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IHTRCOUCTTON

Chants of "Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Min ., . . NLF is gonna win," preccde
a railroad spike smashing through lhe huge siwoked glass window of the
Tibrary wing where a scholar poras cver reference works. The fragrance
of blossoms is overwhelred by nushrooming clouds of tear gas from cap-
nisters JTived by Sherif{'s Deputies corduning the campus. Helmeted
police with riot sticks rush students. Students dash to new points of
confronlation in a "Danse Macabre™through the gathering darkness of a
warm Spring evening.  Crisis reaction meetines are taking place behind
doors closed io rampeging mobs of sludents. Academic colleagues bitterly
assail cne enothier with verbal cennonades. -

It was apparcnt that the mood of the students from the Tate 1960's
to the spring of 1970 was poiitical. There was an accelergtion of anti-
war protesi and palifticy) movemants during this perdeg, In addition,
this mood of "activism and desire for change was shared by many faculty
members. At Stanford University this period was characterized by con-
troversy, deep divisions within the University community, disruption of
classes, student strikes, and the presence of uniformed police on campus.

In this environment of turbulence and violence, a major decision
was reached to remove ROTC from Stanford. It was a decision that
raiscd questions concerning the legitimacy of the governing vole of the
Board of Trustees, the president, the faculty, and the students. [t
caused a crisis in the decision-meking process and an altering of the
power structure of the University. It extended beyond the single topic
of ROTC, beyond the question of legitimate authority, to include such

matters as the ethics of classified rescarch, rivalry between academic




disciptines, and the very fundamentel question of academic freedom.

In short, ROTC was the victim of a broader strugglc -- a confrontation
of groups polarized by the Vietnamese war and other conflicting social
values. It was o situation ready-made for a classical struggle of
competing interest groups for power and influence.

Qur goal is to identify and aralyze, from a political perspec-
tive, the decision-making processes that produced the "ROTC decision."
He benin with an exploraticon of the Staufoard docision-making systom and
proceed to describe the “political perspective." ¥e can then turn to

the events for an intensive analysis and appropriate conclusions.

THE STAMFORD DECISION- MAKIRG SYSTEM

An analysis of decision-making al Stanford cannot occur without

ool
bend B

som2 prior knowledoe of the farms? University systen for dnstiluti

2

decision-making. The major componénts of the system are diagrammed in
Figure I. The two principle decision-making bodies in the ROTC Qecision
were the office of the president and the faculty governing body (Senate
and Academic Council). The historical deve1opmént and pattern of inter-
action of these two entities are described in this section, (The reade
may find it helpful to refer back to Figure I as the discussion pro-
gresses).

The tradition of a strong presidency was assured both by the
Founding Grant and the appointment by Senator Leland Stanford of the
University's first president, David Starr Jordan. The Founding Grant
proscribed that the Board of Trustees would give the president necessary

power to "control the educational part of the University to such an extent
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that he may justly be held responsible for lhe course of study therein
and for the good conduct and capacity of the professors and teachers.”
The Board of Trustees had alsn delegateod to the president additional
authority to manecae the day-to-day operations of the physical plant end
the adirinistration of the University's extensive business ectivities,

Figure I: Stanford Decisien-Making System
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0f the several sirong presidents Stanford has hed since Jordan,

J. Hallace Sterling, avpointed in 19419, had a most profound and far-
reaching impact. He and his provost, Frederick Terman, literally remade
Stanford, and, 1. the process, it wes ineviteble that many traditions
would crumite.

The 1960's under Sterling's administration were the most dramatic
Years in the history of the University. Durinn this decade the enrollment
rose from £,786 co 11,599 studenis, the nurber of faculty members doubdled,
and the oserating budaet wore than tripled to over 130 million dollars.
Stanford becam2 an outstanding, internationsl university almost overnight.

Butl ihere were other conscauences wirich becare more disturbing
with every passing year. HMHuch of Stanford's 8,000 acre cambhus is not
deveted 1o acade:.ic purposeg, Accordingly, the Sterling-Terman pelicy
to maximize the revenu2-producing aualities of Stanford's land rescurce
through long-term leasing arrangements with private enterprise was develi-
oped. This had the result of aligning Stanford and itg administrators
with powerful business interests. The disproportionate rapid expansion
of science and technology on the campus, coupled with the solicitation
of federal research funds, linked Stanford closely with the Federal
government.

The Sterlina-Terman policies also had a profound effect on campus
governance. The University had becomc too big and too diverse to be run
directly from the president's office with a 1imited administrative staff.
Many of the new faculty members had yet to develop a strong identification
with Stanford; thus their first allegiance was with their discipline, their
second with the professoriate. However, vhere faculty mstters vere rele-

vant, Stanford professors increasingly desired a share in decision-making.
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Students also desired to share in this University decision-maling. As a
veteran Stanford presidential advisor recalls,
There was a change in the air. . . . As the Vietnam War
star?ed‘there was a growing cqngernﬂbqth qmong‘thc facu]%y
and émong the students for participation in governance.

Dr. Steriing responded by increasing the staff of his oifice and
later by commissioning a major review of Stanford's educational policies
called the Study of Education at Starford (S£S). This study, completed in
1967-¢8, recomrended 2 conveyance of areater povier to the faculty. This
resulted in creation of the Faculty Senate.

¥hen Dr. Kennelh Pitzer assuincd the presidency in December of 1968,
he irherited an office and administration quite unlike the one held by
Dr. Sterling., He found “. . . [the] erosion of presidential pewer . . :

causad great difficulties."

The e-owing need for rapid and effective
decision-making, the decentralization of power, and Dr. Pitzer's lack of
familiarity with the changes in University governance and the forces behind
them meant that even greater responsibility for decision-making would neces-
sarily shift to the faculty.

However, it is worth noting that even priar to this period, the
Stanford Taculty had not been totally powerless, at least in theory. From
1891 until 1904 there was a loosely knit governmental organization of the
' teaching staff which included a University Council {comprised of all mem-
bers of the teaching staff and chief administrative officials), University
committees, and departmentalized faculties. 1In 1904 the University had
become a firm reality, and !rs. S£anford relinquished her founding grant

powers to a self-perpetuating Poard of Trustees. The Board of Trustees was

concerned over the amount of control which had been deleqated to the




presidency during the infancy of the University and the absence of the
faculty in governing affairs. Thus, they sought a structure which would
invoive the faculty more fully in the aflairs of the Universiiy. They
recognized that lack of faculty participation would wooL stifle the
sense of responsibility. Public spirit dies when we [faculty] are debarred
from public actiui. Professors are interested in their depariinents but
nobody excenpt the president considers officially the whole university or
particirates officially in its control .3 )

The trustees deliberately soudht a system of faculty participation
in Yniversily affeirs which would lessen the chonce of hasty action by the
president and yet provide nimwith a group of officially elected counselors
{rath~r than persenal eppoiniees) with whom to consuit about the internal
operclion of tho institution. The truslees, as busy men of affairs,
saucht to establish a form of operatiss which weuld not necessitate thelr
involverent in intemal matters.

In 1904 the trustees approved the establishment of an Academic
Council in place of the University Council and thus added political flesh
to the inelfective skeleton of faculty government wlhich had operated under
the firm controlggf the president. The supremacy of the Academic Council

was made "definite and clear" and it claimed responsibility “"for the

internal administration of the University, . . . subject to the powers

4 Part of this authority can be seen

and duties vested in the trustees.”
in the way the existing committees were specificelly designated as com-
mittees of the Academic Council, subject to instruction from and required

to report to the Council rather than to the president. The departmentalized
faculties were levt unchanged except that they too were required to accept

their instruction from and report to the Council.
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Whether the president considered this new Taculty organization
as a serious constraint to nis powers and Lo his personal siyle of
operation is not known but Dr. Jordan did write at onc point that "there
are two universities, the one as seen by the faculty, the other as seen
by the Baard. [ try o rice both herses as it ware. They will coelesce
sooner or later but 1 may fall in betueen."s Kenneti Pitzer way have
had similar sentiments in 1970.

Littie else occurred to drastically alter the facully structure
for the next 54 years until in 1968 the nced Lo reflect the increased
size and complexity of the faculty and the university itself resu]t@d in
a revision of their governmentel system. But, as we have noted, the
tradition of facully preragative and avtoncny in dealing with affsirs of
the university was firmly cstaeblished and sanctioned by the trustees.
That the faculty seldom chuse o exercise this rvesponsibility i5 simitar
in the pattern of faculty governments throughout the nation. Concern with
professionalization and research, the withdrawal of faculty from opera-
tional concerns and the relative stability (if not affluence) of the
American collegiate system all permitted the faculty to take a complacent
rear seat and rely on the hopefully strong leadership of the president of
the institution.

Hith the beginning of the st?dent activist movement in the early
sixties the Stanford faculty, along with their colleagues on other cam-
puses, was called upon to review iis relationship with the institution it
served. A new awareness of socCial conscience and commitments saw the

development of & new Articles of Ordanization of the Faculty and a

Charter of the Senate. Ratified by the Board of Trustees in 1968 the

reorganization reconfirmed the power of the faculty to make internal
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institutional decisions. It also provided for a Senate. This body was
to be in additgon to the Academic Council (which included all members of
the professoriate) with a mwembuy:hip to be Lased on major constitucncies
and assigned according to the nusowey of students and the numbcr of faculty
merhers accecicled with cach schenal op denartnent. The Senate became the
operaticnai brauch of the faculty ngeverngental structure, A Couwmittee
on Coumittoos, resuodlible to the Suiete and Lc the Academic Council.
ves oreaterd to handlie Lhe appcintwgnl‘ot faculiy monbers to working com-
mittees . y(See Fiaure =1),
I{ vas Mrestdert Sterline who presided over this recrganization,
Aoting Iy ~ident Gloser imnlten.nicd the structure and Presidoent-designale
Pilzer inherited it in a nevly roused state.  The educitional literstwre
of the siybies exhortod facultics to concorn themselves with the Tutures
of their ¢olloge: and universities and te bring their professional wic-
dom to bear not only on the sociely but on the institutions which they
had neglected over the years. This the Stanford faculty was attempting .
to do using long dormant powers and previously delegated responsibilities.
These changes intensificd already widely differing perspectives
of University goals held by the various elements of the campus community.
The situation was ripe then for one sociologist's contention "that to
the extent thal oreanizational goals are diffuse or lacking in clarity
and to the extent that multiple, possibly conflicting, goals are being

pursued, the organization will lack the rational, basis for making . . .

critical decisions."6

11
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COLCEPTUAL MORELS FOR ORCANIZATIOUAL DECESTIGH-MAKTIRG ANALYSES

Before we hegin a reconstruction of the events rvesulting in the
end of ROTC at Stanford, we must digress to cxamine the various means oy
orgenizationa) enalysis. The analytical tools we select will largely
determine our success et identifyinga the crucial variables underlying the
Stenford decision to ousl ROTC. Aprendix B contains o detailed description
of the throo mast promitent theorotical models Lo analyze ongoing organi-
zational processes.

As w2 note thorein, althouch all three models apnly in some
reseacts Lo University palicy forietion anc decision-wioking, che nature
of the Univorsity and particulerly Stanford Universily in the late 1900's,
suogests that ihe political model will be ihe most effective analytical
tooi. .

Tl vmnes o= & moys dlaad Lam e % R I e B N LY L1
hovever, 1o say that we ave going to use a poiitical wadel with-

t."'l

out further gqualification is anslaaous to a customer telling a suit
salesman he wants a suit without specifying worsted material, patch
pockets, and other details that are needed. Ve use a systems approach to
serve as & framework for the details and the organizina concepts in the
political modal.

The canonical systems model is showm in Figure 2.

Figure 2: General Systems Hodel
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The "system" in this analysis is the decision-making entities at
the University and the outputs are decisions {and in particular the ROTC
decision}. The inputs in the general systems model are relevant para-
meters such as capital, labor, raw materials, and environmental factors
thet are procassed by the "system" to produce the output. The purrose of
the overlyina model (retional man, bureaucratic, or political) is to serve
as a sieve to deteyminz in particular yhat inputs the analyst should con-
sider as well as some indicotion of the inner machinations of the "system"
to produce the output.

Thus, archetypic inputs for @ rationil man model wight include
value structure, decision alternatives, probehility assignments, and the
like. An analyst, using a bureavcratic model would consider inputs such
as hierarchial arranqorenls, precedents, and stindard onerating procedures.
In eontrast, using @ political modc], the inputs gpe the goals and tactics
of the competing political coalitions that attempt to influence the

"system," the decision-making bodies at Stanford.

Freauently the analyst is not concerncd with the inner mechanisms
that map the input set into the output set. In addition, as noted,

environmental factors are normally considered as inputs. However, the

analysis of the ROTC decision is considerably enhanced by expiicit repre-
sentation of the inputs, the decision~makiég system and an encircling ;
environment as shown in Figure 3.

A wiord or two of explanation is necessary regarding Figure 3. The
arrows from the input to the decision system show where the inputs “plugged”
into the system; the breadth of the arrow is a qualitative depiction of

the amount of effort the input groups expended on "plugging" into the

system. The divisions within the decision systems are barriers to flow of
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influence. The environment, affecling both input groups and the
decision-making system, is shown as an encompassing Sphere.

As a concrete exanple, DOD cxerted their greatest influence on
the President and the Administration with much lesser contsct with the
Board of Trustees and rone on the faculty. Thus, the pOD prossure was
filtered thyouch the President's office and was greatly reduced before
reaching the faculty decision-making bodies. In addition, the environ-
ment (Vietnarese Wer, liberal climate n the Bay Area, etc.) affected DOD
as ucll as the other plavers in the decision process. This amalgamated-
modified systers-politicel model ic the framework for our decision

anelysis,

POTIT-COURTERPOTI . THE CHRYLOLOGY OF EVINTS AND DECISIONS

A decision, particulariy a gecision reached by a complex organi-
zation such as a university, is not like an Olvipic race. There is no
gun to signal the start of the process, no bell lap to signif} the process
is close to finish, and no breaking of the tape to signify a completion.
Certainly no bells rang from Hoover Tower to announce the start of the
Stanford "ROTC decision” at the beginning of the summer Of 1964, Yet one
must begin somevhere, there must be some awareness of a need for a
decision. A collaboration during that summer betwzen Anne Kostelanetz,
Assistant Professor of English, and Joseph Sneed, Assistant Professor of
Philosophy, produced tha requisite awareness and resulted, some five years
later, in the cessation of ROTC activities at Stanford. This is our
beginning.

The Army ROTC had opened its doors in 1919, At that time the

University President, Rav Lyman M¥ilbur, stated:

15
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Qur University . . . thinks with pride of the mzn who are

representing it ir a1l branches of national service. .

It is most imortant for the tvpe of mar who comes to our

university toc realizc that he must allow his ccuntry to make

the fullest use of his developed and latent talents in

solving the intricete problems brouaht to the surface by the

var. . . .7

The Arin;y ROTC proecram became an accepted and traditional part of
the University and in 1946 was joined by a Mavy ROTC program and an Air
Force RITC progrem. In the 1960's a process of prefound environuental
change occurred vith grouing concern over U. S. foreign and domestic
policy. The Armed Services vere slow to react to this npew environment,
As a consequence, ROTC institutional hshavior, programs, and responses,
conditioned on the years of "tradition," were no longer appropriate. The
presence of ROTC, once considered @ matter of pride by an institution
desiring to serve its country, was now perceived by some as an albatross
arcund tiie vniversity's neck, pariicuiorly by the "nmew Lreed” of culieye
professor.
Professors Sneed and Kostelanetz, two yound and non-tenured mem-

bers of the School of Humanities and Science, were part of this "npew

breed." As Professor Kostelanetz, who was described as a "mini-skirted

tngtisn professm ™ by the San Francisco Chronic!e,8 statled:

A generation gap probably does exist between junior and

senior faculty, both at Stanford and throughout the nation.
The junior faculty, having come of age under Kennedy, believes
in rapid reforms. . . . Like many students, the junior faculty
often questions Bhe validity and justice of many existing laws
and regulations.

To initiate the reform of the ROTC, the two professors, during the
summer of 1968, collected data on the ROTC curriculum and ROTC faculty

credentials. Based on their analysis, they presented a proposal for
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consideration by the Faculty Senate during the fall of 1968. Apparently

the two collaborators thought their actions would discomfit the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Johnson Administration with no harm to the
University.10 professor Kostelanetz's publicly avowed wotivation for
the proposal vas, “"We sensed it [ROTC) was going to be controversial so
we acted to stop the rict."11 Events later proved that only the first
half of this statement was accurats.

The o professors carcfully framed their proposition so that it
fell within the domain of a faculty decision~making group. Professors
Sneed and Kostelanatz arguzd thet the ROTC program compromised the scaaemic

il
-

integrity ¢f Stanford's degrees and faculty, and it was . incomnatible
with the University's comnitnent to encourace the fice intellectual devel-
oprent of all its students. 12 The duo made a strong point that, ". . . we
heliove that ultimate responsibility for evaluating all University pro-
grams on these particular grounds properly lies exclusively with the
faculty" and ". . . we do so with the desire to focus on issues which are
undeniably the legitimate concern of Stanford faculty members, as faculty
members. There can be no doubt that our proposal is a proper matter for
consideration by the Academic Senate."13
The proposal, cosigned by eight other faculty members included

five "guidelines":

1. No academic credit for any Military Science Department

course.

2. Regular departments of the University could offer coursas
pertinent to Military Science.

3. No member of the staff of Military Science should be a
member of thelncademic Council.
. /
4. ROTC would be a voluntary activity on the campus.

17
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5. MNo Stanford faculty member or administrator, acting

for the University, could encourage student participation

in ROTC.

The Sneed/Kostelanetz proposal was presented to the Scnate on
Septenber 26, 1968, and the Senate, approving the spirit but not the full
details of the proposal, resolved that:

It is the sense of the Senate that the ROTC nrogram should

be altered but that prorer relations hetuween the ROTC

derartrents and Stanford way be establishad by review and

reform of the present rclations.
The Senzte resolution further created an implementing ad-hoc committee
{kncwn as the Cennolly Cownittee aftar its chaivman, Thomas J. Connolly,
Professor of Mechanical Engineering) to reporl back to the full Senate
no later than January 15, 19569 (later extended to February 15, 1969).

The University Administration at that time felt that the Senate

. embhasized ‘reform' as distinct from 'abolition,'" and was

". . . confident that this study [by the Ad Hoc Committee] will be con-
ducted in a fair and Jjudicious manner." 15

However, the Senate Committee on Committees, with perhaps
Machevallian intent and unheeding of the éld adage of never mixing the
shcep end the wolves, appointed an oddly dichotomous committee. The
Connolly Committee of nine members included on one side the Professor of
Naval Science, a student who was the Cadet Colonel in the Air Force ROTC,
and the Vice Provost, a ﬁgtrong believer” in the ROTC. The opposition
included Professor Kosté]anetz as well as other professors active in the
anti-war movement.

Thus it is not surprising that the conmittee split 6 to 3, with

i
both a majority and a minority report being returned to the Senate.

18




15

The ¥ajority Report defined the University as:

. . a community vhose members, including both faculty
and students, have a primary comnitment to the creation
and dissemination of knowledge, in an environment of free
intelleciual activity.16

The RBaport, measuring the military programs against this defirition, con-
cluded:
. . as & formal on-campus proqrah, sponsored, sanctioned,

and partially supported by Stanferd Ln1ver°1ty, the ROTC

program is not compatible with the University. Horeover,

this incompatibility is inherent in the very nature of the

ROTC progranms, and therefore canmnot be removed by various

changes which are from time to lime proposed.
(Se much for reform!)

The Hajority Committee Repori included eight rccomsencations:

1. After 2 transition period there would be no credit for
wilitary education,

2. Reaquired military training should no longer be offered
on the campus.

3. By thz end of the specified period, ROTC would be a
votuntary organization, and there would be no officiatl
encouragement to participate in ROTC.
(Recommendations 4, 6, and 6 pertain to the administrative process in a
transition period which was to end no later than the fall term of 1973).
7. During the transition, officers of the ROTC Unit would
carry the rank of Lecturer; after the fatl of 1973 no
rank would be accorded these officers.

8. The presently enr?11ed students would be able to complete
the ROTC program.

The Hinority Report emphasized the benefit to the nation and to
Stanford of the ROTC program, questioned the viability of an of f~campus

program, and recommended an upgraded on-campus ROTC program.
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The Committee reports were presented to the Senate on Februvary 13,
1969, only two days after release of the Committec's text. After a
three hour discussion, the Senate, by a 25-8 vote (of 43 voting members
present) moved to adopt Majority recommendations 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.
Recommendations 2 and 3 were referred to a joint faculty, administration,
student, Military Science Department committee which was to assist in
effecting the transition. 19

Score: Anti-ROTC 1
Pro-ROTC O

At this point a characteristic of the political decision-making

process emrrged: Mo decision is ever quite final., Support for ROTC

appeared -- some from unlikely sources. On February 2&, 1969 the student
body by a vete of 2,106 to 1,397 (of 11,400 students) approved a referen-
dum measure which stated, "ROTC has a legitimate placc on campus and
dageyves sunnort and credit froﬁ’ths University for all thuse parts of

the program that are of genuine academic interest.”20 In addition, 69
professors petitioned the Academic Senate to present the ROTC issue to

the full Academic Council at the requlerly scheduled April meeting.
Finally, the Board of Trustees urged President Pitzer to continue negotia-
tions with Defense Department officials "lcading to appropriate actions

which will improve and vitalize this important program.“Z]

Score: Anti-POTC 1
Pro-ROTC 1

The month of March, 1969 was a period of intense activity as each
side attempted to elicit support for their respective positions for the
critical April Academic Council meeting. Roughly 400 of more than 1,000
faculty members attend?d this Spring meeting. Motions to approve the

1
original Senate action (confirmation of the Connolly Committee Majority
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Report) and to recommit the matter to the Senate for reconsideration
were’defeated. Finally a motion for a mail vote of the Academic Council
was approved. This was the primary goal of the pro-ROTC component.22
However, this small tactical success was countered by a defeat
at the polls. The result of the mait ballot, announced by the Academic
Secretary on May 1, 1969, vas a 403-35623 vote to end credit for ROTC,
some 300 professors failing to return any ballot. A year to the day later
the campus would be in a state of chaos and near anarchy over this same
issue.

Score: Anti-ROTC 2
Pro-ROTC 1

President-designate Kenneth Pitzer forizally assumed the Presidency
on Pecember 1, 1968, relieving Robert H. Glaser, who had acted as presi-
dent since President Sterling's retirement on Septembar 1, 1968. Pitzer's
garly reign was marred by student disrupticns ¢f Trusice meetings,
picketing of the Stanford Research Institute (a University affiliated
non-profit research institute)}, and an extended student sit-in at the
Applied Electronics Laboratory (AEL) as a protest against University-
sponsored classified research. However, through April 1969 Pitzer had
not been an active participant in the ROTC decision. This was soon to
change.

On May 5, 1969 the Chairman of the Faculty Senate returned the
ROTC question to the Administration by a letter to President Pitzer which

said in part:

On the basis of the faculty poll, which effectively eliminates
academic credit for ROTC courses and regular faculty status
for ROTC personnel, we believe that the main academic issues
at stake have been settled.
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Under these circumstances, it seems to us approbriate that
a presidential advisory comnittee be appointed. Tha main
issues remaining are administrative ones. . . . If, however,
substantial academic problems vere to arise, we would hope
that you would turn again to the Senate for advice on these
jssues .2
At the same time the Vice Provost was conducting a post mortem
analysis ¢f the ROTC ballot defeat and pointing to two critical factors
vwhich influenced the April facuity mail vote -- the violence at Harvard
vhich precipitated the forced withdrawal of the ROTC and the success of
the radical student "sit-in" at the Stanford Applied Electronics lLaboratory.
On June 6, 1969, President Pitzer (based on nominations by the
Faculty and Student Senates) appointed a commitiee of five faculty members
and three students to advise him on ROTC matters during the transition
period defined in the Cennolly Committee Report. The Presidential Commit-
tee, originaily chaired by Professor Alan S. Manne, and later by Professor
J. Keith Mann, included only Professor Lyman P. van Slyke as a hold-over
from the Connolly Committee. All in all, & fair characterization of the
committee was that it was considerably less polarized than the Connolly
Committee (although one member felt it was "stacked" in favor of the
administration.)z5
In the summer of 1969, at the student-deserted Stanford campus,
President Pitzer was beginning to feel countervailing thrusts. He was
under heavy pressure from the Trustees {who had made 1ittle public com-
ment), alumni, and the Deputy Secretary of Defense, David Packard (a
Stanford graduate, ex-member of the Board of Trustees, and major financial
coniributor to the school's endowment program). Basically, the President's

inclination was that he could not completely satisfy the demands of the

Academic Council as reflected by the April mail ballot .26
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Additionally, Army officials had agreed to offer Stanford a
revision to the ROTC program. The main points of the new program,
developed during the summer of 1969, were:

1. Creation of a Center for HMilitary Studies, headed by a

senior Arry officer who would have all rights and

privileqes accorded to Professors, less membership in

the Acaderic Council.

2. Course accreditation in accordance with normal University
procedures (later interpreted to mean revies by the Com-

mittee on Undergraduatc Studies) and granting of credit

only to those courses which met established University

standards.

3. Instruction in related HMilitary Science course by the

Pepartment of History and the Department of Political

Science.</

This modified program seemed far removed from the faculiy approved
Connolly Committee recomnendations of the previous february. Yet Presi-
dent Pitzer, in a rare positive statement, forwarded the Army proposal,
in October, 1969, for consideration by the Manne Committee with the
endorsement, "The Army has offered substantial concessions to the Univer-
sity and seems to me to have met virtually every requirement. . . ."28

After some six weeks of study and deliberation, the Committee, by
a vote of 6-2 {Professors Manne and Van Slyke dissenting}, recommended to
President Pitzer that he:

. . approve and accept the Army proposal, subject to
obta1n1ng the consent of the Faculty Senate on the proposal

for the granting of academic credit on a course-by-course
basis.

Professors Manpe and Van Slyke's dissent noted:

Stanford is being asked to adopt the DOD's position, and
-~ thereby to reverse last spring's faculty decision. This

makes the issue no longer one of ROTC alone, but also one

of University governance. There ar¢ areas in which it is
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proper for the views of trustees and/or students to be
decisive. In the matter of academic credit, we believe
the faculty views ought to be decisive, and that the
faculty has already expressed its views unambiguously.3°
Several extracts from President Pitzer's memorandum forwarding
the Army's proposal to the Faculty Sepate reflect his position in early

January of 1970:

"I should state that I, personally, find the Army proposal
reasonable and acceptable, and very close indeed to the
reconmendations adopted by the Senate on February 13, 1969."

"The question of granting limited academic credit is the
crux of the matter., . . ."

"Subject to the S=nate approval of the credit mechanism, I
intend to accept the Army proposal and put it into effect
as rapidly as possible.”

oooooo

"It is a matter of considerable University interest that a

reasonable compromise . . . be reached. There are sub-

stantital numbers in the faculty and in the student body

who wish to see ROTC continued in some form. "31

The recommendation was the major agendum of the January 22, 1970,

Academic Sepate meeting. After three hours of debate, discussion, and
inconclusive alternative motions, the Senate, by a vote of 23 to 13
{10 members not voting and seven absent) approved a motion to adopt the

Army's proposal on a ong year trial basis.32

Score: Anti-ROTC 2
Pro-ROTC 2

This unexpected and stunning reversal of positions was the start

of three months of violence, unprecedented in Stanford history. As one
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observer noted, “This was the first time they (the Off-ROTC Movement)
felt they might lose"33 and this Toss was not acceptable.

The Senate motion was wet with the usual torrent of Movement
broadsides and Tetters to the Stanford Daily as well as a request (signed
by 141 faculty mewbers) to have the motter considered hy a special meet-
ing of the Academic Council. 3 1Inp light of several post hoc analyses,
portions of this petition are iTluminating: "Resolved, that the Academic
Council reject the decision of the Academic Senate . . . with respect to
the continued presence of ROTC at Stenford . . " and ", . . the reten-
tion, in any form, of a military prograum of the United States Government
which directly and adversely affects the lives of large numbers of innocent
people s repugnant to many members of the community."35

The Senale approved a mail veferendum for the Academic Council
consideration and on March 20th at 5:20 p.d. the rosults weve announced:
390-375 (of over 1,000 professors) for approval of the year's trial
program36 {(and this from a faculty that less than 11 months earlier had
voted 403-356 to effectively decimate the ROTC program).

Score: Anti-ROTC 2
Pro-ROTC 3

It took thc opposition exactly 26 1/2 hours to assemble 800 people
in the Dinkelspiel Auditorium to hear a talk sponsored by the Stanford
Committee Against War and Facism. Inspired by the statement of Michael
Sweeney, a student radical, that "We'll pever be able to drive ROTC from
campus if we just sit and talk ahout it," and "you can't have an ROTC
program if youv don't have an ROTC building," 400 participants marched to
the ROTC office and attempted to board up the building.37 However, they

vere turned back by a handful of athletes (the Athietic Department shared
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the building with ROTC) and 40 Santa Clara County deputy sheriffs. The
demonstrators were driven off after breaking several windows.
The next six 'eeks were a dreary scenario of repeated violence:
1. April 1, 1970 - 300 persons again tried to hoard up the
ROTC building. Windows brokon,

2. April 2, 1970 - 50 protestors attempted to "audit" an
ROTC couise.

3. April 7, 1970 - 75 demonstrators occupied the office of
the Professor of Military Science.

4. April 9, 1970 - 300 persons backing "0ff-ROTC" endorsed
11 demands, including taking control of the University
from the Doard of Trustees. However, a proposal to appear
nude at an ROTC drill was defeated, and this alternative
was left to local option.

5. April 13, 1970 - Guerilla theater style demonstrators at
Mavy ROTC.

6. April 15, 1970 - Student referendum - Vote 2919-2781 in
favor of an on-campus ROTC but 3516-1898 copposed to
academic credit {as compared to 2166-1357 i faver of
credit in February, 1969).

7. April 20, 1970 - Rally at White Plaza followed by @ march
to the President's office to present an ultimatum to force
ROTC off the campus.

8. April 21, 1970 - "Off-ROTC" sign painted on President's
house. Scattered acts of vandalism.

9. April 23-24, 1970 - Sit-in at the 01d Union buildings.

10, April 24, 1970 - Arson at the Center for Advanced Study
in the Behavioral Sciences.

11. April 28, 1970 - Invasion of Cambodia.

This invasion precipitated, at Stanford, as at other colleges and
universities across the country, a frenzy of anti-war activity, that for
both quantity and quality was never again approached. Previously uncom-

mitted faculty and students joined in collecting signatures for petitions,
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teach~ins and cancellation of normal academic activities. Unfortunately,
violence sullied these essentially constructive acts, and on April 2%9th

a rock throwing, club wielding contest involved several hundred students
and 275 police (some drawn from as far away as San Francisco). This
fracas, which saw the first use of tear gas on the campus, resulted in 16

arrests, 30 police and & dozen students injured, and extensive "trashing;

This violence continued on April 30th. On that day, President

Pitzer, in a move unanticipated by ROTC proponenis, and acting because he

"fclt he had to,"38 asked the Faculty Senate to reconsider the ROTC question.

The environmental pressures are acutely obvious in the Faculty

Senate resolution adopted that day:

Several recent developments call for further consideration
of the ROTC negotiavions, here and elsewhere: 1) President
Nixon's recommendations to Congress for major changes in
draft deferment patterns; 2} the recent student referendum
at Stanford on continuance of ROTC and credit for ROTC; and
3) the’American entry into Cambodia. Therefore:

1. The Senate of the Academic Council wishes to
associate itself with President Pitzer in his
proposals to return the ROTC question to the
Advisory Committee on ROTC for further con-
sideration, in the light of the above
developments.

- The Academic Council in response to the turmoil and anguish that
followed the Cambodian invasion, met in an emergency meeting on May 1st
and in a divided vote of 400 members asked the Senate to consider "without
deiay terminating academic credit for ROTC at the end of the current
anademic year."40

Meanwhile, back on the campus, the continuing student strike to

protest the invasion of Cambodia included sit-ins, picketing of classes
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and departments, and completc hlockage of the ROTC building (this blockade
lasted over two weeks).

The Feculty Semate, in response to the Academic Council's
resolution, met on May 7, 1970, and by a vote of 36-8 (4 abstentions,.S
absentees) moved to:

1. Terminaete credit for ROTC courses effective August 31,
1970.

2. Request the Mann Committee (Professor Keith Mann had
replaced Professor Alan Manne who had resigned on
April 15th) to make recommendations for a fair and
equitable means to terminate the credit.

3. Request the Mann Committee to report “. . . its
recomrendations as to the termination or retention
and, if retained, the futuirc %onduct of any ROTC
programs at Stanford. . . L nd

Score: Anti-ROTC 3
Pro-ROTC 3

The Mann Comnittee in response to this resolution made a sound (and
veally first) attempt to accurately determine the opinion of both students
and faculty on the RQTC question by a comprehensive multiple choice
questionnaire. The Committee received about a 50% return rate from both
constituent bodies and after careful examination and verification of the
results stated, "In short, no clear mandate on ROTC's role is evident in
Stanford community opim’on."42 However, their report to the Academic
Senate also stated, "The Committee has concluded that given the present
climate of opinion at Stanford, ROTC in its existing form is not destined
to continue."®3 The Committee noted that the Air Force would leave by
June 30, 1977 (due to decreasing enrollment), that the Mavy had given
notice of its intention to withdraw on May 28, 1970, and that the

. . University's action following the 1969 Senate resolution constituted

sufficient notice [of termination of the Army contract.]"44
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The Committee made six “short-tera® ﬁroposa]s; In summary, they
were: Mo new cadets; attempt to find alternative POTC placements for
prospective cadets entering in the Fall of 1970; POTC programs remain
only as long as necessary to allow currently enrolled students to
graduate; and expedite this phase-out by CUrtail%ng the program.45 In
addition, the Commiliee made several “long term" recommcndations conCerning
alternative programs for officer training and national service. (Imple-
mentation of Lhese alternatives would rest with the Congress of the
United States, not Stanford).

On June 4, 1970, the Senato approved the Mann Report (26-8 vote)
and at the end of June this action wes affirmed by a 439-282 mail vete of
the Academic Council (293 abstentions).

Score: Anti-ROTC 4
Pro-ROTC 3 (Side out}

D, Pitzer to June annuwed f1is resignation as president, ettec-
tive August 1, 1970. How ironical lhat a person who had once remarked to
a senfor Army official that ". . . ROTC was & peripheral activity at
Stanford, and not of sufficient importance to the Unfversity that it was an
issue on yhich to stand or fall,“46 should be brought down, in some measurc,
by his handling of this “peripheral” issue.

Following the notice of Dr. Pitzer's resignation, both Uni%ersity
and DOD officials worked in cooperation to comply with the terms of the
Mann Committee recommendations. The Navy, in particular, was concerned
with fipancial support for its midshipmen {all of whom were scholarship
students) who were to enter in the Fall of 1970. At that late date neither
the University nor DOD could arrange alternate scholarships. As a conse-

quence, with admirable concern for the student, both sideS reachecd &

23




26

compromise: new Students would be admitted, but they must accelerate
their program to complete their RNaval studies by the Spring of 1973.

The Arny was unwilling to accept this compromise ". . . maintaining that
. Stanford is obliged to honor its existing contract which calls for one

. . .. 7
year's notice prior to cancellation. "4’

Therefore, on Septemher 25,
1970, the new president, Richard ¥. Lyman, who had been Provost under
President Pitzer, notified the Army that Stanford proposed that (1) any
incoming students would only be allowed to continve in the program until
June, 1973, (2) that no further academic credit would be offered for ROTC,
and (3) hoped the Army would be amenable to such a program. President
Lyman concludad by, "I am bound to say, finally, that if these proposals,

, are not acceptable to the Army, then we must regretfully request
a termination of our ROTC program. . . 48 Tpe Army adopted the Stanford
proprsal in October, 1970, and as President Lyman wrote in the Spring of
1971, ". . . we are phasing out our ROTC Unit,"49

In tate 1972 and early 1973 we find a handful of cadets and mid-

shipmen and a small caretaker detachment of military personnel quietly
acting out the final steps of the ROTC “"decision." There have been a few
death rattles such as an extremely strong statement by Pavid Packard,
after his resignation as the Deputy Secretary of Defense, condemning
{nstitutions which did not support ROTC; Congressman Hebert's attempt to
cut off research grants and contracts so that ". . . any institution that
cannot tolerate the military taint of ROTC should not be exposed to the
military taint of Defense Department research grants and contracts,"50
and the curtailment of Havy Officer Graduate Student Programs at Stanford.
Yet a casual observer watching the detachments methodically prepare their

files for retirement and their property for turn-in would scarcely guess
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that this was a culminaticn of a process started some five years
previously by a mini-skirted English professor and a young philosopher

that had caused:

a. WYracking institutional decisions and counter-decisions.

b. The resignation (probably forced) of a University
president.

c. Still-lasting devisiveness and bitterness between and
among faculty, students, and the administration.

d. Violence and vandalism of such scale and duration that
a great university was reduced to near shambles.

e. A disruption of traditional decision-making power such
that roles are still being defined.

THE POLITICAL MODEL AT WORK: WMAT IN THE WORLD HAPPENED?

The interdenendent variables of environment, interest groups,
faculty and president must be. viewed separately in order to understand
the functioning of the political system rodel in the Stanford ROTC
decision. In this section we will examine these factors in the following

order:

1. The all pevvasive influence of the environment.
The goals and tactics of partisan interest groups.

The newness of the faculty governing structure.

N [ M) 3%
. . +

The functioning of the new president in a political setting.

Environment iS5 the first variable to be considered. Among the
more important of the affective environmental factors was the high

tolerance at Stanford for liberals and 11bera) causes. Herbert Marcuse

cites Stanford and Berkeley in a lecture on the "Problem of Violence and
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Radical Opposition” as "providing the climate in which so-called 'free
universities' and 'critical universities' are founded"S! outside the
structure of the established institutions.

The mild climate, the proximity to the cosmopolitan and inter-
national ctmosphere of San Francisco, and a historical lenienty toward
outre 1ife styles made the entire San Francisco Béy Area a mecca for
devotees of the so-called "counter culture." Pornoaraphy, drugs,
unorthodox dress, and a Sybaritic day to day existence combined {o give
an "anything goes" flavor to the very air. Stanford students, as well as
some faculty members, reflected and supported this restraint breaking
syndrorz. One Stanford University coed stated in a recent magaziné
article, "There is a certain pressure to be tolerant of evenything."sz

In addition, the huge, sprawling campus was physically "wide
open." It was imnossible to prevent the intrusion of hordes of local high
school students who came to watch and ape their rampagihg colleqe counter-
parts without having to pay the dues for their part in the violence and
destruction of University property.‘ The student groups were inspired by
a virtual travelling road show of "professional” radicals and activists,
who possessing an excellent communications network and high mobility, were
capable of moving from campus to campus on the West Coast to fan the
flames of confrontation. The early success of the students in quashing
classified research at the Applied Electronics Laboratory and the
severance of the University-Stanford Research Institute ties fndicated a
basic vulnerability at Stanford and, consequently, a hiohly productive
target for escalated demands by the riot makers.

These, what might be termed "local" environmental factors, were,

of course, merely a sub-set af the extant national scene. The continuing
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Selective Service draft was a storm cloud of doubt on the personal horizon
of many young college men. President Johnson's style, successful in the
halls of Congress, "turned off" many young intellectuals, and President
Nixon's apparent failure to meet his campaign promises to wind down the
war increased a growing dissatisfaction with the "establishwent." This
was badly exacerbated by the Laos and Cambodian invasions. The resulting
Kent State tragedy, perpetrated by Ohio Mational Guardsman, resulted in a
student feeling that not only wes a person in uniform an enery, but a
direct threat to their freedom and even safety.

The faculty and administration were also subject to this global
environment. In particular, there was a "me-too ism" in their desire to
emulate and follow the prestige instituiions of the East Coast. The
actions 0f Harvard, Cclumbia, Princeton, and Yale in ousting ROTC after the
Cembodia/Kont State trauma, powerfully influenced the govarning faculty
body.

(An interesting contrast exists at the University of California at
Berkeley.” This institution, subject to the same environmental factors as
Stanford and in the same state of turmoil, retained ROTC, largely because
a dif;ering set of power relations kept the decision-making capability in
the hands of a conservative Board of Regents).

Secondly, partisans or interest groups operating under the con-
straints of the external environment have a wide choice of goals and
tactics. The goals escalate in importance from (1) influencing a specific
issue to (2) influencing a long-range goal or policy to (3) replacing the
incumbent decision-makers to finally, (4) altering the basic structure for

decision-making.53 The partisan's bag of tactics include persuasion,

inducement, and coercion.® These typologies serve as organizing concepts
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for analysis of the goals, tactics, and leadership of the interest groups
critical to the ROTC decision. In turn, we consider faculty anti-ROTC
groups, faculty pro-ROTC groups, the “Off-ROTC Movement" group, and DOD.
(Me arbitrarily define the ROTC Units as part of the faculty group rather
than thé DOD interest group).

In analyzing the goals of an amorphous, ever-changing solidary
aroup such as these three informal coalitionh aroups, we were faced with
perplexing questions. e must answer questicns such as whose aoals, when
were the ¢oz2ls held, were they "stated" or "real" goals, does activity
directed toward one goal that facilitates attainment of a second goal
imply acceptance of hoth goals? Ve were able to discern several goals
that, either through overt announcemznts or by iaference were held by
some of the faculty anti-ROTC groups at some of the time during the ROTC
decision nrocess. These veroe:

a. Denial of academic credit to ROTC courses.
b. Removal of ROTC from Stanford.

c. Strengthen the governing role of the faculty vis-a-vis
the administration.

d. Demonstrate disapproval of the Vietnamese War.

e. Ewbarrass the Departient of Defense and lhe Federdl
Government.

f. Sever all ties between the University and the Department
of Defense.

The leadership of the faculty anti-ROTC group was as elusive as
the goals. Professors Sneed and Kostelanetz, as mentioned, were the
initiators of the first proposal in 1968. However, after this initial
thrust both of these young professors (and in particular Professor Sneed)

virtually disappeared from the conflict.?5 Professor Van Slyke, an older,
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a
ex-Maval Reserve Officer, was a constant participant until his resignation
from the Mann Committee in 1964%. Yet, one could scarcely characterize
him as the leader. Apparently the anti-ROTC partisan group enjoyed a
collective leadership. The faculty members had a wealth of social and
professional contacts, some of which had extended over many years. As
tactical and strategic decisions were needed, concerned Jgroups would meet
in an almost spontaneous fashion. Leadership would evolve, in deference
to status, expertise, and innovative approaches to that particular situa-
tion. This temporarily localized leadership seemed to carry no guarantce
of leadership in the next crisis or decision situation. There was fluid
participation, invoiverent in one crisis, ahsénce in the next go-around.
The tactics of the faculty group were almost entirely persuasive.
As Gamson notes, "A confident solidary ¢roup will {end to rely on per-
suasion o5 o morns of influence. . . . the authoritics, the group believas,

n56 Yostelanetz

are committed to the same goals and are viewed as its agents.
and Sneed carefully defined the problem initially so that it became ap
issue to be decided by a faculty decision-making body. This produced a
congruence between the political interest group and the authorities. In
effect the partisans could state, "We are they." In addition, Professors
Kostelanetz and Speed raised the issue, deliberately or unwittingly, at a
time when there was a decision-making vacuum at Stanford that could be
filled by faculty governance.

The anti-ROTC faculty group influenced their colleagues by open
letters in the student newspaper, circulated petitions, presentations
before the several committees that considered the questions, debates at
the Faculty Senate and Academic Council, and informal conversations at

!

social events, department meetings, and other gathering places. From an
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affirmative viewpoint this was an effective tactic. As noted in our
model, this partisan group.was "plugged" directly into the faculty
decision-making body with no weakening interfaces. In addition, tactics
of inducement and coercion would probably have been unsuccessful. There
is little inducement that one facuity member could have offered another
and a tactic of coercion would have been an anathema to both the initiator
and the recipient.

The pro-ROTC faculty group offers some interesting contrasts to the
anti-ROTC group. As an example, their goals seem far more sharply defined.

In brief, the goals were to: :

a. Retain ROTC at Stanford as a viable activity.

b. Protect the interests of the students enrolled or desiring
to enroll in ROTC.

In this instance while it would be over-b1oyn to state that the |

Professors of Military and Naval Science were leaders of this group, ihey ;
did serve as recognized poles around which faculty pro-ROTC groups
clustered. The Army incumbent recognized on his arrival in 1968 that a
crisis was in the offing, and as he stated, "I spent two years 'politicking’
hile T let my subordinates run the DCpartmcnt.“5? Under the circum
stances, he probably mustered as much faculty support as humanly possible.
The Professor of Naval Science, on the other hand, had a great charis- |
matic appeal among the students. His almost continuous round of "ran"
sessions and informal contacts were successful in gaining student support.

Beyond these two individuals we also see a collective leadership

similar to the anti-ROTC group.

4
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The faculty group's tactic was also persuasion through the{same
media as the anti-ROTC group: campus newspaper, petitions and informal
meetings. One interesting tactic/counter-tactic was the desire by the
pro-ROTC group to avoid voice votes at Academic Council meetings. The
pro-ROTC group was aware that voice votes following emotional rhetoric
advocating changes could only vork to their disadvantage. They, as we
have related, were successful in achieving mail balloting at all except
the critical May 1, 1969, emergency meeting of the Acadewic Council.

The goals of the "Gff-ROTC Movement" group are difficult to pre-
cisely define. 1In part they overlap the anti~ROTC faculty group's goals
as they certainly include:

a. Removal of ROTC from Stanford.
b. Demonstrate disapproval-.of the Vietnamese Yar.

c. Eubarrass the Department of Defense and the Federal

Government,

However, at each end of the spectrum the student group had goals
_that were disjoint from the faculty group. Most assuredly there was a
student element whose principal goal was merely “to raise a little hell"
and create a little excitement (the 1969 version of the panty raid) to
break un the monotony and pressure of academic life. However, other
students decidedly polarized from this frivolous goal (and in accordance
with the noted goal escalation) had as objectives:

a. Replacement, or at least neutralization, of the admini-
stration and trustee decision-makers.

b. Greater participation of students in the University
decision-making.

c. Altering the University to serve as an enclave for
further radical activities throughout the Bay Area.

d. Changing the basic structure, form, and ideology of the
U. S. Government.
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To characterize young radicals such as Michael Sweeney, David
Harris, the Schoch brothers, Jeffery Youdelman, and Janet Weiss, as
leaders, is somewhat a misnomer. Catalysts is a far better term. The
head of the Army ROTC (in spite of having four shot gun hlasts through
his residence at the height of the controversy), felt these main pro-
tagonists were "bright, able, and intelligent but misguided"58 young
people. Without doubt they were masters at motivating mob actions. They
were equally adept "word smiths" in explaining and justifying their
beliefs and actions and downgrading any oppositior.

Gamson could hardly be more prescient in his assertion that "An
alienated solidary group will tend to rely on c#straints {Gamson defines

constraint as . . the addition of new disadvantages to the situation
or the threat to do so . . .") as a means of influence."982 The “0ff-
ROTC Movement" group's tactics were directed alwost solely ayainst thé
administration (as opposed to the faculty) with lesser emphasis on the
Board of Trustees. The basic tactic was disruption, destruction and
violence. In retrospect, one must conclude that the tactics were success~
ful «- not that the Administration acceded to student demands, but that
the violence, the disruptions, the real threat of the destruction of the
t. ersity, so paralyzed the administration decision-making that the
faculty was free to make an ROTC decision in an unéontested atmosphere,
The Department of Defense in this situation was, at the best, a
semi~homogeneous , solidary group during this process as the Army and
Navy were not perfectly synchronized. Both the Army and the Navy were
concerned about the loss of ROTC units at prestige universities. In

particular, the Army felt that other universities in the West were

watching the situation at Stanford and were willing to follow Stanford's
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lead. The Army was alco caught between a rock and a hard place as,

while change was necessary to maintain ROTC at Stanford, many college
presidents were opposed to any alteration in the ROTC program as they
viere afraid this might instigate a ROTC problem at their own institu-
tions.%? The Mavy, with a much smaller ROTC program, had reached a
collection of schools that they felt represented a true balance of social,
cultural, economic, and geographical factors in the United Statas. Uloss
of even one institutiunzggggt this balance. Therefore, the goals of DOD
were:

a. Maintenance of ROTC at Stanford with the minimum
possible change in the program.

b. Maintenance of prestige, i.e., if ROTC was to 1cave the
school, the school must request pOD to leave rather than
DOD leaving voluntarily.

The Arnty had a long chain of cemmand through several headquarters

~ Lhovicsm sdm v [
to the Pentegon. However, th

ot
L)

, real leadevship was provided by the Com-
manding General of the Sixth U. S. Army {an organization that encompassed
all Army activities in the Far West). The Cormanding General, “Swede"
Larsen, found, to his surprise, that ROTC at Stanford was one of his

60 He personally had a hand in developing the

major command problems.
modi fied Army ROTC pro--am thot was oadopted in =avly 1968, and had several
meetings with President Pitzer concerning ROTC. However, he had no
leverage with any of the faculty groups and his influence on the Faculty
Senate and the Academic Council, as shown in the model, was filtered
through the President's office.

The Navy, by contrast, went straight from the Pentagon to Stanford.

The Navy's leader in the process was the Assistant Secretary of the Navy

for Manpower, James D.intt?e, a retired Marine Brigadier General, and a

1
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"hard liner." His pressure yas abplied solely on President Pitzer and
not on the faculty droup which made the final decision.

DOD represents Gamson's neutral solidary group which ". . . will
tend to rely on inducements as a means of influence."®l The tactics of
DOD are obscure. Certainly both scrvices encouraged President Pitzer to
hold the line on ROTC, and the Army offered a compromise program in an
attempt to satisfy the faculty objections. However, they did 1ittle
else, and it is not apparent what other resources they could have brought
to bear to save ROTC at Stanford.

Looking at the faculty as a third variable, we must keep in mind
that the nev: organization of the faculty becam2 operative in September of
1968, and was partially a reflection of the size:and complexity of the
faculty body. 1In the decade between 1960 and~“1970 the faculty increased
in number from 612 to 1,200. The academic capabilities of the University
were, in lurn, exvanded Dy many new departments and disciplines, including
the addition of a complete medical faculty and kospital facilities which
were moved tc Palo Alto from San Francisco. )

Since the early 1960's was @ time when there was a shortage ¢f
gqualified teachers and researchers, Stanford, 1ike many other universities,
fiad te recruil and employ much younger personnel than had previously been
the case in order to staff its expanded programs. These youngi: . and
vomen, many of whom had received their formal education during the days
of the civil rights movement and the Free Speech Movement at Berkeley,
viere more impatient than their older colleagucs with collegiate bureau-
cratic ways, more anxious to have change reflect the popular mores of the
time, ;nd even intemperate of the established institutional traditions

and the styles of leadership and decision making.
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Tt was to meet these expectations of the new faculty and in order
to provide a structure for greater faculty involvement in the decision
making process that the ncw Academir Council and the Faculty Senate were
formed in 1968. FHowever, the decision making role of these bodies and
the exercise of their powers was so new as to be almost exploratory when
the ROTC issue was introduced. Both faculty and administration had high
expectations about the role and impact of the Faculty Senate. This was
one of a small number of pioneering efforts in faculty governance in the
United States and Stanford was being watched by its academic and admini-
strative Colleagues. Questions might be raised about the appropriateness
of having the Foculty Serate consider credit for a particular department
of the University. However, the hoped for potential of the new governing
structure. plus tihe long-standing, if unused, tradition of facully
invelvement in credit granting decisions of this type, plus the consensus
decision-making format favored by the incoming president, all pointed to
the faculty as the decision-making agency in this instance. This approach
is identified early in the Sneed/Kostelanetz statement tying a faculty

decision on credit for ROTC to the future prestige of the Senate.62

This
was part of the myth making function of the anti-ROTC forces.

One example of administrative inexperience was in the appointment
of conmittee members by the Senate Committee on Committees, They attempted
to achieve a balanced viewpoint on the ROTC issue by initial placing and
refilling vacancies with equal numbers of people representing polar
positions. This tactic, rather than insuring a spirit of compromise and

representative discussion, resulted in a lack of agreement and divided

recommendatons . 63
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The inexperience of thu Senate in dealing with sensitive matters
can be seen in the way in which they:

1. Relied heavily on their committee structure for input and
problem resolution. [Frequently there was little debate

on recommendations of the committee. An interesting

observation about the compliance of the Senate was made by

Professor Connolly when he said, "I was shocked that the

Senate adopted the Majority Report (of the Connolly Com-

mittee) with no debate.”

2. Approved controversial recommendations such as the initial

Sneed/Kostelanetz proposal w.thout referring to the

Academic Ceuncil., Established an ad hoc implementing

committee which suggested courses of action somewhat con-

trary to the original mandate of the Senate.

3. Concluded controversial action on credit for ROTC usually

by a 1arge voting margin. However, in referendum votes,

the faculty was split fairly evenly, thereby raising the

question of the representiveness of the Senate and its

ability to reflect the views of its constituents.

Further, it is interesting to note that having made a decision on
the removal of credit for ROTC on April 4, 1969 (which was Subseaunently
upheld by the mail vote of the Academic Council), the Senate o3 January 22,
1970, essentially reversed the faculty position when it approved a plan
which vould permit 1imited academic credit on a one-year trial basis.
Pespite the influence of President Pitzer in advocating this trial
approach, it was in fact a Senate reversal of position rather than an
attempt to compromise a difficult situation. The Senate, had it been a
more experienced decision-making group, might have upheld its previous
action on this .ical issue in view of the President's not having taken
a strong, prior position for or against ROTC. In addition, the pressure
from the DOD, the Trustees, and the ajumni was minimal, but the Academic
Council also approved this reversal.

The final example of decision reversal in the granting of credit

/
for ROTC occurred on May 1, 1970, The Faculty Council, acting prior to
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Senate deliberation, recommended that the Senate terminate credit. The
Senate concurred and another referendum was held. The decision to end
credit carried by a slender margin in 1969, reversed in early 1970, was
again reversed, this time by a massive majority. 1In all fairness to the
entire faculty and to the Senate especially, it should be noted that the
final actions on ROTC in May and June, 1970, occurred during the difficult
times surrounding the invasion of Cambodia and the trauma at Kent State.

A participant on the Mann Advisory Committee emphasized that the
final report of the Committee to the Senate on June 1, 1970, was intended
to be a finding of fact about the status of ROTC rather than a recommen-
dation.%4 This “finding of fact" was a reflection that:

1. The policy of the University to remove ROTC academic
credit had become established by the faculty more than
a year before,

2. The ROTC situation on campus was fluid since ROTC was in
. the process of withdrawing.

3. The contractual obligations between the military services
and the University were legally binding aid should be
observed in fairness to participating students,

4. There was intense political pressure from all sides of

the issue and more violence would result if the University

chose any other course of action than that of removing

ROTC from the campus in accardangg with the spiril of the

faculty positi n in April, 1969.

Therefore, with all of these items taken into consideration, the
Committee had 1ittle choice but to again recommend the termination of
ROTC within legal, contractual guidelines.

From the actions taken by thc Senate and by the Academic Council,
it is apparent that the report of the Mann Committee was taken as recom-

mendations for action exclusively. The emotional context of the
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environment at the time may also have blurred the distinction between
fact-finding and recommendations, but it does underscore the observation
that the Senate was feeling pressure to act without due deliberation and
in haste. This point i1lustrates the communication and organizatioral
problems within the faculty governmental structure bhut does not suggest
that the outcome might have been different at this late stage of the ROTC
conflict.

The last variable to be considered is the University presidency.
The overriding importance of the external environment, th; proliferation
of interest groups on campus, and the combination of an ambitious but
inexperienced faculty governance system, suggests that to be successful,
Stanford's president had to pe politically savvy. Simply, the political
model indicates that system decision-makers must have a political systems
perspective in order to control cvents.

Bafore Dr, Pitzer set foot on Stanford soil, developments and
precedents were occurving which would clearly act as constraints on his
fresidency and even further magnify the requirement for skilled political
management.

Despite scattered instances of violence on the campus as early as
the mid-1960's, administrative counter-tactics did not include police
action. Evea the first massive sit-in demonstration in May of 1968 over
the campus judicial system failed to initiate strong action from the
president's office, despite the fact that Dr. Sterling was régarded by
many as intolerant of rule-breaking and violence. During the interim
presidency of Dr. Glaser, the campus erupted over University policy toward
classified research by faculty members and the activities of the Stanford

!
Research Institute. But the only counter-action forthcoming from the
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University administration was the establishment of a Stanford-SRI Study
Conmittee. A policy of firm and immediate action in the case of violence
and disruption was lacking.
© Dr. Glaser's administration tied the hands of his successor in

another important respect. As we have noted, far-reaching reforms were
being implemented during this period with the establishment of the Faculty
Senate. Although Dr. Glaser had reguested guidance for the interim period,
Pitzer never issued any particular instructions. As one highly respected
Stanford professor put it, Pitzer gave Glaser a free hand to meet the
needs ¢f the University as they arose., 66

When Dr. Pitzer assumed office in December of 1968, he had had no
direct experience with these far-reaching activities and 1ittle knowledge
of the kev personalities involved. Having no real constituency, he had

little political leverage.

| Perhaps the most significant limitations to this effectiveness as
Stanford's president were his personality and his conception of campus
leadership. Pitzer, nervous and i11 at ease in large groups and not an
articulate speaker, did not come across well in public.s? His rule-by-
consensus style, developed during his seven years as the president of
Rice University, was inappropriate at Stanford., He did, however, recognize
differences in atmosphere between the two insitutions. As he told a

Stanford Daily reporter during a series of interviews in February of 1972,

"When I came to Stanford, it was perfectly obvious that there were going
to be pressures in terms of student radicalism and the demonstrations."
(February 8).68 Byt he continued to adhere to his informal, “reasoning

together" style. Me handled his first Stanford protest by asking the
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members of the Students for a Democratic Society to talk informally with
him outside his office. It was Pitzer's consistent position that he
covld deal rationally with members of the Stanford community and that
whatever discipline might be necessary would be self-imposed. Looking
back, however, in 1972, Pitzer comments that:

I think there was a trend -- and maybe it moved faster and

further than I saw or I wanted to think was the case -- in

3222? ??th students anﬂifigult{]wegg unduly reluctant to

pline one another internally.

Pitzer éﬁd not hesitate to speak out against the Vietnam War and
Washington policies. But while these statemerits werc not effective in
endearing him to the protesting faculty and students, they did serve to
set alumni and members of the Board of Trustees against him.

Apparently realizing the inadequacy of his non-directed style of

leadership, Pitzer finally moved againgt protosting

244
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students but only hesitantly and ineffectively. Police were called in
May of 1969 when students occupied Encina Hall, but there were rumors that
the Provost Lyman {now Stanford's president) had largely made this
decision. However, after this initial show at force, police were used
only intermittently throughout the ROTC "trashing” period. From our
analysis, it is an understatement to say that ROTC officials.were less
than enthusiastic over the protective actions taken by the president.70

In fairness to Pitzer, it is important to note that there were
factors beyond his control whi:h negatively color his administration.
Aside from the precedents set by his predecessors and the decentralization
of campus governance just prior to his pres.dency, he chose to rely on a

supporting staff largely loyal to Provost Lyman, who, rumor has it, was
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passed over for the presidency.7‘ Commenting on this factor, Pitzer
admitted there were difficulties.
I think when any group has sort of been working together
for a long time and somebody else comes in who is somewhat
different, there can't help but be some minor problems. . . .
There's no question but that Dr. Lyman as Provost had a
staff . . . who had beén working with him closely for a con-
T ety i A =
But perhaps the most significant misfortune occurred in the midst
of the ROTf controversy when Pitzer's chief advisor on ROTC matters, Vice
Provost Howard Brooks, revealed that he had been under consideration for
a Defense Department job both before the negotiation on the Army compro-
mise began and again after the negotiations had ended. Pitzer at the
time defended Brooks' loyalty but in retrospect admitted "there was a
question as to whether he was the best choice or not" and that another
negotiator might have been more effective "in terms tactically of gaining
faculty acceptance of the outcome. " 73
Following this disclosure, B}ooks withdrew as a negotiator and
Pitzer was largely on his own. Pitzer and a close advisor considered
substitutes but could find no one to fill Brooks' role.’? From April,
1970, on, Pitzer was without counsel in this area. In response to
questioning as to why Provost‘Lyman had not played a more significant role
in this area, this source said simply, "Because the president hadn't asked
him to."75
A key, then, to the ROTC outcome is the lack of decisive leader-
ship coming from the president's office. Had Pitzer been politically

astute, uncompromising on campus violence, and had had time to develop a

/
base of power and a constituency, perhaps he could have overcome the
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handicaps -- handicaps compounded by the external environment -- which
any new man would have experienced upon assuming the presidency of Stan-
ford in December of 1968. However, he did not, and consequently the

ROTC decision was not his.

CONCLUSION

From the foregoing analysis we conclude:
Conclusion 1.

The political model, because of its emphasis on the process and
recognition of a variety of factors affecting decision making, is best
suited for this analysis. An gducational'institution such as Stanford,
complex in organization, multi-purpose, where constituents do not relate
to one another -in a hierarchical pattern, can best be described by a
political model.

Scholars, grounded in traditions of logic and reasoning, have a
tendency when the tumult and shouting have faded from memory, to conjure
up a picture of rational processes having produced decisions. Present
Vice Provost William Miller in a 1972 letter on the ROTC decision to a
locql newspaper gives the Impression that only academic considerzations
were at stake. He alludes generally to other factors in the decision but
discounts them in favor of a rational single focus on the problem. The
evidence clearly indicates the contrary. The rational man model {see
Appendix A) was not at work in the ROTC decision. The efforts at
achieving a compromise solution at Stanford were doomed when a highly
chafﬁed political atmosphere caused & crisis reaction under the influence

of massive external pressures.
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Conclusion 2.

We have attempted in a rough qualitative sense to plot the value
of several critical state variables as a function of time {using an
ordinal scale defined in Figure 4). We do not suggest that the true
functional relations are lipear and smooth as in our over=simplification,
that each variable deserves equal weight at a particular period of time,
or that there is no possible cause-effect relationship among br between
the variables. However, we do conclude that the confluence of so many of
the variables at a nadir {from a pro-ROTC perspective) at the same time
allowed the de facto ROTC decision to be made by the faculty and to be a
decision in favor of removal of ROTC. We further conclude that although
it would be presumptious and rash to unequivocally state that such a
decision could not have been made at other time frames (in the sumer of
1966, for exampie) that examinatfon of the state variables indicates this

to be unlikely.

Conclusion 3.

None of the four dominant interest groups (pro-ROTC faculty,
anti-ROTC faculty, "Off-ROTC Movement," and DOO) had what might be termed
overvhelming resources for leverage with the University decision-makers.
Yet a comparison of the efficacy of the two faculty groups, the student
group, and 000, leads to what should have been an obvious truism: apply
your' influence as directly on the decision-making body as possible, There

is evidence that 00D never fully appreciated this maxim.

Conclusion 4.
We further co?clude that the new faculty decision-making system was

not sufficiently experienced to deal with major institutional issues, and
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Figure 4: State Variables as a Function of Time
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that, as evidence of the experience, the Senate Committee on Committees
precluded a reasonable outcome to the ROTC issue in appointing polarized
members to the ROTC committees. Consensus and compromise can best be
arrived at when "centerists" are selected as committee members rather

than those from "irrevocably committed” extremes.

Conclusion 5.

Finally, our analysis suggests that the combination of a determined
opposition, a decentralized decision-making system, and a politically weak
president make change, once in motion, hard to stop. As we have seen, the
ROTC “"decision" was actually a series of decisions. Opponents o7 ROTC
were able to direct pressure for change at many points within the Stanford
decision-moking system and under the force of events were even able to get
previously made decisions pesurrected for further deliberation, Massive
unrest by ihe constituents of institulions of higher Tearning was unprece-
dented. For most of this century, American colleges and universities were
governed by strong presidents, It ig perhaps unfortunate that decentrali-
zation of decision-making power was occurring at Stanford and elsewhere at
the very time the pressure of events called for skilled and strong leader-
ship. We conclude that contingency plans and basic organizational capacity

for crisis decision-making were non-existent at Stanford.

ROTC REVISITED

The ending of the Vietnam War and the draft has brought a relative
degree of peace to most campuses. Students no longer feel threatened as
to their future. Faculty frustration concerning the Vietnam War has

subsided. A survey of the campus battlefield reveals 17 colleges and

of
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universities dropped ROTC programc. (See Appendix D). As of December,
1972, there were 136 colleges with applications on file with the Depart-
ment of Defense requesting establishment of at least one of the three
Armed Services ROTC programs. No withdrawals have been requested since
October, 1970.

Locally what we have witnessed in the Stanford decision was a con-
fluence of forces resulting in a political equation on the ROTC matter
which could be described as a function of the Vietnam War, the Pentagon,
the faculty, the students, and ROTC culminating in confrontation with the
administration. The formula appeared to be evolving before Cambodia and
Kent State in a form that might have produced a different result had it
been the function of the Vietnam Yar, a flexible Pentagon, a flexible
faculty, a flexible administration, a flexible student body, a flexible
ROTC department, and & secret student ballot on the issue, resulting in
either an accommodation or ROTC's removal by a democratically arrived at
decision. That equation altered by events external to the University, was
not to be. The faculty decision wa§ made and the Khaki Submarine at Stan-
ford, its bouyancy gone, sank slowly from sight. What slipped under the
waves at Stanford, however, was less ROTC as a substantive issue than it
was a symbol of frustration over broader issues external to the University
and beyond the control of the elements that make up the Institutjon.

There was only one target in uniform at Stanford. The alternatives were

few! The choice was simple! The outcome fixed!
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APPENDIX .\
GOALS OF STANFORD UNIVERSITY

1. The Founding Grant states:

Its {the University's] nature, that of a university with such
seminaries of learning as shall make it of the highest grade,
including mechanical institutes, museums, galleries of art,
laboratories and conservateries, together with all things neces-
sary for the study of agriculture in all its branches, and for
mechanical training, and the studies and exercise$ directed to
the cultivation and enlargement of the mind;

Its object to qualify its students for personal success, and
direct usefulness in life;

And its purposes, to promote the public welfare by exercising
an influence in behalf of humanity and civilization, teaching
the blessings of liberty regulated by law, and inculcating love
and reverence for the great principles of government as derived
from the inalienable rights of man to 1ife, liberty, and the
pursuit of happi:ess.

2. The Stanford Study of Undergraduate Education, 1954-1956, identified

+ the goals as being:

. . . to achieve breadth of knowledge -- knowledge of the
elements of our cultural heritage; to achieve depth of
knowledge -- such depth of knowledge will serve different
purposes for different individuals; to develop one's
interests and abilities and clarify one's values.

3. The Study of fducation at Stanford produced a faculty gererated
hierarchy of goals:

First, the pursuit of truth and knowledge.

Second, the 1iberal education of students.

Third, the professional education of students.

The Study of Education at Stanford cites on page 35 of the Appendix of

The Study and Purposes the comment of a faculty member coming from the

world of industry. In relating to his previous job he said:

At Stanford I have found it quite different. At first I was
amused at the naivete exhibited by mature faculty in their lack
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of organization and planning, whether on departmental or
school-wide levels, or university committees, Or the
administration itself. We at Stanford seem to avoid
thinking about problems by calling upon revered cliches
as ‘'academic freedom,' 'research,’' 'relevance,' 'involve-
ment,' 'commitment,’ 'concern,’ -- all of which are very
unimportant to the matter at hand. But now it is no
longer amusing to find that we are always reacting to
situations and coming up with expeditnt solutions.

This sums up the conditions in which the ROTC Decision was made.
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APPENDIX B -,
CONCEPTUAL MODELS OF ORGANIZATIONAL AMALYSIS

The study of organizations has been considerably broadened with the
development of theoretical models to analyze on-going organizational pro-
cesses. Three models predominate: the rational model, the bureaucratic
model, and the political model. The rational model views the process of
organizational decision-meking much like the actions of . vational man in
making a decision. In solving a problem, the rational man is conscious of
his goals, identifies options, evaluates consequences, and then chooses a
solution which wili"maximize his goals with the least cost.. The analagous
rational organizational process is centrally controlled; the organizational
decision-makers are compleiely informed; and, they develop policy on a
value maximiziry basis.
Decis®m-making as anaivzed through the bureaucratic model is lurgely
controll=# by organizational rules and procedures, irrespective of dedrees
o7 vationality. Organizational rules determine who formulates policy and
standard ¢perating procedures determine how they go about it. Folicy today
is determined largely by what happened yes.erday. In the words of Graham
Allison:
The b~ .t ex,.lanation of an organization's behavior at t {a given
poin. :n time) is t - 1; the best prediction of what will happen
at t + 1 is t. (This model's) explanatory power is <chieved by
uncovering the organizational routines and repertorie that
produced the output. . . ." (Cuban Missile Crisis) 76

A good example is the workings of a governmental civil service system..

The political model examin2s organizational decision-making as a
product of interactions among competing subsystems of the organization and
with the external environment. This model assumes that conflict stemming

from divergent values and vested interests is inevitable and is, in fact,
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healthy between competing interest groups.

8-2

These interest groups bring

pressure to bear on authorities in the organization through coalitions

and bargaining, utilizing a variety of tactics.

pulling and hauling, decisions are made.

feel at home with this model.

By a process, then, of

A United States Congressman would

figure 1b compares these three basic conceptual models.

Chavacterization
Example
Focus of Analysis

Organizational
Dacision Process

Conflict

External Environ-
ment and
Personalities of
actors

Inference about
decision
process

ks b: Comparjson of the three models.

RA" [ONAL

BUREAUCRATIC

POLITICAL

Rational Man

Standard Operating Procedures

Political Bargaining

Computer

Civil Service

Congress

Action as choice

Action as Organizational
Qutput

Action as Political
Resultant

The Problem
Organizational
oals and
Objectives Known
Decision-making
as rational
choice by
authorities:
-option search
-conseguence
aralysis
~-choice based on
maximization
of value
preference
~feedback

Organizationally-determined
factors:
~fractionated pover
-parocnial priorities and
perceptions
-goals limited to meeting
organizationally
determined acceptable
performance
Decision-Making according to:
-Standard Op. Procedures
-programs and repertories
-uncertainty avoidance
Incremental fearning & change
Central coordination and
control

—

Authorities/Partisans
~-divergent goals and
interests
Decision-Making
according to:
-coalitions and
pressure tactics
-negotiation and
.bargaining
-monitoring of
implementation

Abnormal: con-
trolled by
organizational
sanctions

Abnormal: controlled by
organizational sanctions

Normal: basic to
analysis of policy
formation

Minor factors

Minor factors

Major factors

I
Organization
action = choice
with regard to
objeztives

Organization action = output
largely determined by Std.
Op. Procedures and programs

Organization action =
resultant of bargain-
ing among divergent
interest groups
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Most observers would acknowledge that a university is made up of
diverse components, but many would consider them to work in harmony as

a "community of scholars." John Millett, writing in The Academic Com-

munity, comments that "The concept of community presupposes an organization
in which functions are differentiated and in which specialization must be
brought together, or coordination if you will, is achieved not through a
structure of superordination and subordination of persons and groups but
through a dynamic of consensus."” 77
New and recent expressions of cultural pluralism have highligh*ed
the multifaceted social system of the campus and its complex interactions.
And, as Baldridge points out, conflict is an inevitable produce of 2
complex social system.
The complex social structure generates conflict and struggles
over goals; it also leads to the development of many interest
groups that use elahorate tactics to inflvence policy
decisions. In & word, the sccial sciting crtates & complen
"demand structure' that impinges on the decision makers. 19
The emotional consideration of the RCTC decision, its uniqueness,

and the importance of environmental factors, all lead the analyst away

from rational man and bureaucratic models and toward the political model.

97




C-1

APPENDIX C
ESCALATING PARTISAN GOALS

ANNOUNCED GOALS ARE TAKEN

9 FROM THE ANTI-ROTC MOVEMENT
BALDRIDGE'E ESCALATIMG GOALS STATEMENT, APRIL €, 1970
a. Influencing a specific issue The most obvious objective is the
total elimination of ROTC from
the campus. .
b. Influencing long range poiicy ...it serves further notice to

universities nationwide that ROTC

is a losing gamble, that rather

than wait for the final confrontation
they might eliminate it now while
looking to sources outside DOD for
financial support.

c. Replacement of the incumbent | The movement is pressing its effort
decision-making to establish such [rational)
dialogue by making its objectives
and concurrent activities public,
and by openly inviting discussion
in affinity groups, mass meetings,
and campus living quarters.

d. Altering the basic structure ...it seems the issue will have to
for decision making resolved through force.
...pover in the people's hands would
move to eliminate ROTC.
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APPENDIX D
ROTC DROP OUT CHART

STATE (No. of schools dropping ROTC/No. of schoois with ROTC)
SCHOOL ARMY NAVY AF

CALIFORNIA (1/16)
Stanford University X X X

CONNECTICUT {2/3)

Trinity College X
Yale University X X

MASSACIUSETTS (4/6)

Boston College

Boston University
Harvard University
Tufts University X

-

NEW HAMPSHIRE (1/2)
Dartmouth College X

NEW JERSEY (1/7)
Princeton University * X X X

NEW YORK (6/19)

Colgate University
Columbia University
Hobart & Wm. Smith College
New York Lnjversity
Pratt Institute
State Univ. of New York
at Buffalo

o3 o e
o3

RHODE ISLAND (1/2)
Brown tniversity X X

* Princeton had programmed ROTC to be completely phased out by
June 1972, however that policy was reversed and Princeton
negotiated a contract with the Army for ROTC in a different
structural fofm frcem the traditional.
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FOOTNOTES

Personal interviews referred to in the footnotes are identified as follows:

9.
10.
1.
12.
13,
14,
15.

16.
17.

1. Cean Robert L. Thomas of Menlo College ~- Former
Professor of Naval Science, Colonel, USMC (Ret.}
Stanley Ramey ~ Former Professor ¢f Military Science,

Cotonel, USA (Ret.)
Mr. Frederic 0. Glover - Secretary to the University.
Dr. Thomas Connolly - Stanford Faculty.
Dr. Keith Mann - Stanford Faculty.
Dr. Victor Baldridge - Stanford Faculty.
Dr. Howard Brooks - Provost, Claremont Colleges.
Mr. Richard Brenner - Doctoral Candidate.

O~ O U I %)

Interview 7 3
Ihid.

Elliot, Orrin L., Stanford Un‘versity, the First 25 Years, (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1937).

Ibid.

—

bid.

i

Scott, W. R., “Theories of Organization” in Handbook of Modern Sociology,
F. Faris, Ed., (Chicago: Rand ¥cNally, 1964}.

Stanford Daily, February 12, 1970,

San Francisco Chronicle, February 16, 1969.

Stanford Observer, January, 1969.

Interview #8.

San Francisco Chronicle, op. cit,

ROTC at Stanford: A Faculty Proposal, September 1, 1968.

Ibid.
Campus Report Supplement, #4, February 11, 1969.

Letter from Vice Provost Howard Brooks to the Honorable W. K. Brenan,
October 1, 1968.

Campus Report, op. cit.
Ibid. p. 4.
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18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

.

32.
33.
34.

3.
36.
37.
38.
39.

41.

49

Campus Report, op. cit., p. 8.

Minutes of the Academic Council, February 13, 1969.

Stanford News Release, March 11, 1969.

Ibid.

Interview #2.

Stanford News Release, May 2, 1969.

Memorandum from Professor 8ach to President Pitzer, May 5, 1969.
Interview /4

Memorandum for the Record, Col. Stanley Ramey, 17 July 1969.

Memorandum from Col. Stanley Ramey to Vice Provost Howard Brooks,
October 22, 1969.

MeTOrandum from President Pitzer to Professor Alan Manne, October 30,
969.

Memorandum from the President‘s Advisory Committee on ROTC Affairs
to President Pitzer, January 12, 1970.

Memorandum Trom Professors Alan Manne and L. Van Slyke Lo President
Pitzer, January 9, 1970.

Memorandum from President Pitzer to the Academic Senate Steering
Committee, January 16, 1970.

Minutes of Academic Council, January 22, 1970.
Interview #2.

He?o;audum from Professor Kahn io Professor Winbigler, February 16,
970.

Ibid.

Stanford News Release, April 1, 1970.

Ibid.

Interview #2.

Minutes of the Academic Senate, April 30, 1970.
Campus Report, May 6, 1970.

{
Campus Report, May 14, 1970.
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42.
43.
44,
45,
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51,
52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.
58.

58a.

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
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Campus Report, "Supplement #2", June 3, 1970,

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Memorandum for the Record, Col. Ramey, Janvary 24, 1969.
Stanford News Release, September, 1970.

Letter from President Lyman to Mr. Brehm, September 25, 1970,
Letter from President Lyman to General Larsen, April 15, 1971,

San Francisco Examiner, May 4, 1972.

Marcuse Herbert, Five Lectures, {Boston: Beacon Press, 1970), p. 88.

Faltermayer, Edmund, "Youth After the Revolution," Fortune, March, 1973,
p. 147.

Baldridge, J. Victor, Power and Conflict in the University, {New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1977}, p. 153. See Appendix C for illustration
of this escalation, )

Ibid.

A close observer suggests that demands of teaching and research to
satisfy the requirements for tenure precluded prolonged active
participation by junior faculty members.

Gamson, William A., Power and Discontent, {Homewood, I11: Dorsey
Press, 1960), p. 184.

Interview #2.

Ibid.

Gamson, op. cit., p. 169.

Interview #2.

Private Memorandum, March 3, 1971.

Gamson, op. cit., p. 168.

Sneed/Kostalanetz Memorandum, September, 1968.
Interview #2.

Interview #5.




65.
66.
67.

68.
69.
70.
.
72.
73.
74,
75.

76,
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Campus Report, “Supplement #2", June 1, 1970.

Interview #5.
Interviews #2 and #3.

Stanford Daily, February 8, 1972,

Stanford Daily, February 9, 1972.

Interview #1.

Stanford Daily, February 11, 1972.

1bid.
Stanford Zaily, February 10, 1972.

Interview #5.
Inid.

Allison, Graham T, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile
Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1971).

Miliett, John The Academic Community (New York: McGraw-lill, 1962),

Baldridge, J. Victor Power and Conflict in the University (New York:
Wiley, 1971),

Ibid,
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