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 OPINION

Hillary is the annoyed 
queen radiating irritation

S ince open letters to se-
cretive and duplicitous 
regimes are in fash-

ion, we would like to post 
an Open Letter to the Lead-
ers of the Clinton Republic of 
Chappaqua:

It has come to our atten-
tion while observing your 
machinations during your at-
tempted restoration that you 
may not fully understand our 
constitutional system. Thus, 
we are writing to bring to 
your attention two features of our de-
mocracy: the importance of preserving 
historical records and the ill-advised 
gluttony of an American feminist icon 
wallowing in regressive Middle East-
ern states’ payola. You should seriously 
consider these characteristics of our na-
tion as the Campaign-That-Must-Not-Be-
Named progresses.

If you, Hillary Rodham Clinton, are 
willing to cite your mother’s funeral to 
get sympathy for ill-advisedly deleting 
30,000 emails, it just makes us want to 
sigh: OK, just take it. If you want it that 
bad, go ahead and be president and leave 
us in peace. (Or war, if you have your 
hawkish way.) You’re still idling on the 
runway, but we’re already jet-lagged. It’s 
all so drearily familiar that I know we’re 
only moments away from James Carville 
writing a column in David Brock’s Me-
dia Matters, headlined, “In Private, Hill-
ary’s Really a Hoot.”

When you grin and call out to your 
supporters, like at the Emily’s List anni-
versary gala, “Don’t you someday want 
to see a woman president of the United 
States of America?” the answer is: Yes, 
it would be thrilling.

But therein lies the rub.
What is the trade-off that will be ex-

acted by the Chappaqua Republic for that 
yearned-for moment? When the Rogue 
State of Bill began demonizing Mon-
ica Lewinsky as a troubled stalker, you 
knew you could count on the complic-
ity of feminists and Democratic women 
in Congress. Bill’s female Cabinet mem-
bers and feminist supporters had no 

choice but to accept the un-
appetizing quid pro quo: The 
Clintons would give women 
progressive public policies as 
long as the women didn’t as-
sail Bill for his regressive pri-
vate behavior with women.

Now you, Hillary, are fol-
lowing the same dishearten-
ing “We’ll make you an offer 
you can’t refuse” pattern. You 
started the “Guernica” press 
conference defending your in-
defensible droit du seigneur 

over your State Department emails by re-
ferring to women’s rights and denouncing 
the letter to Iran from Republican sena-
tors as “out of step with the best tradi-
tions of American leadership.”

None of what you said made any 
sense. Keeping a single account min-
gling business and personal with your 
own server wasn’t about “convenience.” It 
was about expedience. You became judge 
and jury on what’s relevant because you 
didn’t want to leave digital fingerprints 
for others to retrace. You could have had 
Huma carry two devices if you really 
couldn’t hoist an extra few ounces. You 
insisted on piggybacking on Bill’s server, 
even though his aides were worried about 
hackers, because you were gaming the 
system for 2016. (Or even 2012.)

Suffused with paranoia and pre-emp-
tive defensiveness, you shrugged off The 
One’s high-minded call for the Most 
Transparent Administration in History.

It depends upon what the meaning of 
is. The subtext of your news conference 
cut through the flimsy rationales like a 
dagger: “You can have the first woman 
president. You can get rid of those epi-
cally awful Republicans who have vandal-
ized Congress, marginalized the president 
and jeopardized our Iran policy. You can 
get a more progressive American society. 
But, in return, you must accept our foi-
bles and protect us.”

You exploit our better angels and our 
desire for a finer country and our fear 
of the anarchists and haters in Congress.

Because you assume that if it’s good 
for the Clintons, it’s good for the world, 

you’re always tangling up government 
policy with your own needs, desires, de-
ceptions, marital bargains and gremlins.

Instead of raising us up by behav-
ing like exemplary, sterling people, you 
bring us down to your own level, a place 
of blurred lines and fungible ethics and 
sleazy associates. Your family’s founda-
tion gobbles tens of millions from Saudi 
Arabia and other repressive regimes, 
whose unspoken message is: “We’re go-
ing to give you money to go improve the 
world. Now leave us alone to go perse-
cute women.”

That’s an uncomfortable echo of a 
Clintonian trade-off, which goes: “We’re 
going to give you the first woman pres-
ident who will improve the country. 
Now leave us alone to break any rules 
we please.”

Bill, your pathology is more human 
and interesting. It’s almost like you need 
to create messes to see if your extraor-
dinary political gifts can get you out of 
them. It’s a fatherless boy’s “How Much 
Do You Love Me?” syndrome. Do you love 

me enough to let me get away with THIS?
Hillary, your syndrome is less mortal, 

more regal, a matter of “What Is Hill-
ary Owed?” Ronald Reagan seemed like 
an ancient king, as one aide put it, glid-
ing across the landscape. You seem like 
an annoyed queen, radiating irritation at 
anyone who tries to hold you account-
able. You’re less rhetorically talented than 
Bill but more controlling, so it’s harder 
for you to navigate out of tough spots.

No Drama Obama and his advisers 
are clearly appalled to be drawn into 
your shadowy shenanigans, just as Al 
Gore once was. Whatever else you say 
about this president, he has no shadows.

We hope this letter enriches your 
knowledge of our constitutional system 
and promotes mutual understanding and 
clarity as the campaign progresses.

Sincerely,
America

Maureen Dowd is a columnist for The 
New York Times.

O utcomes-based funding espouses 
a singular version of academic 
success — a vision that would 

harm Oregon community colleges and 
their students. This funding approach 
has proved less than successful in other 
states. It is fraught with complexities, 
and community colleges in states where 
it has been implemented are attempt-
ing to find ways to make the flawed 
model work.

I strongly agree with Lane Commu-
nity College President Mary Spilde on 
this matter. In opposing plans to tie state 
funding levels for community colleges to 
their graduation rates, she’s had her head 
on the chopping block for years — it’s 
time more of us got involved.

Essentially, outcomes-based funding 
favors colleges with higher student com-
pletion rates. All things being equal, the 
model might be fair — but things are 
not equal. At LCC, 74 percent of students 
qualify for the Pell Grant. This means 
that a very high percentage of Lane stu-
dents live in poverty. For them, this pro-
posed funding basis spells trouble.

When people with financial security 
experience setbacks, it’s inconvenient. 
For our students on the fringes, any set-
back can be catastrophic; they don’t just 
drop out of college, their whole lives can 
fall apart. The majority of our students 
are in this predicament, and attending 
Lane gives them a fighting chance to 
get out of it.

Throughout his guest viewpoint in 
the March 8 Register-Guard, Tim Nes-
bitt, chairman of the Oregon Higher 
Education Coordinating Commission, em-
phasized the importance of course com-
pletion as a focus of outcomes-based 
funding. He spoke of squandering tax-
payers’ investment through encouraging 
or rewarding failure.

Nesbitt paints a black and white pic-
ture, which essentially portrays course 
completion as success and anything else 
as failure. This simplistic view does not 
include the many nuances of success, 
nuances of which students and others 
at Lane are keenly aware. He mentions 
student diversity and goals, but then rail-
roads straight back to outcomes.

A focus on college completion is 
misplaced. Classes are about learning, 
insights, building competencies, the ex-
change of ideas and making connections, 
not just graduation and certificates. If 
students take what they learn at LCC and 
get better jobs or create small businesses, 
are they failures? Have they squandered 
the taxpayers’ money? Not in my book.

To make matters worse, evidence sug-
gests that the proposed model is flawed. 
Results from a study released on Nov. 11, 
2014, by the Community College Research 

Center at Columbia University’s Teachers 
College on outcomes-based funding indi-
cate that caution is needed.

Unintended consequences, according 
to the study, include “weakened academic 
standards, lack of cooperation between 
state institutions that now viewed each 
other as competitors, unexpected costs of 
compliance, and lowered staff and fac-
ulty morale.”

A four-year university in the study 
raised its admissions criteria so that the 
university would have fewer high-risk 
students. While the community colleges 
surveyed had not followed suit, “faculty 
and staff expressed concern that their 
institutions feel similarly pressured to 
move away from an open-access model.” 
The pressures they feel should serve as 
our warning.

We must look ahead to the pitfalls. To 
refuse students entry because they fit a 
profile that indicates they may not com-
plete their courses of study would be a 
flagrant assault on the mission of Lane. 
And it could potentially cripple such stu-
dents in their attempts to ever get ahead.

Factor in the cost of compliance, and 
this funding model looks even worse. 
Colleges would need to change their 
processes in order to comply. It seems 
foolhardy to me to subject colleges that 
are already struggling financially to 
adopt labor-intensive and expensive pro-
cedures for something that has proven 
to be faulty.

Let the other states do the work of 
perfecting their systems. If they succeed 
and the funding basis starts showing re-
sults, then Oregon can join the party 
with confidence. In the meantime, Ore-
gon colleges can put taxpayer dollars to 
better use by improving existing student 
support systems that they know work.

The state’s 26 percent per student in-
crease in funding Nesbitt mentions does 
not indicate the financial windfall he 
depicts. Rather, it reflects the steep de-
cline in enrollment over recent years — 
fewer students equal higher per-student 
funding. The recent, and inadequate, in-
crease in state support to $535 million 
from $500 million for Oregon commu-
nity colleges does not drive the equation.

The biggest failure I see in this whole 
picture is not students who don’t com-
plete courses. The failure lies in Oregon’s 
future if this funding basis, promoted by 
the Oregon Higher Education Coordinat-
ing Commission, is adopted prematurely, 
or perhaps at all. It is fraught with prob-
lems, poses a serious threat to the fu-
tures of disadvantaged students and fails 
to recognize the multi-faceted nature of 
student success.

Penny Scott is editor-in-chief of The 
Torch, Lane Community College’s stu-
dent newspaper.
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T rust is the foundation of all hu-
man relations. Without it, nations 
would meet only at heavily for-

tified borders, our economy could not 
use credit or even money, and families 
would fall apart.

 When trust is broken, systems col-
lapse. This is happening now at univer-
sities nationwide as students lose faith 
that they will be protected from sexual 
assault. And it is happening when stu-
dents who are raped or otherwise as-
saulted are afraid to seek counseling 
from their universities.

On Dec. 8, 2014, the University of 
Oregon’s Office of the General Counsel 
requested that the University Counsel-
ing and Testing Center transfer to its 
office a student client’s complete ther-
apy records. The director of the UCTC 
complied — but without telling the stu-
dent or her therapist.

 A month later the student cli-
ent, known as Jane Doe, filed a law-
suit complaining that the records were 
transferred without her permission 
and against her wishes, among other 
charges. The treating therapist subse-
quently co-authored a letter confirming 
that “the client’s clinical records were 
accessed without the client’s permission 
or consent and without proper authori-
zation prior to any litigation occurring.”

Since then the transfer of the re-
cords has become national news, and 
professional alarm has grown nation-
wide. University students and staff are 
confused about what happened and 
anxious about whether it might hap-
pen again. Many students have told me 
they are no longer willing to seek help 
from the UCTC. Many faculty have told 
me they are no longer willing to refer 
students to the UCTC.

This is a crisis for the UO in part 
because there are not sufficient alter-
native mental health resources for our 
students. A number of faculty members 
have repeatedly asked that the admin-
istration address this crisis; those re-
quests have largely gone unanswered. 
Most recently the University Senate 
unanimously passed a resolution titled 
“Return Therapy Records and Clarify 
and Strengthen Privacy and Confidenti-
ality Guarantees for Clients of all Men-
tal Health Clinics at the University.”

Last week the controversy grew as 
U.S. Rep. Susan Bonamici and U.S. Sen. 
Ron Wyden wrote to Education Secre-
tary Arne Duncan requesting clarifica-
tion of relevant laws, particularly the 
Family Educational Rights and Privacy 
Act. Wyden noted that on-campus men-
tal health services play a “critical role” 
for students, particularly victims of sex-
ual assault.

The lawmakers’ focus on FERPA res-
onates with the focus of the national 
press on the UO case. Clearly FERPA 
needs to be fixed and university coun-
seling centers need to be under pri-
vacy restrictions like those guaranteed 
by law to medical patients.

But what happened at the UO is 
not the fault of loopholes in FERPA. 
For one thing, other laws are likely to 
apply — including state licensing laws 
that make preserving confidentiality an 
obligation for mental health workers. A 
striking thing in this case is that the 
UCTC privacy policy already promises 
confidentiality.

The policy begins: “The UCTC pro-
vides confidential psychological services 
to students, consistent with the parame-
ters of state and federal laws. No infor-
mation about your therapeutic work, or 
the fact that you have sought services, 
is released to anyone without your writ-
ten permission (except as noted below 
under exceptions). This includes your 
parents, roommate, spouse/partner, and 
university personnel.”

None of the exceptions matches the 
events that occurred on this campus 
in December. It’s no mystery why UO 
students and professionals around the 
country are alarmed. Trust has been 
fundamentally shattered.

Most people understand the need for 
the highest level of privacy and trust 
in mental health treatment, particularly 
for survivors of sexual violence. How-
ever, some lawyers understand these is-
sues when it comes to client-attorney 
privilege but not when students are in-
volved. And some administrators seem 
to have a blind spot as well.

A university has a fundamental com-
mitment to its students’ welfare. Stu-
dents are not our enemies — not even 
when they sue the university. We are 
trusted with their education and care, 
and they are entitled to trust us.

What happened with the therapy 
records at the UO and what needs to 
happen next is an uncomplicated mat-
ter of about right and wrong. Excuses 
and platitudes will simply erode trust 
further. UO administrators must take 
prompt corrective and restorative ac-
tions. They must return the records that 
some employees obtained without the 
student’s permission, they must admit 
those employees made a mistake, and 
they must show through action, includ-
ing new policies, that they will not al-
low it to happen again.

It is time for this university’s ad-
ministrators to stop ignoring the pierc-
ing alarms all around them and do the 
right thing.

Jennifer Freyd is a professor of psy-
chology at the University of Oregon.
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