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RESOLUTION CONCERNING ROTC AT COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY -- .. 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the University Senate approye the report of the 
I Special Committee to Study ROTC, and 

kE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the policy of Columbia University in regar'd
I to on-campus ROTC programs shall be: 

1. Any arrangement between the Armed Serhces and the University
I

is subject to the approval of the University Senate and shall 
meet the following conditions: 

a) 	 Academic credit may be awarded to a pro.gralil only after 
the program and contents meet the criteria and standards 
of the faculty which recognizes s*ch credit. 

b) 	 Service nominees may be charged w~th instruction and accorded 
faculty rank only in accordance with the usual appointment 
procedures. I 

c) 	 No degree may be withheld for rea~ons not within the control 
of the University. 

I 

c) 	 There shall be adequate safeguard~ for the academic freedom 
of the participants. 

2. The contract between the Armed Services and a student enrolled i.n 
I 

an ROTC program shall permit him or her to withdraw upon repayment, 
or prOVision for repayment wi thin a r~asonable period, of s'ums 
which the service has expended for hi~ or her education without 
the 	punitive service liabilities now ~ontingently applicable; nor 
may 	 the contract require the student to forego the exercise of 
ordinary civil rights. 	 I 

PROPONENT: 	 Special Committee to Study . 
I ROTC 
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Thlf University Senate 

21 NovembeT 1975 

THE REPORT or THE SPECIAl, COMMITI'EE TO STUDY ROTC 

CO TENTS:- I. Charge to the Committee and Committee !vlembership 
II. Review of Past Pol icy 

III. 	 ROTC Programs and DOD Policies 
IV. Conclusions and Recommendations 

I. - CHARGE TO THE COivnv1ITTEE Al'll'O COMly1ITTEE MEMBERSHIP 
I 

The mancl3,tl; of the 'CorrL.'Tlittee VJaS contained in the Ifollowing :resolution of the Univer­

5i Y Senate, December 6, 1974: 

BE IT 	RESOLVED ~ That a special committ de be appointed by the 
Executive Committee to study 1) the durrertt s;catu5 of any 
arrangements for ',ROTC programs in A.'ll¢rican private univel' ­
sities and especially our sister ins~itutions of the Ivy 
League; 2) the current policies of t~e Department of Defenso 
in regard to the conduct and support lof ROTC programs; 3) any 
Federal or Department of Defense pol~cies toward universitIes 
which relate to maintenance or nonmai1ntenance of ROTC progl'aIDs;

I 

and 4) the recOImnendations or polici~s of previous official 
University bodies in regard to the a~ceptabili ty of ROTC 
prograiTIS on this campus or in associa.tion with this University.

I 

The sixteen members of the Special Commi ttee incl~de _'3 even "£a.eult.J' rfu.'7.m12~rS~ ",twQ.~~idr;D.lh 

idrators, six students and one a1wnnus and tl-Ley are: Stpart W. 3ruchey (Faculty/GSASy', 

wm J Theodore deBa.ry (ProvostjC.entral Administration) J D:all Vi. Forsythe (Faculty/GS) , 

Ro~ ert J. Foschi (Student/Engineering), William W. GOlU~ (Alumnus), Lowell M. Greenbaum 

(F ~Cult)'/Health Sciences), Douglas A.Kellner (Student/'iLa\'J), Frank Lancellotti (Student/ 

Co liege), John Medina (Student/GS), Stuart W. Mill~r (S~Ud.nt/coll.ge), Charles D. 

Pa sons (Faculty/College), William H. Reinmuth (Faculty/GS), MichaeLR\.lsenthal (Associate 

De n/College), John K. Tien, Committee Chairman (Faculty/Engineering); Steven C. Vaughn 
! 
I

(Stiudent/Law;resigned September 1975) and William F. Yopng (Facult)~/La",). 

I 
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II. REVIEW OF PAST _POqICY 

Existing policy toward ROTC programs derives from [actions taken by the University 

in IMarch 1969 in regard to the former NROTC prog:tam. ~hese actiorlS included the study 

! 
and recommendations of the lvlansfield Conuni ttee, and suocessive resolutions of the 

I 
Columbia College Faculty. University Council and Board ef Trustees. On Hay 13, 1969, 

th1Trustees approved a resolution adopted by the Univeirsity Council to the following 

ef~ect: 

The University administration should ,take prompt steps, 
in concert with other like-minded insFitutions if practi­
cable, and with due regard for the in~erests of students 
presently enrolled, to tel'minate the present arrangements 
\\lith the Navy Department for the NROT~ program and seek 
instead a relationship in which; 

1. After this academic year, any course offered 
as part of the naval training program shall carry credit 
toward the satisfaction of degree reqpirements only if it 
is also listed in the offerings of a i'egular acad.emic 
department. : 

I 

, 
I 

2. Personnel assigned to the training pTogra:n as 
instructors shall not be ex officio meraters of any faculty 
of tl:e Universit~, and shall-not hOld l academic rank unless 
appolnted accorcilng to regular procedures. . 

I , 
3. The University may furnish offi ce sp::>.ce and related 

facili ties to the Navy for ·(he adminiStration of a counseling 
. I 

service to students in connection \'lith an NROTC program. but 
shall not allocate free space on campbs to the Navy for (:lTill 
or for instructional purposes> \'ihethet or not for academic 
credit. I 

4. The contract between the Navy and a student enrolled 
in an NROTC program should, like an NDEA lo~·, permit him to 
withdraw upon repayment (or provision I for repayment within a 
reasonable period) of sums the Navy hts laid out for his 
education, without the punitive servi~e liabilities now contin­
gently applicable; nor shoUld the contract require the student 
to forgo the exercise of ordinary civil rights> like marriage. 

The- ·resolutions of the College Faculty and University Council called on the President 

to ngage in negotiations with the· Navy to secure modification of the existing NROTC prugi"B.i;t
I 

affirmed their support for programs which would enaqle ~)tudents to engage in such 

I 
tra'ning on advantageous and acceptable terms. Presidelft Cordier reported on Ju l y 7, 196:~, 

http:sp::>.ce
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, 
on ris efforts 	to implement these policies: 

I 	 The Navy was invited to continue its NROTC proJram exactly 

as at present Idth the exception that lthe Department of Naval 

Science would be transferred to an extracurricular status. 

We were informed by the Navy that it \1ould be impossib Ie 

for them to do so within the frame\~or'~ of the presently applic­

able laws. 


I hope that some mutually acceptable ~orm of naval officer 
training can be developed in the futv.re at. Columbia for the 
benefi t of those students viho will l</i~h to qualify for commission 
in preparation for careers in the Nav}. 

Ifter a cardul review of current policies in the Department of Defense and at otheL 

.eet) ational institutions, this Committee unanimously req.ffirms the principles set by the 

. uniyersity Council in 1969. TIle Committee has not been able to find any :i."eason \~hy·.· ·these 

I - ---- .. 
PClltciGS ~oul,d be modified at this time J or at any time in the neill' future. 'l1w Committee 

belleves that these principles reflect valuablE" academic objectives regardless of the 

I 
pOlftical atmosphere that may.Jlave been the catalyst to~ard their initial adoption. 

The Committee does not oppose a University tole in military education, provided that 

suc a role does not ·:;onflict \Vi th the standards and va+ues and the overall academic 

and social objectives of the University. The Committee) however, believes that current 
. , 	 . 

1egr l restraints of the Reserved Officer Training Corps would require substantial 

mod~fication before ROTC programs could be accommodated within the University curriculum. 
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III. ROTC PROGkAMS AND DODi POLICIES. 

A.I .Basic Requirements for ROTC Programs
--r 

The Reserve Officers' Training Corps Vitalization Act of 1964 establishes the 

par ameters 
I 

for the operation of ROTC programs at the b~ccalaureate level. Tne Act 

p*vides: 
I 
I No unit may be established or maintained unless: 

I 

(1) the senior cownissioned officer of 
I 

force concerned who is assi~ned to t~e 
the armed 
program at 

that institution is given the academic 
. I

professor; 
rank of 

(2) the institution fulfills the te1ms of its 

I 	 agreement with the Secretary of the ~ilitary de­
partment concerned; and I 

(3) the institution adopts, as part of its curri ­I culum, a four-year- course of military instruction 
or a two-year course for aci-.'anced tr~ining of mili ­

I tary instruction. or both. v:hich the I Secretary of 
the military department concerned prescribes and 

I- conducts I 

ptovides that enrolled students fall within three possible contractual
I · I Th~ law 

ca egorles: 
I 
I(lr 
 Scholarshie students. In return for a full tuiti:n scholarship and subsi:::: ..~~ 

allowance. the enrollee agrees to four years participaiion in the ROTC course, four yearsI . 
Ofl active duty and h'o years of reserve duty. 

(2 First Two Years Wi~hout ScholarshiE' The student receives a subsistence allowance 

1 

\~iith no conu>nitment more· than to attend freshman, and sophomore ROTC :::lasses and. the summer 

trrining programs. 

(31 Last Two Years Without ScholarshiE. The Student receives a subsistence. allowance in 
I 

return for an obligation to complete the ROTC progl'3Jn, tHO years of active duty and foul' 
I 
I 

ye~rs in the reserves. 

the military department concerned has broad authority to wa::'.",I .The sec~etary of I 

serVIce reqUIrements, and often does so \·;hen there are more ROTC graduates .than the , 
1".Hi ta:ry requires. The law also gives the Secretaries ipol'!er to dr-aft students Hho fail 

------ -- -- .. 
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t ~ fulfill their obligations under the contract. 

The Army, Navy and Air Force have each indicated iinterest in establishing units at 

Cdlumbia. The services would expect that space be· pl'ovided for classrooms. offices and 

t~e storage of equipment. TI,ey ,.auld also require ad~quate area for par2.de grounds and 

a '!shooting range. TIle Navy has indicated that it woulld require a minimum annual enroll ­

!neb t of 25; the Army vlOuld require at least .15,
I 

All units are subject to the military discipline ;of the armed services, and enrolled 

s ~udem:s . may bE! disciplined in accordance with procedJres set by the individual service. 
, 

Gr;ounds for possible dismissal and sanctions are broad and sometimes vague and include 

I , I 
sU~Ject matter which the University would disregard under its own regulations for dismissal,

i 

RO C hearing procedures are also at variance with univf rsity standards. The Cormni ttee 

waf particularly concerned with the Army requirement t~at the University agree that ful':' 

fi ~ lment of the terms of a ROTC contract must be prer~quisite to institutional graduatioD. 

All of the services have restrictions on admission to ROTC program.s t.hat ~Te inson-
I 

i 

gruous with University admissions policies. 11lese inciude linlitations based on loyalty 
I . i 

anf moral beliefs. The;Navy also requires that. its ROre candidates agree to ramain un­

maried until graduation from the program. ROTC regul~tions provide that course content, 

dir iPlinary regulations and procedures and ranking syhems be prescribed by the respective 

a1 ed service with virtually no role for th0 sponsorin~ academic institution. 

8. 1 Alternatives to the On-Campus ROTC Programs
• I 

The Committee has noted that several universities have called upon the Department 

I 
of Defense to establish regional ROTC centers that wou~d not be affiliated with any par­

ti~ular institution. In large cities where there are several baccalaureate institutions, 
I . . 

thf Armed Services could save considerable amounts of 1)10ney by consolidating all of its 

incdividual units under a single roof. This \:lould eliminate needless duplication of 
! 

' 1'1" d .f a ' l Itles an serVIces. In addition, oonsolidation \V~)Uld solve the proJ?lem of insufficient 
I 

enrollment in units by bringing together all of those in the region who are interested 
I 

pr 

that parti~ulaT service, i'fDile educational institutions might still be called upon to 

some services such as recruitment and counsell~ng, there l0J0uld ho longer exist 



6. 

the t roblem of integrating the ROTC program into the curticulum of the institution itself. 
I 

In spite of numerous calls for this off-campus consolidation of ROTC in urban areas, 


the epartment of Defense has shown little interest. 

I 

Students who wish to serve in the military after gr~duation do have other options 

besides attending ROTC at their own college. At the current time there are several Columbia 
I i 
I 

stlldt nts who are members of ROTC at other universities in the New Yorkal"ea even though 

they1are registered at Columbia. The Armed Services do ~ot encourage such programs, but 

do allow them for those Columbia students who are particylarl y interested in the .ROTC 

I program. 

I Finally, another avenue open to students is the Post Graduate Officers' Training 

prOgram offered by all three services for· those . wha>-volUfteer for thl'ee years of service. 

C. purrent Policies and PDograms at Other Uriiversities 

The Committee surveyed a wide variety of programs at other universities, but reports 

,here only the substance of the arrangements prevailing at institutions most c0li1parable 

to ohrselves. Among the major universities which have R?TC programs are Corneli, Michigan, 

" I d h . . fPrlnj::eton an t e Unlverslty o' Pennsylvania. 

I Corne~l has an active ROTC program with the three mjjor branches of the services 

represented. The Educational Policy COlT'Jlli ttee of each o~ their seven undergraduate colleges 
I . 

deci es upon whether credit for courses taught by military personnel is to be gra!lted. 
I 

Gene~ally, no unit gives credit for the first two years. Credit in the upperclass years 

varir s from college to coIl ego, Any new course deveiope~ by the miIitary, to ,be taught 

by _tre military, must pass through a Faculty Counc:i.l of representatives Committee on 

Univ'ersity··ROTC Relations. Milit~ry instructors are not granted academic rank, but the 

chiek commandant of each unit is given the courtesy rank of professor. 

I The University of Michigan has thre'e ROTC progralJ1S \'-Ihich have recently been evaluated. 
I 

Stafif members are recognized by their military titles; a:cademic titles are granted only 
I 

.' to those qualified by discipline ·authoTi zed by a specifi!c school. The military departments 

of t .e -lJniversi ty have been repl aced by programs \'Iithout departmental status. ~1arried 

stu~ nts are eligible for the program and the Assistant ~o the Vice-President for Academic 
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Aff~irs reports that "the contract has less stringent r$quirement, particularly in regard 
I 

to ithdrawal and penalty thereto". While the three services are reported to be "n~t 

parr iCU1arlY satisfied with lt the agreement at Michigan, this is probably attributable to 

the] lcr'~ rate of student participation. 

I Only the Army ROTC is now represented at Princeton, but there the divorce from academic 
I 

stat ding is almost complete. Instructors do not hold fAculty rank, but the corr~andant 

hOl f s the courtesy title of professor. No course credit is given. Indeed, ROTC is 
I 
i 

treted like any other extracurricular activi ty, e. g., the registrar is unaVJare of which 
I 

stu8.ents are in ROTC. This arrangement at Princeton is commonly referred to as the 
i 

Prihceton Plan. i . 

I 
Active ROTC program also exist at the University of Pennsylvania. The enrollments 

I 

in he programs appear to be increasing, • includi.ng ,the enrollment of women cadets. 

Under circumstances similar to those experienced bi Columbia, the ROTC programs at 
, 

YC1lt, Harvard, Br own and Dartmouth were discontinued du~ ing 1969-1970. For reasons very 
! 

much like Columbia's, it appears highly unlikely that Y~le, Harvard or Brown will initiate 
I . I 

steps towards.' the re-establishment of ROTC progr.ams on r eir campuses. The current situ­

atit n at Da'l;'tmouth is uncertain. There appears to be a strong likelihood that Dartmouth 

I I
will commence negotiations with the armed services for the re-establishment of ROTC pro-

I I 
I grams on its .campus. 

D. Past Sanctions Against Columbia University 

I The threat of sanctions against Columbia and other institutions* that were deemed 

non Doperative by the Department of Defense with regard to ROTC programs was manifested 

I ' Iin the form of the so-called Hebert Amendment (1972), w~ich would have denied universities 

defense contracts and grants if they had discontinued ROTC programs. This bill was active l y 

Iopp ' sed by many institutions includ.ing the Association of Alllerican Universities and never 
i 

*Boston University, Boston College, BrOioJ11 Universi!ty, ColQate University, Colmlbia 

Un ~versi ty? D~rtmouth,.Colleg:-, Ha~vard Univers~ty, i~ob~~t College, New York University, 

Pr~tt Instl tULe, Stamord Umversl ty > State UmverSIty 'of New York at Buffalo J Tufts 

Un'lversity and Yale University. ! 
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Defense Department policy and practice that prevented the enrollment of Defense Depart­

bel ame law. This Committee found no evidence that ...DOD grants or contracts were denied 

I 

Co~umbia because of the ROTC issue. However, sanctions did take the form of specific
i 

I 

'. I 

me t personnel in programs at Columbia and the other noncoopcrating institutions. These
I I 

, 

reftrictions were lifted by the Department of Defense 9n 30 September, 1975. The discrim­

inl tory policy of DOD, while it existed 0969-1975). dt d significantly affect short COUl'56 

I 
a.n~ degree enrollment in various units at Columbia UniVersity including the School of 

I I 

Enlineering .and Applied Science, the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences and es:pecially 

th. College of Physicians and Surgeons. 

I TIle Defense Department's current policy is that egual consideration will be given 

to all colleges and universities in providing advanced schooling to military personnel 

re ardless of \vhether any of the schools lTunilaterally1i1 withdrew from ROTC programs. 

Th t s action will now permit each service or component qf a service to determine which 

scJ ools or programs best satisfy the needs of the respEfctive military studeJlt. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In light of the information gathered and reported iin sugstance above, the Conunittee 
I 

ofi ers the following conclusions and recommendations: 

Ge~eral Conclusions 

I 1. In general the conditions attached to the new ROTC contracts reported above and 

th~ policies of the Department of Defense appear to be :substantially similar to the con-

d i i ions prevail ing in 1969 "hen the current Univers ity policies were adopted. In several 

pa tlculars, the ROTC contract terms that we understand to be mandated to the schools 

at [present are inconsistent \'lith Columbia's policies. 

2. Interest in or opposition to ROTC at Columbia rvaries from school to school, but 

in !any case there is no evidence of strong demand on th.e part of students at present. 

3. Several major institutions find the presence of ROTC units a..-:ceptablc. Even in 

th1se schools, however, there are some indications of ~riction or at least 'concern about 

so~e aspects'of the relationship, especially with resp~ct to the rights of the service 

to IdiSCiPline students. 

4. We have not been able to identify a:r.y major acl;verse effec::t on federal grants and 
I . . 

contracts at Columbia which can be attributed to the di!scontinuance of ROTC. If any 

pr J ssure was meant to be exerted on Columbia, it was cl;early resisted and manifestly un­

su Icess f ul'In In'd'uCIng a ch ange In po1"ICIes.' 

S. Possibil ities exist for Columbia students to enroll in training programs 

oft -campus. The facil i tation of such individual arran~ements with neighboring ins ti tution: 

on lterms compatible with the student's degree candidac~ at Columbia, is a more feasible 

an, less problematical way to assist those interested in ROTC programs than a contTactual 

aqangement entered into by the University itself. Th~ development of regional centers 

foJ officer training also seems to be an acceptable aHernC'.tive to an on-campus training 

Iprq)gram. 
[ 
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Get ral Recommendations for Policy on Armed Services Training Programs 
- i .... . 

I The Committee finds, that the basic principles governing ROTC programs as adopted by 

I 
thf University on the basis of the Mansfield report are still valid. As currently con­

stituted, ROTC progra..'TlS exert a degree of contJ'cd c'ver . student and institution alike 
I ­

wh~ch remains unacceptable to Columbia University. The UniveTsity~ hmvever, recognizes 
I 

th~ potential value of cooperation with the educational and training programs maintained 

by the armed services 1 and is prepared tu partictpate in,. oX' share its own educational 

resources with, such programs 'Ilhen the arrangements are cons istent with the statutes, 

PO~icies and procedures of the University and when mutually advantageous arrangements 

can be made betHeen the University and these services. 

It is recognized that the University customarily entrusts to its severaL schools 

anld departments the initiative with respect t~ new degree programs and. faculty appoint-

Imerts. However, any negotiations for an ROTC program are subject to the approval of the. 

U~iversity Senate and shall meet the conditions below. 

Re,commendation 1. 

I Any arrangement between the Armed Services and the University shall meet the followinl 

cqnditions: 
I 

A) Academic credit may be awarded to a program only after 

the pTogra.m and contents meet the criteria and standards of 

the faculty which recognizes such credit. 

B) Service nominees may be charged wi th instruction and 

accorded faculty rank only in accordance with the usual 

appointment prOCedures. 

C) No degree may be withheld for reasons !lot within the 

control of the University. 

D) There shall be adequate safeguards for the academic 

freedom of the participants. 
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iThe Committee is particularly concerned that a student may be required to serve 

I
in thie Armed Forces as a consequence of his behavior while in the University. The 

stricf ures in Recommendation 1 (C) and (D) apply to cases where this Service is 
i 

compe ~ l8d as a sanction for the student IS conduc,t while in College. However, if it is 

exact d only as an exchange for a financial subvention, the ground for University con­

ce~n s less obvious. Certainly the stance of'the University should be generally pro­

tecti l e of the ordinary civil privileges of it~ members. However, those privileges 

de TlClt include exceptional immunity either to conscription or to commitments based on 
I 

excha+ge. The difficulty is that, by sponsoring an ROTC program, the University would 


becomJ in some sense a party to the relation of exchange between a student participant 


and t i e contracting service. 


Reco~endation 2. 

[ 
\e therefore recommend that the contract between the Armed Services and a student encollec1 

in an ROTC program shall permit him or her to withdraw upon repayment, or provision for 

repa ent wi thin a reasonable period, of sums wh:;.:h the Service has expended for his Qr her' 

educatJion without the punitive service liabilities now contingently applicabJe; nor may 

the cJntract require the student to forgo the exercise of ordinary civil rights. 


