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An Independent Newspaper
The Register-Guard’s policy is the impartial publication in its news pages of all 
news and statements on news. On this page, the editors offer their opinions on 

events of the day and matters of importance, endeavoring to be candid but fair and 
helpful in the development of constructive community policy.  

A newspaper is a CITIZEN OF ITS COMMUNITY.
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Authorizing war
Congress must fulfill its constitutional responsibility

W ith Democrats and Re-
publicans hardening 
their opposition to the 
Obama administration’s 

proposed war powers authorization, it 
appears dismayingly likely that Con-
gress will sidestep its obligation to 
approve the already eight-month-old 
U.S. war against the Islamic State.

That would be a disservice to the 
American people who, through their 
elected representatives in Congress, 
should have the final say any time 
American men and women are sent to 
fight — and to die — in foreign lands.

Although often neglected in re-
cent years by overreaching command-
ers in chief and by cowed or overly 
cautious lawmakers, the Constitution 
unequivocally requires that presidents 
obtain the approval of Congress to 
wage war. The War Powers Resolu-
tion, passed in 1973 during the Viet-
nam War, specifies that presidents 
must ask Congress before waging war 
abroad except in the case of “a na-
tional emergency created by attack 
upon the United States, its territories 
or possessions, or its armed forces.” 
Under those circumstances, a presi-
dent is supposed to get congressional 
approval within 90 days, a deadline 
that has long passed in the U.S. war 
against the Islamic State.

Since ordering military operations 
against the Islamic State, President 
Obama has claimed the war is cov-
ered by the resolution that Congress 
passed in 2001 authorizing the use of 
force against those who “planned, au-
thorized, committed or aided the ter-
rorist attacks that occurred on Sept. 
11, 2001.” That authorization should 
have long ago have been repealed, 
yet Obama has continued to use it 
to justify military operations.

Obama’s use of the 2001 authori-
zation against the Islamic State is a 
particular stretch, since the extrem-
ist organization didn’t exist in 2001, 
its leaders had nothing to do with 
9/11 and it has split from al-Qaeda.

Last month, Obama finally asked 
Congress to authorize the use of mil-
itary force against the Islamic State. 
More specifically, he requested au-
thorization for a three-year campaign 
that, in addition to airpower, could 
involve limited ground operations by 
U.S. forces to pursue enemy leaders 
or rescue U.S. personnel.

While Obama’s proposed authori-
zation identifies the Islamic State as 
the primary target, it would give the 
administration the flexibility to attack 
forces “associated” with the terrorist 
group. It would rescind the 2002 Iraq 
War authorization, but would leave in 
place the 2001 authorization.

Republicans and Democrats have 
objected to the proposal for very dif-
ferent reasons.

Many GOP lawmakers oppose the 
three-year sunset and restrictions on 
the deployment of combat troops, and 
they insist that the president, and 
whoever succeeds him, should have 
broad authority to “degrade and de-
stroy” the Islamic State. Some Dem-
ocrats believe Obama’s proposal gives 
the president too much latitude, and 
that its vague wording could lead to 
mission creep. They want additional 
restrictions, including tougher limits 
on ground troops, and they want to 
rescind the 2001 war authorization.

Both sides have legitimate con-
cerns, and their differences provide a 
template for an overdue debate about 
the war’s justification and strategy.

The sharp disagreements between 
Democrats and Republicans, and even 
differences within their own caucuses, 
have raised speculation that lawmak-
ers will continue to vacillate and 
delay rather than fulfill their con-
stitutional responsibility to autho-
rize the war.

 Many on both sides of the aisle 
are uncomfortable with the prospect 
of “owning” what promises to be a 
lengthy and costly military conflict 
and would rather leave that albatross 
draped around the president’s neck.

But the result of such an abdica-
tion of duty would be to grant the 
nation’s commander in chief virtu-
ally unrestricted power to wage war 
against the Islamic State and other 
extremist groups for years to come.

Whether they acknowledge it or 
not, lawmakers are ultimately re-
sponsible for this war. They should 
do the hard work — the work vot-
ers sent them to Washington, D.C., to 
do — and resolve their differences. 
They should hold the president fully 
accountable for the goals, scope, cost 
and justification of a military in-
tervention that was launched eight 
months ago and has yet to win the 
required approval of Congress.

F ederal lawmakers have trou-
ble agreeing on anything 
these days, but they should 
have no difficulty agreeing on 

the need for a steel curtain of pri-
vacy to protect sexual assault victims’ 
counseling records at universities.

That the sanctity of victims’ — or 
any student’s, for that matter — coun-
seling records is not already assured 
is an oversight demanding swift at-
tention by lawmakers. The absence 
of privacy protections equivalent to 
those guaranteed by federal law to 
most Americans undermines coun-
selor-patient relationships and com-
promises the ability of students to get 
needed treatment on campus.

The issue of confidentiality at cam-
pus counseling centers came to light 
recently when the University of Or-
egon gained access to a student’s 
therapy records, stored at the UO 
Counseling and Testing Center, after 
she informed the university last year 
that she planned to file a federal civil 
rights lawsuit against the school.

The student alleged she was raped 
by three UO basketball players last 
year. Her lawsuit, filed in January 
against the university and basketball 
coach Dana Altman, alleged, among 
other things, that the school violated 
her civil rights by recruiting one of 
the involved players after he had pre-
viously been accused of sexual assault 

at a different college. The lawsuit also 
claims the school violated federal and 
state privacy laws by obtaining her 
confidential therapy records in De-
cember without her or her therapist’s 
authorization or knowledge. The uni-
versity countersued in February, but 
has since dropped its lawsuit under 
intense and richly deserved public 
criticism.

The UO can rightly be accused of 
an epic failure of judgment on this 
and many other aspects of its han-
dling of this case. But it appears that 
a loophole in federal law allows sex-
ual assault victims’ therapy and med-
ical records to be released by colleges 
and universities.

Sen. Ron Wyden and Rep. Suzanne 
Bonamici, both Oregon Democrats, 
have asked the Department of Educa-
tion to clarify its records policy. They 
also plan to introduce legislation clos-
ing the loophole in the Family Educa-
tional Rights and Privacy Act.

As UO professor Jennifer Freyd 
notes in an essay on the opposite 
page, the UO should return the stu-
dent’s records, acknowledge its lapse 
in judgment and act to prevent simi-
lar releases in the future. But a fix at 
the federal level is essential to restor-
ing trust in campus counseling across 
the country and ensuring students 
get the therapy they need with the 
requisite assurance of confidentiality.

EDITORIALS

Close the records loophole
Student counseling records should be fully private

of Duck varsity sports currently stands 
at 18, two more than is necessary to re-
tain the UO’s NCAA membership.

There’s a simple solution for getting 
the athletic department to find money 
to support academics campuswide and 
to stop asking students to pay more in-
cidental fees for game tickets.

Interim President Scott Coltrane and 
the board of trustees can and should es-
tablish, starting now, a policy that Ore-
gon won’t field more than the minimum 
number of teams required for its NCAA 
membership.

The savings from such a move should 
then be applied toward general academ-
ics costs and to making students’ game 
tickets more available and affordable.

RICHARD A. SUNDT
Eugene

Why are pit bulls still amongst us?
I was sickened to read the March 6 

story about the unprovoked attack on 
Sheri Ascariz and her Shiba Inu by a 
neighbor’s pit bull (“Victim describes 
dog attack”).

I also have a Shiba (and two other 
dogs) and they’re the kindest, most lov-
able dogs a person could have. 

If others missed reading the story, 
the pit bull broke through a fence onto 
a neighboring property and attacked the 
Shiba and its owner, who was trying to 
pull the pit bull off her dog.

The dog had extensive surgery to its 
throat and the owner will be having mul-
tiple surgeries on her hand.

The pit bull’s owner didn’t have it li-
censed or vaccinated, which makes one 
wonder if the dog has a prior history and 
he was afraid of having it taken away.

Also, why was the dog allowed to be 
kept at home after the attack, “under 
quarantine,” and not kept under watch 
in a kennel?

I have friends who have pit bulls 
and they defend them to the nth de-
gree, claiming they’re wonderful fam-
ily pets, etc.

That may be true in some cases, but 
why is it that the stories I read about un-
provoked dog attacks on humans or other 
animals always seem to involve pit bulls? 
I rarely take my dogs on walks for fear 
the same thing could happen to them.

Many cities have banned the breed 
because of its history. Why haven’t Eu-
gene and Springfield? Pit bulls have no 
business being in any residential neigh-
borhood.

BRUCE SMITH
Eugene

Uber services are superior to taxis’
In response to the March 6 article 

headlined “City files Uber suit,” city of 
Eugene officials and the coalition of lo-
cal taxi companies state they primarily 
oppose Uber because of “safety concerns.”

I ask, when was the last time anyone 
felt safe in a local taxi?

In most cases the taxis aren’t well-
maintained, smell of cigarette smoke and 
sometimes lack functioning seat belts 
(not to mention passengers never being 
asked to “buckle up”). In addition, good 
luck getting a taxi when you need one, 
with waiting times of more than an hour 
in many instances.

How many times has someone driven 
home from a local sports bar or event 
where alcohol was consumed simply be-
cause no taxi was readily available? Isn’t 
that a legitimate public safety concern 
that’s easily mitigated with Uber-type 
ride services?

I’ve used Uber in numerous U.S. cit-
ies, including Eugene-Springfield, and 
the drivers are consistently courteous 
and professional, the vehicles are always 
well-maintained and clean with function-
ing seat belts and, yes, I’ve been asked 
to buckle up.

With Uber I know who my driver will 
be. I know the driver’s phone number, lo-
cation, estimated time of arrival (typically 
less than 10 minutes) and the exact fare.

Do we really believe Uber will change 
its international business plan to suit Eu-
gene and Springfield officials?

While many cities seek solutions to 
changing times and to shortcomings in 
local transportation services, Eugene-
Springfield is focused on fees and lost 
revenue. Let’s encourage and support 
new, and proven, solutions in transpor-
tation services.

KEITH HORTON
Springfield

Sponsors’ Oak Patch plan is sound
I agree with Ron Chase’s March 11 

letter supporting the transitional hous-
ing project planned by Sponsors, the 
local provider of supportive services to 
people attempting to integrate back into 
the community after prison.

Chase worked at Sponsors for about 
20 years, roughly the same 20-plus years 
I worked in Lane County’s mental health 
and developmental disabilities programs, 
supporting adults with various disabili-
ties.

Sponsors and Lane County had many 
mutual clients over the years, and I al-
ways found Sponsors’ staff competent, 
caring, knowledgeable, responsive and 
available to deal with whatever came up. 

Sponsors has operated in Lane County 
for more than 40 years and has mastered 
the art of providing appropriate services, 
including supervised housing, to a pop-
ulation that some consider challenging.

I understand why neighbors might 
be concerned or have questions about a 
54-unit housing complex for ex-offend-
ers moving into their Oak Patch Road 
neighborhood. But what’s the alternative?

Because most landlords refuse to rent 
to ex-offenders, in the old days peo-
ple discharged from correctional facili-
ties routinely ended up at the mission, 
couch-surfing with friends and relatives, 
or living under bridges or in abandoned 
buildings.

Isn’t it better to have them living in 
apartments with Sponsors’ staff on site, 
in places where their parole officers and 
other service providers can find them?

Sponsors’ plan is well thought-out and 
it deserves a chance to prove itself a good 
addition to the Oak Patch neighborhood.

And, yes, I would be happy to live 
next to one of Sponsors’ well-managed 
programs.

GARY CORNELIUS
Eugene

Customers deserve equal treatment
Joey Barnard’s March 6 letter made 

me wonder what he meant in describ-
ing himself as a “Christian businessman.” 
Did he mean he won’t do business with 
atheists, Muslims, Buddhists, etc.?

Does Barnard refuse to do business 
with those who are divorced, or who 
don’t attend church on Sundays, or who 
have committed sins according to Bar-
nard’s belief system?

He might consider learning about the 
recent 50th anniversary of the Selma-
to-Montgomery march for black voting 
rights. Many “Christian businessmen” 
50 years ago also considered themselves 
above the law regarding segregation and 
believed blacks should take their busi-
ness elsewhere.

There are only a handful of references 
to homosexuality in the entire Bible, but 
they’re found in the Old Testament and 
in Paul’s writings. To put that in perspec-
tive, there are hundreds, perhaps thou-
sands, of references to economic justice 
and to laws governing the accumulation 
and distribution of wealth.

I don’t know what type of business 
Barnard owns, but I trust he’s not re-
flective of the good people of Florence.

ANTHONY M. HUCK
Eugene

Free up money by cutting teams
The University of Oregon president 

and the UO Board of Trustees have the 
power to use funds from the university’s  
athletic department to run the John E. 
Jaqua Academic Center for Student Ath-
letes, and to keep tickets plentiful and 
affordable for students.

That the athletic department is 
strapped for money and can’t aid gen-
eral academics and its fan base is a con-
stant mantra.

But if UO administrators and board 
members knew and understood NCAA 
regulations, they could quickly refute 
such claims. 

For the top division in the NCAA 
— the one to which Oregon belongs — 
one of the requirements of membership 
is sponsoring at least 16 varsity sports. 
The required number used to be much 
lower but the NCAA constantly raises the 
stakes to make divisions ever more ex-
clusive — and, in the end, more costly 
for universities.

Over the years, Oregon has increased 
its number of sports and has usually 
been above the minimum. The number 

LETTERS IN THE EDITOR’S MAILBAG
Mail letters to: Mailbag, 3500 Chad Drive, Eugene, OR 97408-7348

E-mail: rgletters@registerguard.com


