'

I 1917 it beeame nccessary once
again lor Congress Lo seriously consider
the drall. No longer was there any
controversy aboul the need; the debate
was now over how Lhe draflt act should
be applicd. One of the points al issuc
was  whether liquor and  prostilules
should be made available to Lbe sol-
diers;'? the law was finally passed—
withoul this provision. Registralion day
wenl ofl with celat. A holiday spirit was
evidenl as men helween 21 and 30 lined
up o register, However, it was still
neeessary for the Department of Justice
lo institute a series of “slacker™ raids.
Until public protest brought interven-
tion from Lhe President, Justice Depart-
ment personnel surrounded areas which
appeared Lo have large numbers of
delinguents. AlY imen seemingly of dralt
age were laken into cuslody and held
unti!  their stalus was  delermined.*®
Some 9% million men registered, and a
lollery system was used o selecl the
087,000 men needed for immediale
service. Some 30 pereent were lound
physically unlit, and nearly 25 percent

were  judged  illiterate,  There  were
337,049 dralt dodgers. 19
The Naxzi  Mitzkricg in - Western

Furope provided Lhe impetus [or the
Nations firsl peacetime conseription,
but even this danger did not hring all
Americans together. A nationwide poll
showed only 71 pereenl ol those ex-
pressing an opinion Lo he in favor of the
dralt, Among males helween the age of
16 and 24, only 65 percent said they
favored a plan of service, even thongl il
would be limited Lo 1 year.??

Since 1965 the Vietnan war has
been a powerful source of disalfection
lor college students, The dralt has been
a major factor in the lives of the young
men in college--a reason Lo gel inlo
callege in the lirst place and Uen o
slay there as long as possible,
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The [lirst signilicanl organized anli-
drafl movemenl was a group eulled the
Resistanec. 1L represented the melding
ol members ol various groups opposed
lo Lhe Vielnam war: pacilists, civil
righls workers, anli-imperialists, leflists,
Even ex-soldicrs, lormer Peace Corps-
men, and previous moderale sludenls
joincd lhe movemenl. Because the war
was uupopular arong mauy alicnaled
American  youlh and  Dbecause  they
wanted lo show their disapproval, the
gymbolic dralt card burning demonstra-
tions began. The idea germinated afler
the lirst acts were well publicized by the
mass media. As cvidenced by the greal
numbers ol drall dodgers in World War
I, youth have said “no” hefore, but
their refusuls in the past have been
largely invisible, and their aclions have
held little promise of stimulaling others
Lo similar acls or of changiug nalional
policy. The Resistance members, how-
ever, publicized their actions and pro-
vided a visible and political ruechanisiu
for translating their oulrage lo Lhe
“catablishmeul.” 1'or some, draft card
buruiug wus scen as a potent form of
moral wilness, Others, schooled in the
civil righls movement, viewed coopera-
Lion with the Resislauce as an exlension
ol civil disohedicnce aud a rcjection of a
racially and class-binsed draft. Still
others saw Lhe drafl ag abridging their
own personal freedom and resistance as
an initial act of personal liberation,?!

At the same time the Resislance was
formed in San Francisco, other groups
arose: New Ingland Resist in Boston,
Cadre in Chicago, and Drafl Denial in
New York, as well as affiliated or
supporling groups such as Support in
Action, the Commiltee for Draft Resis-
tance, the Boston Draft Resislanee
Group, and the Wisconsin Dralt Resis-
tance Unit. Some ol these gronps joined
nationally in May 1967 during the
Student  Mobilizalion  Conferenee in
Chicago. The result ol this new inde-
pendenl movement appearced on a large
scale the following October with the

lirst “Stop the Draft Week” during
which 1,400 draft cards reportedly were
colleceted in 18 ecilics and returncd Lo
the local and national officials of the
Seleclive Serviee System.?? This resis-
tance Lo the draft was highest during
1967 and 1908 when Lhe war was at a
point dircetly involving the largest
group ol young men.

The New Lell was quick to sce the
drafl issuc as a causc Lo be exploited on
the campuses. SDS put out an antidraft
bullon which declared, “NOT WITH
MY LIFE YOU DONT™ and also ciren-
lated a pamphlet announciug the maiu
purpose of the Scleelive Serviee Syslem
as one of “manpower channeling.” Be-
cause SDS had at that time the organiza-
tion to mobilize supporl, they were able
lo gear up lor massive allacks. The
other resistance groups were too small
and badly coordivated lo contribule
much more than individual example,
whercas SDS could provide aclion. As
part of 8DS’s attack, it distributed a
“Vietnam Exam” Lo coincide with the
draft eligibility tests. Such acliou by
SDS was considered a key Lo the devel-
opraent and growth ol SDS itsclf, hoth
tactically and idceologically, Taclically,
it marked the active participation of the
SDS chapters throughout the nation in
various Llypes of illegal pursuits from
individual and colleclive dralt eard
burnings Lo an altempt by morc Lhan
1,000 persous to shut down the Oak-
land Induction Center in  October
1967.2°

Bul (o eategorizne this college gencra-
tion with unwillingness Lo serve is clear-
ly in error. One indicator of this is a
student opinion poll conducted by the
National Student Association in 1967 of
30,500 stodents ul 23 campuses
thronghonl the couniry. This poll
showed that 90 pereent of the stndents
believed that the Government has the
righl to conseripl its citizens, and 68
percent thought such conscription was
necessary in periods other than those of
declared national emergeney. Bnt the
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sludenls did voice the desire for an
allernative, Of the sludents polled, 75
pereenl preferred the Governmenl Lo
cslablish a volunteer service corps such
as the Peace Corps, the Teachers Corps,
or Volunleers in Service lo America
(VISTA) as an alternalive lo military
service. And aboul 00 pereent of the
students favored climinaling deferments
for college studenls in order Lo make
the drafl [airer lor the black and the
poor pcnplc.“

Although the draft is blammed for
much of the disconlenl on campuses
loday, a study during the Columbia
University crisis in 1968 showed thal it
is “notl lrue thal worty over onc’s own
chances of being drafted was a major
[aclor in the disconlent or the special
manifestations which it took in the
Columbia siluation.” The study indi-
cated that generalized unhappiness with
the war was importanl, bul this applicd
regardless of dralt slalus, Sevenly per-
cenl of the students and 6Y pereent of
the facully responding to Lhe survey
were opposed to Lthe Vietnam war, but
only 13 percent of the students thought
that their chances were al least 50-50 of
being drafied in the next year or Lwo.
Aboul 75 percent of those who opposed
the war, but only 33 percent of those
who did not opposc Lhe war, agreed
wilth the statement: “L supporl Lthe idea
of the Poor People’s March on Washing-
ton to achiecve more for black people
and poor.” Ahoul hall of the antiwar
peeple, compared with only 20 percent
of those who did not oppose the war,
agreed with the statement: “l am in
favor of many of the goals of the black
movement, ™% *

Thus il ean be scen by Lhis study that
onc ol the eompelling problems per-
ceived by those who are against the war
is the need Lo correel poverty mnd rucial
injustice at home rather thun Lo be
commitled overseas,

Another form ol drafl resistance is
the challenge of some young men nol
againsl  conseriplion  generully,  but
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againsl conseription Lo light in Vietnam.
For example, David 1. Mitchell chal-
lenged his conviclion for refusing Lo
report for induclion on the ground that
the Victnam war was a “war ol aggres-
sion” and a “erime against peace” and
us such was oullawed by various Lrea-
Lics. [lowever, a eircuil courl of appeals
held in E900 thal whaleyer the stalus of
the conflict in Vielnam, Congress did
have the power lo raise and supporl
armics and Lherefore Lo inducet Mitchell.
When the Supreme Courl refused Lo
review Lhe case in 1907, il a lgcarcd Lhis
Llactic would be a dead issue.

As carly as 1918 the Supreme Courl
heard cases Lesling Lhe logality of con-
seription. Al Lhal time, in a decision
given Lhe label of Sclective Drall Law
Cases, the Courl upheld the conserip-
tion acl. The Courl’s decision remnuins
loday Lhe basic stalemenl of  the
Supreme Courl on the power of the
Federal Governmenl Lo conseript mili-
tary manpower, The Courl has judged
thal Gongress has the legilimale power
Lo raise and supporl armics and Lo make
all laws necessary and proper Lo excercise
their power. Furlhermore, the Courl
rejecled Lhe nolion that conseriplion
wis involuntary servitude and thus was
nol in violation of the 13th amend-
ment.2”?

One of the important poinls the
aclivist studenls never scemed to talk
aboul was that even hefore most of the
anlidralt demonstrations hegan, the De-
parlmentl ol Delense, Congress, and a
National  Advisory Commission on
Seleelive Service were mecling ind hear-
ing lestimony  [rom  the  American
people in preparation o revise the drafl
laws. When President Johnson eslab-
lished lis adivsory commission, he di-
reeled Lhat they were o review the
Seleetive Service and olher syslems of
national service in light of the following
laclors:

. I"airness Lo all cilizens;
2. Military imanpower requircuenls;
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3. The objective of minimizing nn-
certainty and interference with individ-
nal earcers and edneation;

4. Social, economic and cmploy-
ment conditions and goals;

5. Budgetlary and administrative con-
siderations, and

6. Any other factors that the Com-
migsion may deem releyant.?®

The Commission reported its findings
to the President in February 1967 after
having spent more than 100 hours in
meelingg in  Washinglon alone. 'The
transeript of these meetings took more
than 3,500 pages. Opinions from more
than 120 organizations across the coun-
lry were invited, plus Lthose of college
student leaders, some 250 editors of
student newspapers, all local draft
boards (morc than 4,000), the 97 appeal
boards, many prominent privalc eiti-
#ens, and every governor.

The Commission’s major recommen-
dations were: Lo rteverse the “oldest
first™ order to call to “youngest first™
heginning at age 19; to continue the
draft, but on an impartial and random
basis; and to climinate most student and
occupational deferments.®®

Thus the Commission showed a great
deal of empathy toward the students
who were so eritical of the draft laws.
Yel it took almost 3 years to implement
these recommendaltions, and even today
the deferment policy for college stu-
dents cxists as an open sore for many
students as well as nonstudents. How-
cver, to believe that carlicr changes in
the draft laws would have abruptly
halted the antidraft prolests is not
reasonable, The New Left would still
have kept the pressurc on; no change
would have heen satisfactory, They in-
sist on no draft laws,

Although the possibility of an all-
volunteer military foree was examived
in 1966 by the President’s Commission
reviewing the draft laws, the idea was
rejected by the Commission because:

...it wonld permit no flexi-
hility for erisis. .. [and]
... conld casily—it is feared—he-
come a merecnary lorce nnrepre-
sentative of the nation. ... The
sudden need for greater numbers
of men would find the nation
without the machinery to meet il
To a Commission deliberating
graye issucs of life and death in an
atmosphere crcated by jnst snch a
sudden need, this is of overriding
significance. It was this stark and
unconlested lact which was the
most persuasive in forging the
Commission’s conviction that the
nation now, and in the foresceable
future, have a system which in-
cludes the draft. Only with such a
ffexible system can the military
scrvices be assured of their ability
always 1o have the numbers of
men neecssary to fulfill the mis
sion demanded of them for the
nation’s sceurity. !

However, when President Nixon ran
for office he indicated a degsire for an
all-volunteer military, and he created a
commission to specifically determine its
teasibility. This new commission re-
cently recommended an  all-volunteer
military. Whetlher onc will ever actually
be established cannot be predicted at
this peinl, but if the national interests
can be mel on a volunteer basis, onc of
the causes of discontent for hundreds of
thousands of young men will disappear.

George Reedy pinpoints much of the
problem of the anlidraft demonstrations
when he identifics the New Left as a
prime mover in stireing up protest:

The student left, although it is
otherwise devoid of Marxist cco-
nomics and philosophy, has re-
discovered  the old fashioned
Marxist theory of imperialistic
war and has applied it to the
conllict. Articulale spokesmen of
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the Stndents for a Democratic
Society dominale camnpus meel-
ings on compulsory military ser-
vice and speakers must face their
sharp questioning. ... Draft card
burnings and draft board sit-ins
are s0 dramatic that they create
the impression that they express
college attitudes. ... The coneepl
that there is an obligation Lo Light
for their country is so alien |for
the student left] that schemes to
avoid the drafl are debated quite
openly and without the Hliﬁhtcst
trace of sell-conseiousness.?

Reedy’s comment is valid, yet the
incidence of draft resistance is nol as
great as one would imagine, Ramparts
magazine probably ia reflective of a
greal majorily of draft-age men: “lle
complaing ol the uncertainty which he
must endure; he would like to be able to
do s he pleases; he would appreciate a
cerlain [ulure with no prospeet of mili-
tary service or eivilian contribution, but
he complies ., .33

Army Times reported that since July
1966, 1,403 military men have crossed
international boundaries to desert and
that total desertions have gone up dra-
matically during fiscal ycar 1969,%*

Service 1967 1968 1969
Army 215%  201%  4.24%
Marine Corps  2.68%  2.24%  4.02%

Yet these desertion rates are notl s0
dramatic when compared lo World War
I rates, although they are greater than
those of the Korcan war.

Service 1944 1045 1952 1953 1954
Army  6.30% 4.52% 2.25% 1.95% 1.55%
Marine

Corps  0.09% 0.54% 1.97% 2.90% .-

The military does recognise  that
there are people whao have enlisted or
complicd with the draft simply to con-
tinue their antiwar and antidralt pro-
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tests [rom the inside. But Army Chief of
Stall Gen, William C. Westmoreland said
recently: “The problem of dissenters is
almost infinitesimal in terms of numbers
and impact on combat effectivencss,”
He defined dissenlers as soldiers taking
part in antiwar or antimilitary demon-
stralions, rallies, or meetings; those al-
filiated with dissident  organizalions,
those involved with producing under-
ground newspapers, cireulating  peli-
tions, and the like. Westmoreland said
the number of dissenters in the Army as
of April 1969 was 421 soldiers, with
()nlyagM of these considered as hard
core.

The discontent such a small number
ol men could arouse within the military
is nol known, But commanding officers
would he well advised Lo recognize and
respeet the counstitutional right of [ree
speech. Dissenters shiould certainly be
viewed with suspicion, and low-keyed
teview of their activitics should be the
practice, notl conlinual and petty harass-
ment; “benign negleel” of the dissen-
ter'’s olf-duly aclivities is in order. 11 the
Military Fstablishment is so weak that a
[ew men al each base can present a
“clear and present danger,” it is lime lor
some [ull-scale investigations.

No organizalion is withoul gricy-
ances, and what needs to be done is Lo
identify these gricvances; if the present
channels of communication are inade-
quale, new ones must be cstablished.
Many of the root causes of student
unrest exisl within the military, and
commanding offlicers should recognize
this and include enlisted men on com-
mittees which deal with their lives.

That dissent has nol been a major
problem in the military indicates cither
that soldiers perceive thatl disruptive
aclions would not be tolerated and
therefore are [utile or that the present
leadership provides sufflicient freedom
ol expression and personal dialog which
cllcetively lowers the discontent level to
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the poinl where {fruslrations arc toler-
able.

James Sterba cxplains why dissenters
arc not more prevalenl in Vietnam
loday:

. it iz amazing how munch younr
valnes changed. Despite what all
the philosophers and politicians
and social scicntists said, you were
an animal with oue basic instinel
dominating all othes: survi-
val ... Absolulely cverylhing be-
comes at once irrclevant except
snrvival, 1f there was ever an cvent
that “blew your mind” being shot
al was il, Alter it, you were not
the same persou . . . Many of the
concerned grants, before they got
here, had serious qualms aboul
the use of napalm. Bul now, in
the middle of combal, they would
tell you there was absolntely
nothing in the world more beauti-
ful than the sight of those silver
canisters lumbling end over end
from a jet bomber and exploding
in a hnge ball of red {lames and
black smoke right where the
gooks were shooting from. They
felt like chccrmg, and sometimas
they did.*?

Anti-ROTC Protests. Military train-
ing on college eampnses has been under
varying degrees of pressure since ils
inception in 1976, Bul during the
196(’s the tempo picked up drastically
as the student left fonnd ROTC an
undelended Largel,

The Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
(ROTC) was established by the Nalional
Defense Act of 1910, The first or-
ganized ROTC units were sct np in
colleges and nniversilies by Lhe Army in
the same year, by the Navy in 1920, and
by the Air Foree in 1946 (even before il
became a separate serviee). In 1964 the
ROTC Vitalization Act cstablished the
present statutory bagis for ROTC pro-

rams. As of S({BLembcr 1969, ROTC

ar College Dlgltai Commons, 1970

units were in operalion at 333 colleges
or umniversitics. The Army has units on
283 campnecs, the Navy on 54, and the
Air Foree on 174, About 100 additional
colleges are served l.hrough Cross-regis-
teation arrangements,”®

Historical Overview, Alithough the
National Delense Acl never made mili-
lary training a compulsory requirement,
soon alter the ROTC units were cstab-
lished, teachers attacked ROTC training
as militaristic. They saw militarism,
whether in the Torm of military Lraining
or of pressure {from the velerans’ organi-
zations, as incompalible with a phil-
osophy of educalion that sought, in the
spirit of James and Dewey, Lo encourage
the polenlialitics of the mdwldnal and
the well-being of Soucty ® Neverthe-
less, Lhis was nol the dominant mood,
and somc Leachers were dismisscd or
rchuked for cxpressing pacilist or auli-
militarist vicws.

Surprisingly cnongh, it was not the
State legislalurcs who normally made
military training compulsory; the school
boards or administrators and [acultics
did so cither on their own initiative or
under pressurc  from the War De-
partment. When the Legislature of Wis-
consin preseribed that the Lraining
should be clective in 1923, Scerctary of
War John W. Weeks, nonder the impres-
sion Lhal compulsory mililary training
was required by law, complained to the
Department of Inlerior only Lo be lold
Lthat Wisconsin was within her l‘lghtb

Although ROTC was nol entirely
popular on college campnscs from the
beginning, comparatively few students
cmbraced cither an extreme pacifist
posilion or a rabid militarist position
after World War L ‘Chere were college
anlidrill leagnes, and pelilions were dis-
tributed  for  abolishing compulsory
ROTC. One studenl poll conducled in
1932 hy the Intercollegiale 1isarma-
ment Council revealed 81 percent of the
students  polled opposed compulsory
ROTC with 38 percent fayoring Lhe
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climination of all military drill on cam-
pus.? !

In an eflort Lo arouse public inlerest
in eliminaling ROTC enlirely, a group
of liberal educators and pacilists formed
the Commillee on Militarism in Educa-
tion (CME), which issued a pamphlel
elaiming ROTC “was  indoctlrinaling
Amecrican youth wilh a psyehology of
militarism. " llowever, a study of 10,000
ROTC graduates of the period [rom
1920 Lo 1930, hy Maj. Ralph Chesney
Bishop with the cooperation of the ULS.
Office of Eduecation, refuted CME’s
conlention, Bishop’s reporl showed that
93,0 percent of the ROTC graduales
polled said “no” o the guestion of
whether Lheir training had Ltended Lo
instill an atlitude of militarism intmical
to world pczlcc.‘I 2

Criticism ol the ROTC programs was
counlered al the highest level when Maj.
Gen. Charles P, Summerall lectured the
antimilitary lactions:

The pacifist and disarmament
enthusiasts of our country who
reason Lhal war is Lerrible and
horrible and therelore should not
be resorled Lo have launched a
manifesto against mililary Lraining
in American colleges and schools,
They know Lhal in this sludent
ficld they will [ind young men in
their most impressionable slage of
development. And above all; they
realize that in this licld, the fer-
tility of whieh lics in the lact of
finding perfected, syslemalic and
slrong organizalions, wilhoul the
burden ol responsibilities, [ur-
nishes them an opporlunily thal
has been used by all radicals and
revolulionists  of  recorded  his-
tory. ... In this very democralic
nation of ours, and in the absence
of universal service in Lhis coun-
lry, our necd ol reserve ollicers
can he supplied only Lhrough our
educational system. As our civil
aclivilics look Lo Lhese educa-
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tional institutions for their [uture
leaders, so also must the delense
ol the country look lo the col-
leges and universilies for material
as Lhe natural resources ol mili-
Lary |c;ldcrship.'13

New lLefl Aulacks. 1L was only
alter the Vielnam war was inlensilied in
1965 Lhat efforts Lo climinale ROTC
began Lo swell. Taking antiwar frustra-
tions out on the ROTC became eom-
monplace. At Columbia, for example,
students  blocked the doors Lo Low
Memorial Library and caused a Naval
ROTC ceremony Lo be postponed. At
Cornell essentially the same Lhing look
place, bul somewhal more dramatically,
wilh the students deposiling Lhemselves
on Lhe parade grounds. Such Laclics
were tepealed across the country. When
the New Leflt entered Lhe aclion in
carnesl, Lthe elforls were centered on
“destroying” ROTC; arson ullimately
became the modus operandi,

SNDS provided the greatest stimulus
Lo the anli-ROTC protests. In its Or-

ganizers’ Manual for the Spring Offen-

sive, SDS revealed a plan to “Smash the
Military in the Schools™ and called for
its local chaplers Lo demand:

I. Immediate withdrawal rom Viet-
namns;

2. End 1o ROTC;

4 ¥ud Lo counlerinsurgency  and
police Lraining;

4, kind to drall assemblics in high
SLhoolq, and

5. Open admissions for all Ihlrd

Wmld and while working class people??

An examination ol these demands
shows that SDS provided “something
for ceveryone.” Although a  student
might not be against ending ROTC,
chances were good Lhat he might he
against the war. With large segments of
the student  population  against  the
Victnam war and cven larger segmenls
championing the cause of the Negroes
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and the poor, DS had found another
cause to radicalize Lhe students,

SDS exhorled its members Lo oppose
ROTC because:

(a) It provides the leadership
for an army cngaged in imperialist
aggression against popular move-
ments at home and abroad. The
carclukers of imperialism must be

stopped.

(b) ROTC is a class privilege—
it is available only Lo lhose scg-
ments of the middlec and working
classes who can go lo college.
ldcologically, it strengthens the
view that ordinary working people
in America arc unworthy to guide
the nation’s destiny.

(¢) Even in the class privileged
conlext ROTC people are op-
pressed, ROTC can only be scen
as an allernative to an cyen worse
reality—the drafi,?®

Wilh campus organizalions across Lhe
country, SDS was rcadying lor ils at-
tack. Clearly, reform was nol its inten-
tion. The plan was one of cscalaling
“mini” actiong to help huild conscious-
ness and to dramatize the issue. The
report said: “Beginning with guerrilla
theatre actions in dorms we can cscalate
to distupl classcs, street marches, quick
assaulls on buildings, cte., hefore mov-
ing Lo the major confrontation of the
struggle,”™ ¢

On four ocecasions the facilities of the
Naval ROTC unit at the University of
California at Berkeley were hurned or
hombed; the NROTC units aL Columbia,
Harvard, Stanford, the University of
Michigan, the University ol Texas, and
the University of Washinglon were simi-
larly attacked. Stanford’s NROTC build-
ing was totally destroyed, and damage
to the Uniyersity of Washington’s
NROTC building was estimated at
$110,000.27

At Harvard University SDS used the
demand Lo abolish ROTC to further
support and build its movement to end
the Victnam war. For many of the
faculty members, however, the central
publicly stated issuc with ROTC was
whether or not ROTC conrses “mea-
sured up” to the high intellectual stan-
dards of the university. But this was not
relevant to SDS; it wanted Harvard
faculty mcmbers to take a political
stand, a stand that would say thal
Harvard was “nol willing to aid and abet
the American government’s aggression
in Vietnam.™™®

Al Harvard, the Student-Faculty
Committee (SFAC) proposed removing
acadcmic ercdit [rom ROTC courses,
while the university’s Committee on
Educational Policy presented a resolu-
ion to the [aculty to upgrade the
academic content of ROTC courses so
that they would conform to the school’s
academic standards, The facully passed
the SFAC resolution, but the adminis-
lration apparcutly wanted Lo relain
ROTC for it hegan to negotiate with the
Pentagou to fiud a way to continue the
program. SDS intensified the struggle
for having ROTC abolished by making
specific demands on Harvard, including
those concerning universily cxpausion,
htack studies, and amnesty for students
who had been disciplined for previous
protests. Then SDS voled Lo scize Uni-
versily llall. Such disruptive tacties were
repeated al other schools,

Criticisms of ROTC. Not all uni-
versity groups crilical of the ROTC
program Llook such radical stunds. For
cxample, the Student Commitlee on
Undergraduate lidneation (SCUL) al the
University of Pennsylvania published a
teporl in 1968 which did not couch its
arguments in anlimilitary or antiwar
terms, but rather strongly crilicized the
instruclors, lexthooks, curriculum, out-
side obligations of students, and the
limitation placed on the student’s politi-
cal expression and activity.
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"The report said:

SCUE conlends that the eon-
tractual obligation assumed by the
University undergraduales  in
ROTC programs scriously infringe
upon their status as students and
the atatus of the University as an
open forum. The University owes
the student a free, ncutral en-
vironment, The student in his
junior year, for example, must
always be capable of substantially
altering or rejecting opinions and
affiliations that he formed in his
sophomore year. The ROTC pro-
grams, however, foree students
intlo a mold formed by the inter-
aclion of legal, linancial, and mili-
tary striclures. In this sense, the
student is deprived of his right Lo
change and Lo experiment, In ad-
dition, the University loses ils
objectlivity by sanclioning,
through aceredilation, the
presence of the programs on cam-
pus.*®

Arthur M. Schlesinger demonstrales
how confused some [faculty members
can become with his allack on mililary
training:

The nationwide conlroversy
that is raging over Lhe question of
military training in the colleges
illustrates again how conlused our
thinking has hecome in regard Lo
cducation. The whole system of
goldier Lraining rtesls upon Llhe
complete snbjection of one man’s
will to lhat of another. Il we
accept the premise thal the pri-
mary reason for sludents going Lo
college is Lo learn how Lo use Lheir
minds, anything which aclually
deleats this purpose, however
desirable in itself, is Lo be con-
demned, [t would seem elear,
thercfore, that military training,
whether compulsory or voluntary,
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has no place in a university that is
conscerated Lo the ideal of eulli-
vating individual initiative, inde-
pendent thinking, and intellectual
lczuicrship.s 0

One  wonders bow wmany ROTC
classes Prolessor Sehlesinger had at-
tended or how many military students
he had talked with to warrant wriling
snch a comment, As a former instructor
of Naval Seicnce at the University of
Washinglon, this writer finds no justifi-
cation or validily in Schlcsinger’s con-
demnation of military training. In fact,
what military inslructors stress most to
their students is their need to develop
individual initialive, independent think-
ing, and a wide runge of leadership
traits, ineluding intellectual leadership.
IFor Sehlesinger lo ¢ven conceive Lhat
the goals of military Llraining in
America’s universilics are anything less
than preparing young men flor dedicated
service, with the highest sense ol per-
sonal honor and inlegrity, is cvidence
that the military seevices have failed Lo
educale the educators,

A pro-ROTC view was expressed by
the Student Senale at the University of
Cincinnali where a student proposal to
abolish ROTC because its programs are
“antithetical to the purpose and via-
bility of an educational institution” was
voled down 22 to 5. The student
commillee assigned Lo investigate
ROTCs tole in the university found
that ROTC did conlribule o cach of the
universily’s objcctives: “| ROTC] pre-
serves and direminates knowledge now
available in the arts, scienees and various
professional arcas important to modern
life; educales men and women by ex-
ample and tcaching, for a fuller and
richer life as responsible citizens; scrves
the community and the public at large,”
John Appel, student chairman of the
commitlee, underseored a major and
perhaps decisive point which favors the
continuance of the ROTC on the cam-
pus when he explained that the military
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courscs arc cleelives so “there is abso-
lutely no cocrcion™ involved in Llaking
them 5*

A teport prepared by ROTC students
presents another valid rveason for con-
tinuing ROTC regardless of the pres-
surcs placed upon Lhe universily by Lhe
radical anliwar groups:

Thosc who ohjcet to the inclu-
sion ol military scienee in the
liberal arts curriculum on the basis
that it is not “humanistic or aca-
demic™ assign Lhese words very
narrow  limils, They misunder-
stand the esscntial natire of
Humanism and of a libcral arls
cducation. The [irst Humanisls
were those who found execitement
in the study of Man in all his
aspecls, his capacity lor love and
for violencc, his desire Lo domi-
nate and his willingness to serve,
and his passion for knowledge.®?

Blue Ribbon Review. As with the
draft laws, a spceial committec was
cstablished by the Goverument lo re-
view the entire ROTC program. In a
report to Lhe Scerctary of Defense in
September 1969, the committee con-
cluded that

...on the assumption that the
armed lorees will be generally of
the same order of magnilude as
those prior to the inlervention in
the Victnam war and that ROTC
will continue to provide officers
primarily for Lhe active florces
(currently ROTC supplies more
than half of the regular officers)
as well as [or the reserve forces, its
conlinuanee on eampus is clearly
in the national interest,® 3

The commitiee addressed 1ls review
to the hasie questions, c.g.,

I. Is there a bebier means than
ROTC of edueating snch officers?

2. Is there any basic academic im-
propricly in governmental use ol col-
leges and universities as sites for military
education?

3. Are there adjustments which
should be made by the scrvices to iusure
a greater cooperation ou the part of
academic administrators, [acultics, and
students?

4. Arc Lthere accommodations whbich
should bc made by the lacultics, admin-
istralors, and studcnls ol universilics
and colleges Lo assurc the Nalion this
valuable source of commissioned ofli-
cers?® 4

As noted carlier the committee did
recommend that ROTC be conlinued
but it also urged:

.. .onc overriding priorily
must be recognized, namely Lhe
nationat scenrity of the coun-
try. ... Without natlional sccurity
we have no basis for pursuing our
multiple and diverse activitics.
The mnational governmenl can
properly look lo public institu-
tions, supporled as they are by
the laxpayer, Lo provide leader-
ship in safeguarding the cnlire
population. Nor can the nalion’s
privalely supported universities be
exempted from a part in the
responsihility. Their tax excmpl
status in  ilsclf conslilules a
nolable government subsidy, and
many ol them rcecive extensive
slale and federal subventions.
Where not bound by [ederal or
state legislation, cach instilution
must make ils own decision with
regard to ROTC in accordanee
with its own proeesses and priori-
tics, bul in the interest both of
national security and a general
service to socicly, the committee
believes that there is a strong case
for the ROTC program on the
college and university cumpus.55
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The committee wenl a long way, by
its recommendations, in smoothing over
the problems that have long bothered
universities  and  Lheir  lacullies, For
example, the commitlee recommended
that the universily and the services
coopetalively develop the ROTC cur-
riculum rather than  permitting the
Secretary of each mililary department
Lo prescribe the eurriculum, thal con-
tinued elTorts be made to develop betler
malerials Lo use the studenl’s time and
cllorl Lo hesl advanlage so thal aca-
demie credit can Dbe assigned for cach
course, and thal conlracls and regnla-
Lions within the separate ROTC pro-
grams be thoroughly reviewed and stan-
dardized il possible.> ¢

In Lackling the ery of many who urge
ROTC o abolish deill from the campus
beeause i is “an obvious symbol of
‘militarism’ or ‘regimentation” inappro-
priate Lo a liberal arts college environ-
menl,” the commitlee said: . . . drill is
an inlegral part of the military. The
suggeslion Lhat the wmilitary has no
regimenialion would be as Talse as Lo
suggest Lhat the military can accomplish
its mission without fighting,™”?

Seerelary of Delense Melvin Laird
has approved wl the commilles™ recom-
mendations excepl one, which ealled for
the Federal Government Lo pay for the
institutional costs of ROTC and which
necded further study.

Implementation of the commillee’s
recommendations will eerlainly improve
the ROTC program and military rela-
tions with Lhe universitics, Bul no
amounl of revision has heen able o
convinee some universitics of the neces-
sity of ROTC. As of February 1970,
five of the prestigious casl coust schools
—larvard, Columbia, Browu, Darl-
mouth, and Tolts -had  decided  that
ROTC must go. Additionally, there arce
schools which have decided that no
credil will be granted for any ROTC
courses—Cornell, Princcton, Stanford,
Yale, Virginia, and Pennsylvania®® Al
these campuses, Lthe no-credil decision
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may well mean the death knell for
RRTOC unless the program can be made
llexible enough to meet both the mili-
tary needs and those of the university,

The protests against ROTC demon-
strale Lwo importanl [actors which must
be considered when evaluating the po-
tential of any protest movement. The
questions Lo be asked are: (1) Is the
slalus quo reusonable, or are changes
necessary? (2) Are there clements of
power which need Lo be educated as Lo
the value of what ight be protested?

In the case of ROTC, it is evidenl
that a revitalizalion ol the prograom was
nceded. The old practice of autonomy
never was compalible with the univer-
sily environmenl and eould have been
modilicd years carlier withoul degrading
the military courses. And as facully
senales gained more and more power
within U university structure, an cdu-
cation program could have been started
to “sell” the facully the importanee of
ROTC as a vital inpul Lo the national
defense. lror years the ROTC operated
under Lhe assumplion that it could call
the shots, and therelore little elforl was
expended 1o eonvinee the [acully that
the military courses did “measure up.”

V—ANTIMILITARISM IN
THE UNITED STATES

We have seen that the escalation of
the Vietnam war in 1905 hrought loud
and often violenl anliwar protests from
the college eampuses throughoul the
United States. By 1969, however, Lhe
broad bipartisan consensus Lhal charac-
lerized American foreign policy for lwo
decades alter World War 1l had been
overcome by  widespread, Diparlisan
confusion. In some quarters America’s
forcign poliey was under severe atlack;
politicians had begun reversing them-
sclves which only led to Turther con-
fusion. The f(rustrations and disillusion-
ment with Vietnam had finally taken
their toll. A Time-l.ouis Harris poll in
May 1909 showed Lhal Americans were
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no longer willing to resist overt Commu-
nisl aggression against U.S. allies: only
26 percent would support such resis-
tance in Berlin, 25 pereent in Thailand,
and 27 pereent in Japan.! This change
in direction had, however, long heen
advocaled by Lhe antiwar segments of
the college campug who saw Vietnam as
an internal slruggle of no concern Lo Lhe
United -States or who saw the loss of
Victnam to communism as no threat to
the balance of power and 1.8, national
sceurily. Hather, the necd they saw was
o reduce U.S. commitments overscas
and to increase spending within the
United States Lo improve Lthe conditions
of life. Because of Lthe Government’s
actions in Vietnam, the accusalion was
thal the Unitcd States was militaristic,

Militarism has long connoted a domi-
nation of Lthe military man over the
civilian and has been viewed as a wasle
of a nation’s hcst manpower in un-
productive army service. When a eoun-
try imposes heavy burdens on its people
for military purposes, to the neglect of
its gcoplc’s welfare, it is ealled militaris-
hie.

The thinkers of the Enlightenment of
the 18th cenlury probably huve heen
the most eritical ol the use of military
strength to achicve objectives. Diderol
objected to monarchics which, to pre-
serve Lheir power, subordinated every-
thing to the military. Montesquicu de-
nouuced as an cpidemic the desire of
kings to enlarge their forecs endlessly Lo
keep the pcace, but which in realily
only led to poverty and degradation.
Voltaire was far sharper in his criticism,
tte called soldiers hired murderers and
the scum of the nation. Rousscau said
armics were Lhe pests which depopu-
lated Europe; he advocated requiring
every cilizen Lo be a soldier from duly,
bul noue by profession. Kant voiced the
hope that standing armics would come
to an end, for “they threaten other
slales continually with war by their
readiness Lo appear always ready lor

war.”?

Today, crilics of military power
again arc warning againat what they
perceive Lo be exeesses in militarism,
Senator J. William [ulbright cautions:

With military expenditures pro-
viding the livelihood of some 10%
of our work foree; with 22,000
major corporate delense contrac-
tors and another 100,000 sub-
contraclors; with defense plants
and installutions located in 363 of
the 435 Congressional districts;
with the Department of Defense
spending 7.5 hillion dollars on
research  and  development  in
1909, making it the largest con-
sumer of rescarch oulput in the
nation—millions of Americans
whose only inlerest is in making a
deeent living have acquired 2
vested inleresl in an cconomy
gearcd to war. These henclits,
once ohlained, arc nol easily
parted with, Every new wceapons
system  or mililary installation
soon acquires a constitucney. The
process is aided and abeited hy
Lthe perspicacily with which Penta-
gon officials award lucrative con-
tracls and cstablish new plants
and installations in the distriets of
iniluential members of Congrcss.“

Even  military  professionals  have
taken the Government o task. Retired
Gen. David Shoup, former Commandant
ol the U.8. Marine Corps, said reeently:
“Militarism in America is in full bloom
and promises a fulure of vigorous sclf-
pollination—unless the blight of Viet-
nam reveals thal militarism is morc a
poisonous weed than a glorious hlos-
S()m.”s

John Kenncth Galbraith is one of the
leading advocales of gelting the “mili-
tary-industrial complex™ under control
to prevent further growth of mililarism,
He proposes Congress do this by cstah-
lishing a Military Audit Commission Lo
serve as a walchdog on political negolia-
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tions and be staffed with “experts™ who
would speak with an authoritative voice
on weapons systems and insure that
approval would not be given for arma-
ments that only add to international
tension or compelilion or serve the
prestige of the services or the profits of
their suppliers. lle calls getting the
military-industrial complex under con-
trol the political issue of our time, and
he is championing the cause by trying (o
keep Congress in a vigilant, eritical, and
aroused mood.

America has not always been militar-
istic—if it is that today. Amecricans
inherited the British distrust of large
prolessional standing armies, regarding
them as a threat Lo their hiberties. But
then, America could afford such a dis-
lrusl in its carly years beeause il was
faced with few wars and world involve-
ment.” Pre-20th eentury Americans had
strong [eclings against military proles-
sionalism. The Regular Army was little
more than a token force. Conseription
was despised and rejected until the Givil
War. Even in the Civil War the draflees
were secondary to the volunteers.®

Although professional wiilitary offi-
cers often take the brunt of any
criticism of the “system,” civilians con-
trol and direct the military. Thus, lay
militarists are defined as eivilians who
“unquestioningly  emhrace  military
values, clhos, principles, atti
tudes . .. land who| ... dedicate the
nation’s resources Lo war, with the
incvitability and advocacy ol war always
presumed.”™

Auother way ol looking al military
power would he to recognive il as a
deterrence and a relianee on strength to
defend one’s country and valuc systen,
World War 1 Secretary of War Newlon
Baker provides some perspective to Lhe
problern of having resources dedicated
to armaments and armies:

[ feel no alarm on the subjeet
ol militarism in Amcrica. . . . Mili-
tarism is a philosophy; it is the
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designation given to a selfish or
ambitious political system which
ukes arns as 4 means of accom-
plishing ita objects. The mobiliza-
tion and arming of a democracy in
defense of the principles on which

it i founded...is an entirely
dilferent thing,'®

World War [l saw the Nation mo-
bilired after Japan’s atiack on Pearl
Harbor. The call then was [or “tolal
victory™ against both Nazi Germany and
Japan; there was little debate over the
necessity of such action. But soon alter
the “total victory” was achicved, paci-
fiats, socialists, and liberale began Lo sec
dangers in the extended role given Lo
defense considerations, Supreme Court
Justice William 0. Douglas saw greal
problems with the new cmphasis. He
warned that as a result of the U.S.
military-mindedness there was less room
for debate—less room [or argumeut-less
roont [or persuasion—than in almost any
period in history."!

Disillusionment  with the Vietnam
war brought criticism Lo the U.S. clfort
to usc military foree Lo further the
values of [reedom and seli-determina-
tion. The eriticism came [rom those in
the highest levels of Government, the
people in the urban ghetto, and from
the college campuses. Lt is dilficult o
determuine  the motivations for cach
group’s responsc, but the young people
horn between 1945 aud 1950, the tur-
bulent youth gencration ol today, do
have a rational reason; they bave had no
authentic expericnee with war or cold
war. llitler and Stalin are no more Lo
thew than historical ligurcs. Thus by
their actions it would appear that the
noisy representatives ol the younger
gencration are devoid of the historical
awareness needed in establishing ade-
quate national defenses and  meeting
commilments its Government had
agreed Lo around the world, Because
these young people have little historical
perspecitve, it is casy Lo sce, as Hay-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/7

36



Leber: The Genesis of Antimilitarism on the College Campus: A Contempora

94 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

mond Aron has said: “There is a danger
that everylhing will begin all over again
beeanse in their cyes everything begins
with them, ”!?

There is o growing antimilitaristie
attitude in the United States today, and
it 18 reflected in the comments of the
Nation’s leaders. Some cxamples hy
those who feel mosl strongly would
include the [ollowing slalements:

Senator George S. MeGovern:

The lessons learned from Vietnam
are (1) the new recognition of the
limitations of military power and
(2) that military judgments are
nnreliable.!?

Representative Richard N. Goodwin:

It will not do Lo blame the gen-
crals. Foree is their business. [t
was rather Lhe civilian lcadership
which crcated this machine and
gave it the Lools Lo justify and
explain and provide hoth the togic
of fear and that exolic language of
stralegic theory which is used lo
halfle commou sense.*

Retired Gen. William Wallace IFord:

The war in Vielnam has divided
our people and weakened our
military strength because of that
division. You eannot creale dis-
enchantment among nearly all the
youth of the country and expect
to have a strong military pos-
ture.'®

Senator Gaylord A, Nelson:

We arc reacting badly, as a coun-
Iry, lo our young people. We run
around asking, “What’s wrong
with the kids?” It isn’t what’s
wrong with the kids, it’s whal’s
wrong with the country. They are
refleeting what is wrong with the
country. ... They are sick and

tired of being involved in a war in
Victnamn for which we have not
yet figured out a purpose, . . . The
firsl issue raised by sludents in the
past years has heen Vielnam, be-
cause thalt is immediale and re-
fleets their rejection of the mili-
tarizalion of this and other coun-
trics. But the second issue ollen
raised is: Whal are we doing to Lhe
ait? What are we doing to the
water of the conntry? What are
we doing o the hcauty of Lhe
nation?!

Professor Richard A. Falk:

.+« the only positive clfecl of the
Victnam war has been to give the
youth of Amecrica an invaluable
learning experiecnce. Vielnam has
led the young to question why
they are being asked to make
scnseless sacrifices, 7

The young people had indecd heen
asking why during the sixtics. And there
is no reason Lo believe that youth will
stop their questioning in the ncar fu-
ture.

YI-CONCLUSIONS

College students have demonstrated
during the 1960’ that they can indeed
he a potent force. In the universily,
allention now is being given Lo restruc-
luring the entire system, The ouleome
of Lhis action is still unknown, but the
first steps are being Laken, and student
protests can elaim much ol the credil.
But change in the universily is nol the
aim of Lhe radical New T.eft. The rool
causes for student unrest will un-
doubledly persist for ycars Lo come—
including 1.5, involvement in Vietnam
—and student discontent will therefore
remain, with prolests againal all per-
ccived injustices  within socicly con-
tinning. Whether these protests will be
violenl and destruclive under the
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sponsorship of the New Left revolution-
arics is not possible to predict with
accuracy. However, violence will ulti-
mately prove counterproductive as non-
violent activists see the futility of such
actions. The collapse of the radical and
destructive behavior of the New Left
can be hastened if the older generation
will commit itsell to the ideals of
democracy and demonstrate with posi-
tive programs that it recognizes the
validity of the legitimate grievances in
the student protests. Where the im-
maturity and inexperience of the young
people disqualify them from making
sound judgments, those in .authority
should stand firm. Yet every oppor-
tunity should be taken to permit youth
to assume responsibilities in the areas
that affect their personal lives and to
include students in the actual decision-
making process when their viewpoint
will add to the owverall worth of such
decisions. To err on the side of over-
representation of students would not be
an error. Adults should never forget that
youth desperately needs and wants in-
spired leadership—not from its pucrs,
but from adults. In fact, it will be the
responsible adult activist who will in-
spire youth most. Certainly we must be
careful to avoid condemning all pro-
tests. Robert Kennedy once said: “We
must not tolerate dissent, we must
demand it.” This theme is vital to
maintain a vaible society.

The antimilitaristic mood of the
Nation today is considered the in-
evitable outcome of a frustrating and
unpopular war. This reaction is natural,
and the pendulum will swing back only
when Americans perceive a more direct
threat to their own borders. Yet, for the
Nation’s leadership to fail to educate
the American people that military ussis-
tance, in men, money and material, will
be a continuing requircment would be a
mistake that could mean the loss of
world leadership. Because of the present
antimilitzu-istic mood, a program needs

develo(Ped and fostered w
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reminds Americans of the worldwide
commitments the United States has
undertaken. Although future involve-
ments of American troops abroad will
probably require congressional approval
and popular support, it will be necessary
first to vividly portray the threat and
the actual death and destruction of our
allics before Americans will be ready to
commit themselves lo another limited
war. And once committed, Americans
must be continuously educated Lo the
realities of such warfare; if this is not
done, protest similar to those experi-
enced during the Vietnam war will
follow. Because each person is a product
of his experience, the events that sur-
round the youth of today as they
proceed inte adulthood will continue to
have an impact on their viewpoint for
years to come. Today’s political leaders
came to political consciousness when
the concern was to contain fascism and
then comraunism. The perceived threat
was convincing. But today’s youth
visualizes no such threat and has not
been convinced of the existence of any
threat.
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Thus, America {aces two vital issucs
in the coming yecars. First, the validity
of the legitimate gricvances of youth
must be rccognized with maximum par-
ticipation by youth themsclves used to
correet society’s wrongs. We have seen
in the sixties that student activism,
whether considered the result of or the
cause of social discontent, can play a
major role in mobilizing students to
action, Onee activated, small dissident
groupe arc able to stir up much larger
audiences beeause demoeracy, freedom,
and capitalism are not perecived as just
in actual practice. Unless a coneerted
effort is made to resell the cfficacy of
these idcals and to demonstrate commit-
ment to them, youth will have the
ammunition to eontinue their attack
upon socicty. The conclusion that stu-
dent protests arc ouly a temporary
phenomenon eaused by the frustrations
of the Vietnam war is not supported by
the research done for this paper. Pro-

tests against the military may disappear
as the Vielnam war ends and as draft
laws arc further revised, bul activism
itsclf has proved a uscful tactie and will
not be abandoned rapidly.

Seeond—and it may be premature to
draw this conelusion—il appeuars that
beeause of the inercasingly antimilitaris-
tic mood developing in the Uniled
Stalcs, America laces the danger of
being unprepared for fulure wars. De-
fense of onr frecdom does not come
cheaply. Decisions being made today to
decrcase present defense spending for
other important and competing pro-
grams must not downplay or cradicate
the conlinuing threat of communism. I
our present low-posture foreign policy
negates the existence of a threat in the
minds of our citizens and if we do not
recreate the mandate for maintaining a
eredible military prepared for the worst,
it is casy to loresce a deeline of the
United States as a world power,
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