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Introduction

On April 9, 1969, a few hundred student liberals and radicals calling
themselves the April 3rd Coalition occupied the Applied Tlectronics Laboratory
(A.E.L.) of Stanford University, remaining there for nine days iﬁ an effort to
stop the war research done at the Unlversity and at the Stanford Research Insite
tute (SGR.I.j. The sitein followed the Stanford Board of Trustee's rejection
of a set of demandsl issued by approximately 800 people at a meeting on Apiil
3rd, When the sit~in finally ended, ASSU President Denis Hayes called a meet-
ing of the student body, at which over 3000 students voted in 2 poll on the is=
snes of thesit-in, The results were as followss

1) 2332 to 475 against chemical-biological warfare (CBW) research on cam-
puS and at SoR;I. '

2) 2395 to 772 against counter-insurgency research

3} 201k to 684 against war-related ressarch

4) 2120 to 1045 apgainst classified research

5) 1633 to W68 willing to participate in a future "sit-in or similar ac-
tien ofzprotest”fif the trustees did not take appropriate action by
May 14,

_ 5671 students and 671 facﬁlty participated in a similar poll taken by the
Univarsity édministration. The results were aé followss
75% voted to restrict chemical warfare research

1??% voted to restrict biological warfare research

7mihu§?% voted to restrict counter-insurgency research
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56% voted to restrict ite=pesiwiet research related to the war in Southeast
Asia W jf 2,

51% voted to restrict classified research - i }Agﬁk

A poll taken by The Daily im October, 1968, asked students if they supported
demands issued by Students for a Democratic Society (8,D.S,) that Stanford and
S.R.I, cease 2ll classified research and thabt.Stanford faculty and trustees pube

5,"
licize their corporate and government connections, ﬁh ‘&a%f
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Aceording to thfs poll, 25% of the students supported the demards, and on-

1y 4% planned to participate in a legal demonstration at S.R.I, in Menlo Park

in suppert of the demands,

eflocied v ke differesce bticesn Yhe Octuire andd Qpses? ol s,

This change in student opinion’was a result of two factors: (1) leaflets,
demonstrations, lectures, and discussion groups designed by radiecals to inform
the Stanford community of the University's and 3,R.I.'s involvement in the war;
and (2) the frustration felt by liberals who tried to work within the systenm
but failed because of the politieal views held by the ruling bodies of the Uni-
versity, the trustees and the administration, _ _'

The A.E.L. situin'was not a radical sit-in,but mainly a liberal one% 1ed{
by a small group of radicals. The radical contingent was somewhat larﬂer in
April than in October, bub not signifieantly so, and did not account for the

{ vast numbers of people supporting the demands of the April 3rd Movement, The
) ¥¥q: sit=in did not have the militant atmosphere of the sit-ins at Columbia and other
universities, and there was virtually no violence on the part of either the dem~
omstratqré}or the adminmistration,
The opinion of the Stanford student body toward $,0,3, had changed little
EWﬁPW W Y’sinca the beginning of the yemr, but the attitude toward the trustees, primarily
\Jﬁﬁ“gyd/.because of the Mgrch 11th open forum, had radically altered. At that forum,
LL}ﬁ ﬁéhy students sﬁﬁ the trustees for the first time, and for the first time began

to'réalize_that the trustees should not have the power they rossess, The students
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saw that the trustees did not hold themselves responsibi}/to student, opinion, and 444,
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that the trustees' political and meral views were vastly different Trom those
of the student body,
Paul Rupert, a leader of the Resistance and a representative on the panel

Ll
at the March 1lth forum, ugites in a subsequent artiecle in the Peninsula Obssrv=-

ex:

Five powerful and 1egit1mate trustees came before the people
they raled... by the meeting¢s end, the rulers had lost control
of their audience and the people were demanding an open meet-

iﬁg..o
(/f;) The trustees were frequently defensive, evasive, and far

from cardid, They were reluctant to commit themselves on any-
thing of significance, snd refused to say how they felt about
chemical and bioclogical warfare Yuntil they read the committee
report . *
THis forum was the turning point in the controversy over war research at
Stanford, The AE,L, sit=in does not represent a radicaligzation of the student
body over political issues as much as it does a liberal student power struggle

over "humanitarian® issues, nzmely the CBW research and the war in Vietnam.
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Background {1965 - 1968)
The war research controversy at Stanford started in 1965, when members of
the Stanford Committee for Peace in Vietnam (S.C.P.V,) discovered that S.R.I. had

two CBW contracts, This information was reported in a newslstter from the Grade

..._-.-"“"q
vate Codrdinating Committee (organized in 1964), referred to in the S.R.I, Com-
mittee Minority Report as "the grandfather of the 3tanford left.d7'

Tn the spring of 1966, the question of classified research came up during

a sit-in in the President's office over draft tests., The research issue, how-
ever, was considersd only secondary to the issue of the draft tests by the
steering committee of S.C.P.V.S As a result of the sit-in the Baxter Committee
was set up to review classified resaari? 2?t the committee only eliminated a,
. ol 24 s frbvagdd B ACAHG AT F A g

small part of the controversial research, y*”w }4¢+&§V!Ma ﬁgff T 1 /}}

During the spring of 1967, as a part of the natlonwide Mbbillzatlon for
PeaeefExPeriment,(the on-campus forerunner of the Mid-Feninsula Frea-University?.
published two issues of a newspaper ealled Resistance, containing information
on S,R.I., the Stanford industrial park (the location of many defense industries),
and the Stanford Electronics Laboratories, The Experiment also printed posters
with the words WWe Accuse,™ with the pictures and names of President Steriing, |
and Trustees Hewlett, Packard, Ducommun, and Lewis, along with pictures of war
horrors. These posters received sxtremely adverse publie¢ reaction on campus. An
article in Yhe Daily by Clay L. Miller called the protesters a "pestilential
freak pack of witless political weirdos.é? The posters were followed by the
first march to S,R.I. in Menlo Park (&pril 14, 1967), in which 150 students

Al Lrpr sty Wl
(half of themkfrom local high schools) protested thewar research at the Insti-

'1:111:9.'?\L C CI"‘“ As el a’kem« g, Swm £ o DeLnTasTin o

After this march, the lissue apparently'1os£¢%%terest, even though David

Ransor{formerly a member 6f the Experiment) published information about S.R.I.'s

pole in econbmic imperialism and CBY research in the Mid-Peninsula Ubserver
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£hrough 1967 and 1968,h& Finally, at a meeting of $,D.S. in the spring of 1968,
Leonard Siegel, who had been involved with the Experiment and the Anti-Draft
Union, proposed a demonstration at 4.E.L. The proposal was discussed in S5,D.S.,
but not adopted,

During the summer of 1968, Steve Weisgmeh, a graduate student and a leader
bf the radical movement st Stanford, led a2 group {organized as a class of the
Mid-Peninsuls Free University) in researching information on war contracts at
S.,R.I. and Stanford. In a serims of meetings during the summer, S.D.S. decided
that the foeus of the coming school yezr would be on an anti~-imperislist program

against the involvement of S,R,I. and Stanford in the war in Southeast Asia,
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September sﬁgrféd off with a student power issue, Despite requests from
students, thefBé;rd of Trustees had selescted the new President of the University
with virtuaiiy no student involvement. Trustee John Gardner promised that a stue
dent advisory committee would be involved next time, He dso said that increased
communicstion between the trustees and students was essential, but added, "I
you get beyond communication, you're in eonsiderable danger of eroding the Pres-
jdent and getting the trustees involved in day-to-day decision-making,"

5.D.S. came out with a different analysis in 2 booklet entitlied "Through
the Looking Glass," which contained much of the information found by'Weisﬁan s
research group, S.D.S. dmplicitly denied the valus of increassd communlégéiéﬁﬁ%zlahﬁgwj
stressing the confliet of interests that existed between the trustees who owned
defense industries and oil and mining interests in Southeast'Asia, and the stu~
dents who opposed the war, A review in The Daily (Sept, 2i4) by Dan Snell called
S.D.8.'s view of society "naive"™ but did agree that Americe wearing her “jeﬁels
of industrial expansion,,.has to a very large extent forgotten her people."lg

The radical analysis was given some impetus from three speakers who came to
Stanford in late September and early Octobers David Harris, a founder of the
Resistance, Art Melville, an ex-Catholic priest who became a revolutionary in
Guatemala to fight U.5. imperialism, and Eldridge (leaver of the Black Panthers,
211 of whom sh#rply eriticized U.S. poliecy, foreigh and domestiec, and advoeated
_various 11legal methods of fighting it.

On October 1st, the first mesting of S.D.S, was held, Three hundred stu-
dents attended, many just to find out what $.D.5. was about, Four speakers; ine
cluding Wéishan, spoke on Stanford's involvement in Southeast Asia and U.3, im-
perlalism, and easily convinced the students that 5.D:8,'s focus shoﬁﬂ ba on
ending war-related research at Stanford end S.R.I. The only public acknowledg-

maat coming from the admirﬁ«tratlon at this time was Acfjng Prasident Robert Jds
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Glaser's interim policy on disrupticn, which made it s viclation of University
regulations to prevent or obstruct any University =mé activity.l5

On October 8th, $.D.5, held a2 meeting and issued a set of demands to the

University and S.R.I. The demande read as follows:

71) The war in Vietnem and economic programs in conjunction with it are op-
pressive to Southeast Asia,

2) The University is aiding this oppression.
1) We have the obligation to act against this cppression.

ih} We have the power and the right to act,

fo b
patv -
gé}, We the members of S.D.S. demand that the University, its wholly
A

owned subsidiary the Stanford Research Institute, and all members of
the Stanford community cease forthwith all operations and programs
concerned with Southeast &sia,

& In addition to the demands, & dorm education program was decided upon, to

enable S.D.S. members to discuss the demands with other students.16

On Thursday, Octocber 10th, S.D.S. announced some additional demands:

A1l contracts, both classified and unclassified be made public,
complete with information on the values of the contracts and
the individuals performing the work; Stanford and S.R,I,
trustees make public all their corporate and governmental con-
nections; and the Stanford faculty meke public all their gov-
errmental and corporate contracts amd connections,

é&“““”“ A rally was announced for the following Monday, the deadlne set for the de-

mands. S.D.S. announced that if the demands were not met, they would march to

S.R.T. to protest the war researchsl?
On October 11th, acting President Glaser armounced that he was ecalling for

a Yetudent-faculty investigation of the Stanford Research Institute (S,R.I.) and

its connection with the University," with a six month 1imit set on the investi-

gatﬁ |
7 Glaser's announcement met with a mi xed restonse, S.R.I. Board Chairman

BEarnest arbuckle {alsgo a Stanford trustee and a diretor of Utah Mining and Con~

struc??é;, which builds B-52 bases in Thailand) and Kenneth Pitzer, the incoming

/ .
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president of Stanford agreed with Glaser on the investigation,l9 but the radicels
believed that the investigation was merely a stalling tactie of the administration.
They argued that if thess men really wanted an investigation, they could have the
material ready in a day, and that six months was ridiculous, They also argued
that the committee was merely examining the ties between S,R.I. and Stanford,

and would probably propose severance, instead of attaeking the main lssue, the

war research done there. The majority of the student body, however, seemed to
think the investigation.was reasonable,

At the same time, The Daily began publishing facts about S.H.I, 4n article
on October 1hth stated that 75% of S,R.I.'s work was for the government (and that
75% of this.was for the Department of Defense}, and that 5% of S.R.I.'s work was
for international industry and ferelgn governments.zo A later article revealsd
that “Research efforts in such things as village securiiy programs, combat prob-
lems, logistics and intelligence work are not umommon.”“21

On Monday, October l4th, the 3,D.S. demands had not been met, s¢ the stu~
dents held a demonstration at the main branch of S.R.I., on Ravenswood Avenue in
Menlo Park, The Daily featured a somewhal biased and factually incorrect article
the next day, which stated that ".,.members of $.D.S., gathered at the main en~
trance of $.R,I. in an unsuccessful attempt to provoke a publie eonfrontation,®
and "an S.D,5,~8.Rels confrontationﬁizzled out yesterday, but was replaced by a
two hour dialogue..."22 The 'tonfrontation® actually ceme zs 5.D.8, had planned--
they had wanted to talk te the researchers at S,R.I., not provoke police action,
As a result of the demonstration, 5,R,I., public relations man Homer Meaders in-
vited Stenford studemts to come to S,R.I, in smell groups during the next week,
to discuss the problems with S,R.I. personnel.

Although the negative attitude cgygi;i;ord students toward 3.D.5., changed

1ittle, more people began to agres with their goals, On October 17th, Denis
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Bayes fecommended to the Board of Trustees that S,R.I. accept no new research
contracts for CBW or counterinsurgency during the investigatiop?B but the recom-
mendation was not accepted. 4 Daily editorial on October 21st made & recommends-
tion similar to the S.D,S. demands, asking S.R.I. %o stop accepting classified
government contracts, The editorial also opposed severance, saying that AT
erance of ties might make S.R.I, an arm of the Pentagon, if it is not already
ona.“z“ The next day's Daily ran an article stating that one half of S.R.I,°'s
research was funded by'the D,0.D., and that half of this was "basic rasearch®
while one half was "highly mission-criented,” Even some of the "hasgic research"25
in radic-defence however, was considered easily applicable to ballistic missie
radio systems.26 u&g&wiszf i 5%&.&A&22&rmvtﬁf,,,
/!

o
On October E?tithe radicals gained more liberal support when Seymour Hersh

spoke at Stanford on CBW, He said that five hundred million dollars was being
spent by the U.S. govermment on CBW, and also said that 6,400 sheep were killed
in Utah as a result of the melfunction of a nozzle that released & cloud of
nerve pas, Hersh said he believed that the rozzle may have been designed at

27 y
B (o2 bk --m-'W‘:’l’f ?‘

On October 30th, the first whisperings of the conservative rsaction were
heard, In a column in The Daily, Harvey H. Hukari, Jr, a leader of the Young
Americans For Freedom {Y.4.F.), called the white liberals and radicals

“masochistic”, He wrote:

&wmﬁif # "Every week some speaker from the outside world will
jwﬁ,ég” come to Dinkelspiel or Cubberly and shews with them the
A vicarious thrill of being an exploited grape worker in
yaﬁa*i" Delanc, a downtrodden peasant in Guatemala, or a black
) bb*‘ person living in poverty and despair in Fast Qakland,
_ &ﬂﬁﬁ' , ’k&”’{ Understandably, the average great white hope for
, @U*ﬁﬁ" the future of America becomes concerned, He puts a Cranston

sticker on the‘$%pk of his Pontiaﬁaand decides not to eat
grapes for aryeek & Committment
$,0.8, actions in November began with a fgitmout® at AE.L.Ato protest the
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war research there {electronic warfare).29 The "sit-out" consisted of blocking
one door and leaving the other open, Approximately 100 demonstrators "exorcized®
A.E.L. with a chant and then talked to researchers, David Pugh, & leader of
5,D.5. described the kind of work belng dore at A.E,L, and informed the others
thewe that the Systems Techniques Laboratory there received about one million
dollars from the D.C.D., and that 0% of its projects were ciassified. "The
stuff they're doing now," he contimed, "will be used tb prosecute colonial

wars of the future, We're going to act as proxies for the people of the Third
27

World,"°

Professor Stephen Kline of Mechandeal Engineering objected te the protest
-?mi%&p% /gaying thet, "Basic research is always neutral ,” but Speve Welssman replied
ﬁé;g-‘ " that only the U.S. and Russia can "take basic research and use it, You know
in advance who'll use it.“31
é?#ﬂ One researcher complained that Bgr asking him to make moral judgements in
‘vl regard to his work, the students were expecting him to be a scisntist and a

,l thilosopher at the same time, something that he thought was impossible,
/’ P

f The resesvrch issie. lost publié, interest-after November Zth, dus to the
/
/ "Elé%oral Wake" arrests and charges of political intimidation by'%he policeﬁwrésfs

26th, in wﬂich he wrote, "Several members of $,D.S. call the experience (:of

the war :ésearch demands) ‘a total bust.®' The evident reason>for fallure, they

{ The situ;¥%on was reflected in a Daily article by Fhilip maubman on November
|
!
|
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say, wefe the overly general and off-campus nature of the demdnds.“3
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