CALIFORNIA ROOM

— 1987 —
Honorable Mewtiop
$25 e

THE SAN JOSE STATE COLLEGE ANTI-WAR RICTS OF NOVEMBER 1967

BY
YUKA NISHINO

APRIL 30, 1987



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduetion . . . ., . ... .. s 4 e o 4o
The Riots . . . . . ... .. ...
Conclusion . . . . . ., . ..., ..

Dow Chemical Letter . . . . . . . ..

Bibliography . . . . . . . . P v v e s e e



INTRODUCTION

The perlod between the mid-1960's through the early 1970's, also
known as the Vietnam Decade, was a time of violent change. The Vietnan
War was raging on, its peak in 1968 with the occurrence of the massive
Tet Offensive. At home, the younger generation, or the "hippies,"
were busy fighting the older generation, the "Establishment," which
included anyone over thirty years of age. Hippies everywhere re jected
all authoritative adults and their conservative customs and thinking.
Race riots continued to break out all across the United States, while
the crime rate soared to alarming helights incities such as Detroit,
Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York City. 5til11, tensions continued to
mount on the divided country. The Vietnam War overlooked all this
disorder and contributed additional Pressure among the American public
and government. Soon after America's escalation in the war, anti-war
riots and demonstrations started occurring in public places. Many
protesting young Americans jolned in peace marches to Washington D.C.
in order to express their views of the unpopular war. Gradually,
college campuses became the main attractions of anti-war riots. The
Kent State riot, well-known for the protesting students killed there,
seemed to symbolize the attitudes of what nany people, especially
college students, felt about America's involvement in the Vietnam War.

The riots at San Jose State College took place during this ever-
changing time period. Although much lesser known than other college riots,
the riots at this state college were still part of the nationwide trend

of growing opposition towards the Vietnam War and anything related to

the war. In the case of the San Jose State riots, Dow Chemical Company



representatives were the main cause of the disturbances that occurred on
the college campus. This essay wlll reveal what occurred at the San Jose
State riots and will also show how these riots represented the feelings
of social unrest among the young generation throughout America during

this turbulent decade of American history.



THE RIOTS

Out of the two riots that occurred at San Jose State College on
November 20 and 21 of 1967, only one could actually be labeled as a
"riot." This was the first of the two riots and the more violent of the
two. It was known that Dow Chemical recruiters would be on campus on
November 20 and 21, interviewing interested students who earlier applied
for jobs.l These Dow interviewers sparked the start of the riots.
During part of the Vietnam War, the Dow Chemical Company supplied napalm
to the United States government from 1966 to 1970.2 Dow Chemical had
previously signed a contract with the Defense Department to provide
the military with napalm, like any other normal sale. Economically,
the napalm production only amounted up to one-half of one Percent of Dow's
total sales.3 The production of napalm, a "jelly-like, inflammable

. substance packed into canisters and dropped by planes on observed or
suspected enemy targets in the Jungle fighting,""’ was the target of the
rioters. It had always been a tradition of San Jose State, however, to
invite representatives from various industries to come to their college

and interview interested studemts.’ The college had to remain impartial

1san Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1. (microfilm).
2Richard Long, letter from Dow Chemical, April 1, 1986.
3The Wall Street Journal, Dec. 8, 1967, p. 18. (microfilm).

4Don Whitehead, The Dow Story (n.p., n.d.), pp. 262-263.

5Dr. William J. Dusel, interview with the ex-vice president of San Jose

. State, Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986.



in controversial and conflicting views and situations, which included the
Dow representatives.

However, quite a few students quickly objected after finding out that
Dow representatives were coming on campus to interview students.
Dr. William J. Dusel, who was in charge at the time of the first riot
while President Robert D. Clark was avWay, received complaints from
students, especially from those who were involved in Students for a
Democratic Society (SDS), and also was Presented with petitions signed
by students and professors from Professors Against the War (PAW).6

Getting no response this Way, many students went to other means to voice

their opposition.

On November 20, a peaceful noontime demonstration was held at
Seventh Street, put on by the SDS.7 Several hundred students attended
this rally, which moved to the Administration Building on Sixth and
San Fernando Streets, where Dow was conducting 1its interviews.8 This was
where things started to get hostile.

Students began to surround the building and refused to allow people
to enter and exit the building. After someone smeared a container of
something that looked like blood against the bullding's doors, Dr. Dusel

alerted the city police of possible violence.?

6Dr. William J. Dusel, interview with the ex-vice president of San Jose
State, Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986.

?Spartan Daily, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1.
83partan Caily, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1.

9Dr. William J. Dusel, interview with the ex-vice president of San Jose

State, Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986.



A little later, policemen arrived and stayed off the campus on Seventh
Street, waiting to see the outcome of the students' behavior. By now,
many other onlookers had gathered around the area surrounding the
Administration Building, both students and outsiders. Dr. Dusel tried

to talk to the rioters, tell ing them to disperse or he would have to
allow the police to come in and disperse thenm. However, this warning

was answered by rocks and glass thrown at windows of the building.

At this point, the police started coming in through the large crowd of
People, while students chanted, '"We are the people."10 The students

began to get angry, asking Dr. Dusel why the police were coming in, but

he told them that he never gave the police permission to enter onto the
campus.11 Finally, the Administration Building's double glass doors were
broken by a metal chair that was thrown at the doors by a student. It was
at this point when the police used tear gas in an effort to disperse the
crowd, which was described to have “"combined the flavors of a community
picnic and a lynch mob, salted with more than a little tear gas.*}2 Al1
along, shouts of "fascist" and "Nazi" were heard, directed toward the
police,13 while demands of Dow's departure were also heard. In addition,
a burning material was thrown into the lobby of the Administration Building

by a student. It was thought to be an American flag.

10San Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).
118partan Daily, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1.

12S,sm Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 197, p. 1. (microfilm).
13Sa.n Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).



After the tear gas and smoke bombs were thrown into the crowd, much
panic resulted. People started to push away from the buillding in an
effort to get away from the smoke. Others besides the students were affected
by the tear gas, including several secretaries and other staff members
inside the building, who were red-eyed from the gas.14 As more people
started moving from the Administrstion Building, Police Chief Ray
Blackmore started moving through the crowd. By this time, other units of
law enforcement had arrived and were standing by for assistance,l5
Police officers with billy clubs in their hands were apparent, The
sight of the clubs made the crowd frantic in thinking that the policemen
were golng to use them. An incident oceurred that brought on more crowd
hostility. A student was seen talking to a police officer when he
suddenly fell down, untouched. This officer started to pick him up when
the crowd surrounded him, yelling, "The cops are kicking him!{" More
people came and started shouting police bruxality.16

When it was all over, the riot left sixteen known people injured
and twelve people arrested. San Jose State Health Center treated fifteen
people by 3:30 P.M. for minor injuries and tear gas lrritation. One
professor, Peter Collins, also was hurt during the riots. Although he
didn't actively participate in the riot, he was hit by a "flat object,"

causing him to have minor head injuries.17 Out of the twelve people

san Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (atcrofilm).

155partan Daily, Nov. 21, 1%7, p. 1.
16San Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).

1?Spartan Paily, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1.



arrested at the riot, nine of them were students. Charges included failure
to disperse, unlawful assembly, and battery on a police officer.18 A SDS
leader that was arrested, Nick Kopke, had been suspended the previous

week for his participation in an anti-R.0.T.C. demonstration.1? Also
arrested was a San Jose lawyer, John Thorne, for failing to disperse and

to leave the campus. Thorne had this to say!

I completely disagree with the news accounts of what happened.
It was a great misfortune Dow Chemical was not asked by the
college to leave. . .It was unfortunate the police used the

tactics they did.20

Although there appeared to be many students involved in this riot,
only a minority amount of them was actually hard-core rioters. It was
approximated that only about 35% of the 700 students at the riot were
actually involved in the riot.21 The majority of the people present at
the riot were onlookers; many of them ate sandwiches and drank beer on
rooftops of nearbye bulldings, while others just mingled with the crowd.
S5till, others appeared to enjoy the smell of tear gas and stood right in

the midst of it.%% There were also opposing views among the students

183an Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).

19320 Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 21, 19%7, p. 2. (microfilm).

20gan Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).

21Ca.ptain Dei Rossl, interview with a police officer, Sunnyvale, California,
May 16, 1986.

225an Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm),



during this riot. When some students tried to bring down San Jose State's
flag and other flags, other uninvolved students strongly opposed them by
fighting them off.23

News of the riot at San Jose State traveled quickly to Sacramento,

where Governor Ronald Reagan strongly denounced the students involved in

the riot:

I have no sympathy for those who would use riots and violence to
Press thelr views on others and who refuse to grant on others

the same rights of freedom and dissent they insist on for

themselves.zu

In addition, Reagan wanted the expulsion of every student who Participated
in the riot, and the firing of every teacher who also Participated in

the riot, if any, basing his firm stance not as "political interference

in our higher education system."25 The governor continued to czll the
riots "inexcusable," and that the disturbance wasn't fair for those
students "who are working hard to obtain an education . . . undisturbed
by frequent disruptions and disorders."26 A harsher critic of the riot
was Senator Clark L. Bradley, who blamed the riot on "radicals" and on

the "weak administration” of San Jose State President Clark.2’ When

23108 Angeles Times, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 3, (microfilm),
2Mgpartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 4.

25Los Angeles Times, Nov, 21, 1967, p. 3. (microfilm).
26San Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 21, 197, p. 2. (microfilm).

273an Jose Mercur » Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1. (microfilm),



. Senator Bradley was asked why he felt that "left-wing radical elements"
had picked San Jose State to stage thelr opinions, he answered that
"President Clark is a pretty weak individual and he has been practicing
a policy similar to President Clark Kerr."28 Senator Bradley referred
to U.C. Berkeley's former president who was criticized for the way he
handled similar riots at the U.C. campus. QGovernor Reazgan ended his
attack on the riots by commenting that unless "those the people have
elected . . . put an end to such irresponsible actions . . . the
people will find somecne who will."29

The cause of all this excitement was centered on Dow's representative
on campus, Glenn Allen, the western recruitment manager for Dow Chemical.30
Although he had encountered protests when interviewing students on other
college campuses, including U.C.L.A., Oregon State University, Washington
. State, Sacramento State, and Long Beach State, the opposition that he
encountered at San Jose State was the worst that he had ever seen.3l
Allen described the students as "animals, screaming 'murderers' at us . .

I've never seen them like that."32 Dr. Dusel even called this riot the

worst in San Jose State history.33

28540 Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 1. (microfilm).
29spartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. &.
30san Jose Mercur » Nov, 21, 1967, p. 1. (microfiim).
3lspartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 4.
323an Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm),

33pr, William J. Dusel, interview with ex-vice president of San Jose
. State, Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986,
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It was the determination of the protesting students of no one stopping
them that made this riot a “riot." According to an officer, feelings of
defiance and the pressure that was felt by these students just turned
everything loose.3% Another officer at the scene described both sides,
the students and the police officers, over reacted in the vioclence.

The students were "overwhelmed" by the whole situation, especially by
the presence of the policemen. This officer commented that although
the policemen were well trained, they werem't as trained then as they
are today.35 Another opinion by another officer, who was a student at
the time, was that the students had started the violence, not the
police.36 Dr. Tusel described the students as being "intolerant with
conflicting ideas™ of the administration. The SCS were more "militant”
than usual, wanting to violate school codes on purpoze to voice their
opinions. Dr. Dusel said that although he had great respect for the
students, the administration was required to take action.37

However, a conflicting view of the riot was also formed. PAW
charged that the presence of police officers on campus wasn't necessary,

and that the police were the ones who started the violence, not the students.

3‘!"F‘J:'ﬂd Esparza, interview with a police officer, San Jose, California,
May 10, 1986,

35Captain Dei Rossl, interview with a police officer, Sunnyvale, California,
May 16, 1986.

368ergeant Gianni, interview with a police officer, Santa Clara, California,
May 20, 1986,

37Dr. Willlam J. Dusel, interview with ex-vice president of San Jose State,

Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986.
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PAW drew up a list of ten charges against the police and the administration,
showing thelr resentment toward the way the riot was handled .38 Although
PAW claimed that police used brutality at the riot, the San Jose Mercury
News denied observing any police brutality.39 In a staff comment, a
member remarked that before the arrival of the police, the students were
basically "restrained,™ until the police arrived, which acted as a
"catalyst"” on the students. He commented that when the police started
using the tear gas on the crowd, "turmoil resulted,” and started all the
violence.*0 San Jose State's own newspaper, The Spartan Dally, seemed to
favor the position of the protesting students rather than that of the
police., Dr. Dusel explained that the newspaper took this position
because it usually gave demonstrators good publicity and often helped
them out.*1

Whichever viewpolnt was correct, this rioct was not the end for the
students, its administration, and the police. Another riot, although

much more subdued than the previous one, would occur the very next day.

On the morning of the 21st of November, about a thousand students
crowded into Morris Dalley Auditorium to hear and diszcuss with a specially

formed panel on the Dow issue. Included in this panel were Dr. Dusel,

383partan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 4.
393an Jose Mercury, Nov. 21, 197, p. 1. (microfilm).
40gpartan Daily, Nov. 21, 1967, p. 2.
aiDr. William J. Dusel, interview with ex-vice president of San Jose State,

Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986.
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Jack Jones Jr. (regional representative of Dow), student president Vic Lee,
Army Colonel Edgar Colladay, Dr. L.H. Lacey (chalrman of the college's
Academic Council), Peter Collins (member of PAW), and a representative
from SDS.42  Students at the rally presented four demands to the panel:
Dow leaves the campus forever, police stays off campus, reinstate three
suspended students of the R.0.T.C., demonstration previously held, and

the students be allowed to formulate the campus policy on recruiters.43

In addition, a SDS leader asked the panel a question to whether Dow

would stop making napalm, and if not, if the Dow representatives leave

the campus immediately.““ However, Dr. Dusel delayed the answer to the
question, and so after half an hour into the rally, about half the people,
both students and faculty members, left the auditorium to picket on
Seventh Street. Meanwhile, the panel continued to discuss and "deal"

with the remailning people for about two hours. Eventually, the crowd

on Seventh Street grew to about 4000 people, which divided up into
one-fourth protestors, one-fourth Dow supporters, and one-half watchers.*5
In case things became violent, like the previous riot, more than 250 law
enforcements stood by on S. Sixth Street .46 Fortunately this time,

the demonstration turned out quite peaceful. There were a few tense

moments during the day, buy school and Dow officials quickly took care

423an Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm),
“Jgpartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2.

“ASan Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).
458an Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).

L’ssparta.n Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 1.
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of things.

At one point, however, some students began to slam against the
doors of the Administration Building, where the Dow interviews were
taking place. San Jose State President Robert D. Clark, who had just
returned to the college, guickly walked out to talk to the crowd, and
so brought the threat of violence to a stop.*7 As he attempted to talk
to the students about efforts to form a new recruiting policy for the
college, some students continued to bang against the doors, while others
wanted to talk to a Dow representative in order to avoid further trouble.
S50, Jack Jones of Dow Chemical agreed to talk to the crowd, explaining
his company's policy on recruiting on college ca.npuses.48 Soon after, the
crowd began to disperse slowly.

Another incident occurred during the day that could.have started
another violent encounter between the students and the police. Some
demonstrators were allowed to enter the Administration Building in
order to talk to the Dow interviewer. Also in the building were police
officers, who didn't allow anyone but people with "special business™ to
enter the building, which started some students slamming against the
building again. Then a rumor was started that the students inside the
bullding were being locked in by the police. One of the students inside

the bullding tried to tell the other students outside that they weren't

4?Dr. William J. Dusel, interview with ex-vice president of San Jose State,
Saratoga, California, May 25, 1986.
“8spartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 3.
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being held forcefully, but didn't succeed. Students began to push against
the doors in an effort to break them down, but another student told them
that President Clark was coning.“g From there, President Clark took care
of the situationm.

By the end of this demonstration, altogether five people were arrested,
including two Hell's Angels members.’9 The Hell's Angels involvement in
the demonstration occurred when six members came on the campus, vowing
to do "whatever 1s necessary” to prevent another riot like the day
be:fore's.S1 and started hitting the students with wooden clubs. Charges
on the two included disturbing the peace, assault with deadly weapon, and
possession of concealed Heapon.52

Like the previous riot, there were quite a few students who opposed
the demonstrators. During the protest, a student presented President
Clark a petition signed in one hour by 500 students who felt that
Dow Chemical should be allowed to recruit students at the campus.53
Another petition in support of Dow was signed by more than 1300 students
by 4:30 P.M. that same day.5 These two petitions already showed that
more students supported Dow's recrultment of students on campus than

those who opposed Dow. Later, two more petitions for Dow would be signed.

“9Spartan Daily, Nov. 22, 197, p. 2.
505an Jose Mercury, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 1. (microfilm).
51Spartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 1.

523an Jose Mercury, Nov. 22, 197, p. 2. (microfilm).

53Sa.n Jose Mercury, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).
S4spartan Daily, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2.
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One petition polled 79%4 of those signed as favoring Dow's position.55 while
the other petition polled over 2500 students, about 12% of the student
body, as favoring Dow.56 Some of the students tried to convince the
crowd, while it was still in front of the cafeteria, not to move toward
the Administration Bullding, but obvicusly failed. On the other hand,
SDS members felt that they were too "nice" at the protest, which
contradicted their earlier pledge on the night of the first riot to
protest non-violently together.5?

Once again, as with the previous day's riot, Sacramento reacted
angrily and flrmly to the second day's demonstration. Thils time,

however, Senator Bradley demanded the firlng of President Clark, saying:

President Clark is lnept and we need some new leadership.
If we can't get someone in there who stands up for law and

order, we're going to have contlinued troubles.58

Senator Bradley planned to send the National Guard over to San Jose State
if violence broke out a.gain.59 Surprisingly, Governor Reagan opposed the
senator's demand by responding that "maybe someone should inform Senator

Bradley that Dr. Clark was out of the country when the rlots broke out . 60

55Spartan Daily, Nov. 29, 1967, p. 1. (mlcrofilm).
563 partan Daily, Nov. 29, 1967, p. 1. (microfilm).
57Spartan Dally, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 3.

583partan Daily, Nov. 22, 1%7, p. 1.

593an Jose Mercury, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 2. (microfilm).

60San Jose Mercury, Nov. 22, 1967, p. 1. (microfilm).
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The rest of Santa Clara's legislation alsc opposed Senator Bradley's
demand. Later, after having a private meeting with State College
Chancellor Glean S. Dumke in Sacramento, Governor Reagan once agaln
warned that he "would find some way to punlsh student militants who
abuse rules designed to protect academic freedom."61

Although this protest wasn't as violent as its predecessor, it made
and forced the college board to take another look at its policies on
company recruiting and law enforcing on campus. While the first riot
made the problem known to college administrators, the second
demonstration caused the administrators to discuss with the students
the policies. These two riots did have an impact on Dow Chemical,
however. Chalrman of Dow's board of directors Carl A. Gerstacker
announced that Dow may quit producing napalm because of the strong
opposition they received from the riots at San Jose State and at other

college campuses.5?2

Dow Chemical Company did not end up quitting napalm production
during that year. They did, however, stop supplying napalm to the
U.S. government in 1970, when the American Electric Company underbid
Dow Chemical.63 Although Dow tried to keep away from the controversial

and politlcal aspect of being the only napalm supplier during the

618an Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 22, 1967, pp. 1-2. {microfilm).
62500 Jose Mercury, Nov. 26, 1967, p. 3F. (microfilm).

63R1chard Long, letter from Dow Chemical, April i, 1986.
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Vietnam War, 1t became increasingly difficult for them to since they
encountered much opposltion from all the college campuses that they had
visited. To many of the college students, Dow symbelized an enforcer to
the war since it produced napalm, a weapon that was seen as the number one
killer in the war. These students felt that Dow supported the war in the
way that Dow wanted to help +the government kill more enemies in Vietnanm.
Some students also felt that Dow was making a large profit off their
napalm production, which was entirely wrong since thelr profit was only
at the most one-half of one percent of total profits.t

As mentioned before, Dow encountered much opposition from anti-war
groups on campuses all across the United States. Even at Harvard
University, where scientists from this college had helped invent napalm,
students rioted against Dow Chemical.65 At Princeton, a similar

situvation occurred like that of San Jose State's riots.66

All of these riots occurred a year or two before the Tet Offensive
of January 1968. Up until this point, there was growing social unrest
among the population of the United States. More younger people began
to go to the sireets to riot and express their feelings toward the war,
which they felt no one was hearing, especially the government. Many of

them feared that they might have to eventually be forced to fight the war

Do Whitehead, p. 26k.
65Don Whitehead, pp. 264-265.

66Don Whitehead, p. 265.
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in Vietnam, and so this acted as an enforcement to protest the war at home.
Others felt that it was morally wrong to kill all those innocent
Vietnamese men, women, and children that they were seeing on television.
The result was massive protests and riots on college campuses everywhere.
Some of these protests were peaceful, while others, like San Jose State's
first riot, were violent and requlred police intervention. These students
protested against the war itself and anything that appeared to support
the war effort. Often these people received minsinformation, but as

long as it sounded good, they believed it without another thought.

Of course, these views were accepted by a pretty small amount of students
at first. Later events would eventually convert views about the war to
the "other" side.

As escalation of the war in Vietnam occurred, more and more opposition
towards the war resulted. People, both young and old, began to realize
that this war was not going to be a quick little victory for the
Americans. While more young soldiers died in this war, more protests
resulted at home. Anti-war riots on college campuses became increasingly
violent, the worst one occurring at Kent State, where student deaths
actually occurred. Many students wanted America out of Vietnam
immediately, but had to wait until 1973, and then saw Communists take
over South Vietnam in 1975 despite the tremendous Americans efforts and
lives wasted. Of course, probably no one in 1967 could have foreseen
this happening to America and Vietnam. All these students at the riots
and protests, 1ike those at San Jose State, knew that they didn't like

what they saw happening in Vietnam and wanted the American troops out

of there, without delay, before anything more could happen. On the
contrary, much did happen between 1967 and 1975, and only after the whole
affair was over and after 16,000 lives were lost did many Americans realize

what a tragic mistake Vietnam was to the United States.
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CONCLUSTON

The course of events that took place at the two riots or demonstrations
at San Jose State College on November 20 and 21 of 1967 similarly occurred
on other college campuses across the United States. As war-related
companies and groups like the Dow Chemical Company and the R.O.T.C.
visited campuses, some type of opposition always seemed to greet then,
whether in a peaceful or violent manner. The set of anti-war riots
described in this essay is an example of two different types of opposition
that the young generation used during this decade, one of them being rather
violent and the other being quite peaceful. A police officer, who was
a student at San Jose State during the time of the riots, commented that
these types of occurrences, the riots, demonstrations, etc., came in
cycles in which the young generation learned more and more from each
time period.67 Whenever the anti-war riots, protests, demonstrations,
sit-ins, and teach-ins took place, each were similar in the cause of
voicing the participants' impressions towards America's involvement

in Vietnam and about "the horror!“68 of the war.

67Captain Del Rossl, interview with a police officer, Sunnyvale, California,

May 16, 1986.

68Joseph Conrad, Heat of Darkness (New York, 1980), p. 147.
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4@» THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY

WILLARD H. DOW CENTER

2020 Willard H. Dow Center MIDLAND, MICHIGAN 48640
April 1, 1986 :

Yuka Nishino
7021 Elmsdale Drive
San Jose, CA 95120

Dear Yuka:

We have not retained extensive files on the college campus disturbances
of the late 1960s, but I believe I can help vou with some general
information.

From 1966 to mid-1970, Dow was the sole supplier of napalm to the
Defense Department for use in the Vietnam war. Napalm and Dow became
symbols for the anti-war movement, and several hundred protests
resulted. We were a convenient target, because our recruiters were
making scheduled and publicized visits to the placement centers to
interview prospective employees. And, "DOW" fit rather nicely on
placards, posters and other methods of visualizing protest.

Some of those demonstrations were peaceful; others were quite violent,
with arson, destruction of property, arrests, etc., resulting. .On some
campuses, students were disciplined for their actions.

Our position at the time was that we were doing our patriotic duty to
supply needed war materiel to our troops in Vietnam. We tried to avoid
the political question of whether the U.S. belonged in Vietnam. If our
elected officials voted to support the war effort, we felt it wasn't our
place to make a separate judgment. In the end, it was our dogged
determination to meet our commitments that accelerated the pace of
protests,

As a new Dow employee at the time, I remember much of the debate over
napalm. Some said that dying from napalm was no different from being
shot with a rifle or being killed by shrapmel from a hand grenade. That
argument didn't hold much water at the time, in part because many of us
didn't understand the symbolism involved in napalm.

We ceased to be the sole supplier of napalm in 1970, when American
Electric Company underbid us., We were surprised that anyone would want
the business, considering all of the grief we had taken over a
relatively small contract. At no point did napalm generate more than
half of one percent of our profits. We weren't them -- and aren't now
—— big in the defense industry.
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Yuka Nishino
April 1, 1986
Page Two

Napalm was Dow's first encounter with public controversy. We didn't
understand the sociletal upheaval that was going on at the time. Nor,
fo? that matter, did many of the social commentators who were writing on
the subject, Many of the young college students of that era, and the
journalists who covered the Vietnam story, are influential in their
chosen fields today. And, we encounter some lingering hostility from
time to time.

I am enclosing pages 261-272 from the most recent edition of Dow's
company history for additional information.

I hope this helps you in your project.

Regards,

Richard K. Longig g

Manager, Corporate Communications
is

Enclosure
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