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The student/faculty vote in 
the week of Feb. 21st to ban 
military recruiters is an impor
tant victory for all of us at UMB. 
It shows that a majority of those 
who voted understand that "free 
speech" is not an unrestricted 
right and that students and 
teachers have the right to pre
vent actit•it;.• which aims to 
recruit people to murder in the 
interests of corporate profit. In 
reaffirming the 1972 student ban 
on military recruitment on 
campus, the voters in effect 
agreed that murder for profit is 
no more acceptable when carried 
out by the U.S. military than 
when the mafia does it. We hat•e 
the right to prevent both. 

Undoubtedly, the anti-mili
tary recruitment vote was 
influenced by the growing U.S. 
military intervention in El Sal
vador, which looks very much 
like the Vietnam war. 

In El Salvador today, as in 
Vietnam in the '60s and '70s, the 
U.S. government is propping up 
a brutal puppet government 
which it claims is "democratic." 
It is again raising the spector of 
Russian and Cuban "aggres
sion," and "International Com
munist Conspiracy". And, as in 
Vietnam, it is introducing U.S. 
combat troops bit by bit, under 
the cover of "advisors." 

And, as in Vietnam, the goal 
of the U.S. government is to stop 
a popular revolution in a thrid 
world country which threatens 
the free hand which American 
corporations hnve had in the 
region for decades. Most of all, it 
fears that revolution in El Salva
dor will inspire revolutions in 
other impoverished countries of 
Central and Latin America, fur
ther threatening the profits of 
Americnn business. 

So far, the U.S. goverment is 
having some success in pulling 
off this new Vietnam. But the 
anti-militnry vote at UMB is just 

one of many signs that despite 
the racial hntred, nationalism 
and militarism which the gov
ernment and media drummed 
up over lran, many Americans 
remain permanently changed by 
the Vietnam war. 

In the '60s, it took several 
years before significant numbers 
of people in this country were 
concerned about, let alone act
ing agninst U.S. intervention in 
Vietnam. Todny, however, even 
before the introduction of large 
numbers of U.S. combat troops, 
there is growing opposition to 
the attempts of the government 
to create another Vietnam in El 
Salvador. There are small but 
growing demonstrations in the 
U.S. (and Europe). At UMB, 
there have been several well 
attended educational programs 
on the issue. 

There is even growing opposi
tion in Congress from some 
members who support U.S. 
domination in Central America, 
but don't believe that military 
intervention will be successful in 
El Salvador. They believe U.S. 
control can only be maintained 
indirectly, through a regime 
which is ngreeable to U.S. cor
porate interests, but isn't quite 
so ugly as the present juntn. 
They nlso fear, rightly, that U.S. 
military intervention in El Sal
vador will lead to a powerful 
reaction here at home. 

Perhaps most importantly, El 
Salvndor shows many of us at 
UMB that Vietnnm was not an 
isolated foreign policy "mis
take," but n built in feature of 
the system of imperialism. There 
is nothing "accidental" about 
the attempts of Americnn cor
porntions to dominate markets, 
raw materials, and cheap labor 
by military menns wherever nec
essary, particularly at a time of 
growing economic crisis and 
international competition. 

So, despite the horror of U.S. 
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intervention is El Salvndor, we 
have reason to rejoice over the 
anti-military vote at UMB. The 
fight, however, is not over, for 
the Administration has made it 
clear that it will pay no more 
attention to this vote than to the 
1972 student referendum which 
originally banned military 
recruiters from campus. 

The administration is claim
ing that a 213 vote (which we did 
not get) was required to han 
military recruiters from campus, 
and that it will only consider 
changing the location of on
campus military recuiters (Mass 
Media, 2/24/81 ). In reality, how
ever, a 2/3 t•ote U!as required 
only of those ·who wished to 
repeal the 1972 student ban 
on militar;.· recruiters, n ban 
that was never repealed by stu
dents, but has been repeatedly 
violated by the Board of 
Trustees, the Administration 
nnd the University Assembly. 

The reolity is that the Admin
istration doesn't respect 
student/faculty votes. If it did, 
there would have been to mili
tary recuiters here since 1972. As 
with faculty and staff union con
tracts, black teachers' tenure, or 
increasing third world enroll
ment, there's only one thing thar 
the Administration will respect: 
mass nction. 

But mass action in turn will 
require a renewed effort on our 
part to convince the many stu
dents who didn't vote, or who 
remnin opposed to a ban on the 
military, to support the effort to 
stop the military drive. This is 
the immediate task before us. 

If you would like to join other 
students in stopping the mili
tary recuiters, getting the U.S. 
our of El Salvador, and in deal
ing with the rise of racism, cuts 
in social services, sexism and the 
right at home, contact the Anti
War Committee, c/o SAC. or 
drop by our table in building 
020, 2nd floor. 


