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Prof. Paul Berg of Mathematics
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headaches, and to politicize the
tasks of that committee,” Manne
argues.

Another argument that has
been raised is whether the ROTC
classes should be. taught by
military  personnel. Economics
Professor Moses Abramovitz bases
his major objection to the present
ROTC proposal on the belief that
they - should not. “ROTC
:\:m:wxs," he sayd, “would still
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Humanizing Effect

An argument of some who
voted for the ROTC proposal is
that by keeping the ROTC
program, the University can have
a humanizing affect on the
military. Prof. David _Potter,
History, believes that ROTC has
been “‘a factor in maintaining the
tradition of civilians in the armed
forces. This is a tradition worth
preserving.”

Rhinelander posits that *‘the
views of the University must be
brought to bear on the military.
There is no hope of modifying the
military mind if one cuts off all
relations with it. Severing ties
with may vesult in a

iffening of military blindness.”
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great that some military men
might not be the equal, if not the
superior, of some of our faculty
members. We can profit a lot-by
teaching methods developed in
the military; they, in fact, have
paid a lot more attention to
teaching methods. . than - the

Prof. Ronald Rebholz, English,
eriticizes this view. Rebholz said,
“It is ludicrous to expect that a
civilian component produced by
ROTC will have an impact on
Army policy,"

Punitive Clause

Perhaps the most volatile issue

related to ROTC is the punitive

clause in the individual contracts.
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These punitive provisions threaten
an ROTC student with active duty
as an enlisted man if he drops out

of the four year scholarshi
program during the last two years.
History  professor  Phillip
Dawson sees the continuation of
the punitive clause as his major
objection to the ROTC proposal.
He said that there is ‘‘no
obligation for the University to
give credit to ROTC as long as the
punitive clause remains in the
contracts.” )
It will take an act of Cong
to eliminate the punitive Chneses
from the contracts, but what
Dawson  finds  particularly
troublesome is “the unwillingness
of the. Army to even approach
Congress and request a change.”
Lyman said, “‘Substantial and
demonstrable progress towards

resolving this proglem is essential

to the continuation of ROTC at
Stanford past next year.”

Prof. Thomas Ehtlich of the
Law School, who drafted the
Pitzér proposal, ermphasized that
the punitive clause'is one of his
very great resetvations. ‘“The
military’s  purpose could  be
pchieved without ‘this “kind of
sledge-hammer arrahgement. "’




