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	On January 10, 1964, the Tufts Weekly ran a short article on the third page of the paper. John Rock, a Massachusetts local, devout Catholic, and part of the team that helped develop Enovid, the first FDA approved hormonal birth control, was in the news. A local television channel scheduled a “discuss[ion of] the religious implications of the pill with some of his critics”[footnoteRef:1]. The Weekly encouraged Tufts students to tune in to the program. This article ran when birth control was illegal in Massachusetts, eight years before Tufts would offer its students birth control or gynecological services on campus. By 1972, Tufts students not only had legal access to birth control but had a gynecologist, albeit only for three hours a week. Activism by Jackson women, in parallel to shifting legal and moral norms and quiet administration support for birth control and abortion rights, as covered by the student newspapers, led to this expansion of gynecological services at Tufts. [1:  “Birth Control,” Tufts Weekly, January 10, 1964, sec. News, p. 3.] 

	Just over a year after Dr. Rock’s local television appearance, birth control in America changed drastically. The Supreme Court ruled in the 1965 Griswold v. Connecticut that there was a constitutionally protected right to birth control, albeit only for married couples[footnoteRef:2]. Massachusetts became the last state to comply with the ruling, and kept state law as restrictive as possible, only allowing doctors to prescribe birth control to married women, without medical exceptions for unmarried women. A year after Massachusetts begrudgingly legalized birth control under very narrow circumstances, the Weekly ran two more birth control stories. On April 6, 1967, Bill Baird, a birth control and abortion advocate and a doctor, distributed birth control foam to unmarried female students at Boston University and was immediately arrested; Baird planned the arrest and hoped to use it to bring a test case to the Supreme Court[footnoteRef:3]. Tufts’ chapter of Students for a Democratic Society invited Baird to speak at Tufts, less than two weeks after his arrest. Unlike at BU, Baird did not present or distribute birth control devices to the student body, electing only to share the text of the law itself and the narrative around birth control that he had crafted[footnoteRef:4]. Perhaps Baird did not find it necessary to break the law again; he had already been arrested and was building his legal case to challenge the Massachusetts law.  [2:  Linda Gordon, The Moral Property of Women: A History of Birth Control Politics in America (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 2002), 289.]  [3:  Kit Opal, “Baird Speaks Here Monday,” Tufts Weekly, April 14, 1967, sec. News, 1.]  [4:  Dave Darey, “Baird Contests Birth Control Law,” Tufts Weekly, April 21, 1967, sec. News, 1.] 

	Tufts’ students did not seem to have more conservative birth control attitudes than other college students. If opinion pieces and coverage of various birth control lectures, they supported the legalization of birth control and had complex views on debates over population control, STI prevention, and female bodily autonomy. In 1969, through the news and opinion pages of the Tufts Observer, students were still debating the intersection of birth control, population control, and abortion. Francis Mann, a male Observer reporter[footnoteRef:5], covered a birth control lecture from the male head of Planned Parenthood League of Massachusetts, the male president of the American Medical Association, and a male priest from Boston College Law School[footnoteRef:6]. The conversation used a population control lens, and based on the reporting, there were some eugenicist undertones: [5:  I am assuming the reporter is male, given that the majority of the Observer’s staff are male or have male-coded first names.]  [6:  Francis Mann, “Birth Control or S.R.O.?,” Tufts Observer, September 26, 1969, sec. News, p. 10.] 

The middle classes in the United States, which have access to birth control information and devices, has a 15 per cent unwanted pregnancy figure. The U.S. poor has a percentage which compares with that of the poor in underdeveloped countries… some people are simply trying to reduce the number of people on public welfare by such methods as the compulsory sterilization of welfare mothers with two or more children[footnoteRef:7]. [7:  Mann, 10.] 


While the speaker did not support forced sterilization, there was a clear implication: it was a problem that poor people have so many children and was related to the shadowy fear of the population growing too much. Three weeks later, a female student, Sue Ackerman, wrote an opinion piece critiquing the lecture and the Observer’s coverage. Her chief complaint was the lack of women either on the panel or involved in the coverage[footnoteRef:8]. Her other critiques followed from that theme: the panel’s discussions of abortion and mandatory sterilization were chauvinistic and patronizing, and that “it is not clear to me why anybody [from Tufts] thought a Catholic priest would be particularly well qualified to speak”[footnoteRef:9] on the topic. Ackerman’s piece highlighted that students, at least female students at Tufts, were concerned not only about birth control but how it was framed; they wanted women’s voices at the center, not the moralizing ideas of male doctors and religious leaders.  [8:  Sue Ackerman, “Adam, Eve, and the Pill,” Tufts Observer, October 17, 1969, sec. Opinion, p. 8.]  [9:  Ackerman, p. 18.] 

	The discourse around birth control on campus, as highlighted through Observer articles, followed this model through the rest of the 1969-1970 school year. A male reporter, Neil Ayervais, covered a Planned Parenthood campus lecture about birth control on January 28, 1970. Like the previous birth control lecture, population control was the focus, but the female Planned Parenthood speaker also touched on broader questions of women’s autonomy and equality.  The article did not take an opinion on the birth control question, although Ayervais put both the phrases “women’s oppression” and “social phenomenon” in quotation marks outside the context of directly quoting the speaker.[footnoteRef:10] It is unclear if he was skeptical of the speaker’s claims, but no other short phrases were in quotation marks in the same way. Later in the semester, Dr. Philip Chase, the Director of Health Services, submitted an article about rising sexually transmitted infection—or in the parlance of the day, venereal disease—rates on campus. Chase blamed “the greater increase in the use of the contraceptive pill… [and] a more permissive social milieu”[footnoteRef:11] for the rising gonorrhea rates on campus. From the perspective of the administration, represented by Chase, students and social norms, not a lack of accessible information or gynecological services on campus, explained a threefold increase in positive tests. The administration, however, seemed to understand that young people were going to have sex with each other and did not implement campus policies to penalize sexually active students. Unlike at other schools, the administration did not seem to worry about the virginity status of female students[footnoteRef:12]. At least, if the administration had these concerns, they did not share them in the student paper. [10:  Neil Ayervais, “Planned Parenthood, Contraception Discussed,” Tufts Observer, February 2, 1970, sec. News, p. 13.]  [11:  Philip Chase, “Infirmary Cites VD Rise,” Tufts Observer, April 10, 1970, sec. News, p. 13.]  [12:  Beth Bailey, Sex In The Heartland (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2009), p. 77.] 

	There were, however, two articles that show a framing shift in the campus birth control conversation. At just 74 words, the first article alerted students to a birth control protest at the State House, as well as an upcoming abortion rally[footnoteRef:13]. The second was an opinion piece by the Young Socialist Alliance about the status of women. The op-ed was broad, touching on everything from the environment and population control to rights of bodily autonomy to legal equality, all through a socialist lens[footnoteRef:14]. Women were referred to in the third person, rather than in first person plural, implying at least some of the authors were men. It is hard to tell if women’s voices were present or not, and to what extent women had control over the article and its message. However, the piece was deeply nuanced and empathetic to women’s needs and demands. The authors discussed how media portrays women and “protest[s] this form of sexual exploitation. Women must control their own image”[footnoteRef:15]. Even by 21st century standards, this is a radical request. Clearly, if women were not in the group of writers, the YSA was willing to risk social and political capital on potentially controversial demands. Both of these articles focused on women as political actors and framed birth control within that context; women could and did demand birth control and the right to occupy public space in America. [13:  “Demonstrate,” Tufts Observer, February 13, 1970, sec. News, p. 4.]  [14:  YSA, “The Status of Women,” Tufts Observer, May 1, 1970, sec. Opinion, p. 9, 10.]  [15:  YSA, p. 10.] 

When compared to Beth Bailey’s narrative of the University of Kansas at the same time, both male and female Tufts students seemed to publicly share quite progressive views on sex. According to Bailey, more than 80 percent of the student body at KU thought premarital sex was wrong, and over 70 percent considered it immoral[footnoteRef:16]. There were no such polls done of the Tufts student body, or if they were, they were not published in the Observer. However, given the fact that the Observer published stories about birth control and abortion speakers on campus and events in the Boston area, at least the student editors supported it. Students in the Observer generally published their birth control opinion pieces under their own name or as part of a larger group, while at KU, the only prominent pro birth control letter to the editor of the Kansan was published anonymously, because “a woman’s claiming her right to sex and the Pill was understood as a whole different category of risk”[footnoteRef:17]. There was no such risk at Tufts. Campus culture, at least the culture of the Observer, was supportive of birth control, while the administration used the student newspaper to share information about sexual health statistics on campus rather than regulate student sexual behavior.  [16:   Bailey, Sex In The Heartland, p. 119.]  [17:  Bailey, p. 120.] 

	Everything changed in the fall of 1970. On its face, birth control law and campus policy remained largely the same. A state court overturned part of the contraceptive ban for unmarried women, although the case was pending appeal. Several schools, most notably the state flagship University of Massachusetts Amherst, allowed students to access birth control through campus health centers. Tufts did not, although Health Services would refer students to private gynecologists who would[footnoteRef:18]. Not only was birth control not available on campus, but Tufts did not have a gynecologist on campus. If female students needed reproductive health services beyond birth control, they had to leave campus and navigate the world of private practices and health insurance. This was unacceptable to Jackson College students. The Women’s Liberation Organization circulated a petition demanding an on-campus gynecologist. They gathered over 700 signatures[footnoteRef:19]. The petition’s demands seemed basic: the students did not request a full-time gynecologist but “considered it necessary for the health service to provide the women of the campus with a specialist at least on a part-time basis”[footnoteRef:20]. Their desire went beyond simply birth control access. Female students did not, according to the Women’s Liberation Organization, feel comfortable going to Hooper Infirmary for even non birth control gynecological referrals[footnoteRef:21]. It was not about a challenge to state laws but a question of dignity and equality. Women on campus needed gynecological services and wanted to access them on campus. [18:  “Disseminating Contraceptives,” Tufts Observer, September 18, 1970, sec. Opinion, p. 6.]  [19:  Jean Ekman, “Demand for On-Campus Gynecologist,” Tufts Observer, October 23, 1970, sec. News, p. 3.]  [20:  Ekman, p. 3.]  [21:  Ibid, p. 13.] 

	The administration response came a week later through a Health Services opinion piece. Dr. Chase and another Hooper Infirmary staff member, Dr. Nelson Fontneau—both Health Services letter writers were men—expressed sympathy for the students and claimed to support the concept of a campus gynecologist. However, Chase and Fontneau almost immediately dismissed the request as unrealistic. Their article relied on the argument that a gynecologist would be cost-prohibitive to Tufts and would require “curtailing already existing services in other areas”[footnoteRef:22], implied to be mental health services. The two men were frustratingly paternalistic in their letter. Chase and Fontneau did not touch on the petition’s main concerns: that gynecological services are necessary for women, and female students cannot comfortably access basic healthcare on campus. They claimed that there are plenty of doctors on campus who can help with basic gynecological services, like yeast infections or cysts[footnoteRef:23]. While this claim might have been true statistically, it ignored a concern raised by the Women’s Liberation Organization: female students felt embarrassed or uncomfortable going to Hooper Infirmary for gynecological issues. Chase and Fontneau ended the letter by encouraging the students to gather more signatures and unhelpfully reminded them that “the physicians at the Health Service are there to help you”[footnoteRef:24]. They might be there to help students, but based on their response, they did not take them seriously. [22:  Philip Chase and Nelson Fontneau, “Gynecology and Hooper,” Tufts Observer, October 30, 1970, sec. Opinion, p. 7.]  [23:  Chase and Fontneau, p. 7.]  [24:  Ibid, p. 7.] 

	That is not to say that Tufts’ administration as a whole was dismissive of female students’ concerns or did not want to help them access birth control and even abortion services that were illegal in Massachusetts. Tufts administrators seemed willing to hear student concerns. Tufts Two weeks after Chase and Fontneau’s column, Dean James Steindler announced that he, Jackson College staff, and the Women’s Liberation Organization had a productive meeting about the need for a campus gynecologist. Based on the Observer’s reporting, it seemed that Steindler and the administration took the demands seriously and respectfully; only Steindler and Tommie Braun, a Jackson College dean’s assistant, were quoted in the article[footnoteRef:25]. Female students, those who brought the demands and are most effected by the lack of on-campus gynecological services, were not quoted and there was no note on whether the Women’s Liberation Organization declined to comment. Even in the generally progressive Observer, women’s voices were not heard or even sought. Perhaps nothing made this more apparent than when the female reporter, Jean Ekman[footnoteRef:26], reported that “the women who attended the meeting have a better understanding of the difficulties involved for the University in getting a gynecologist”[footnoteRef:27] but only used Braun as a source for that statement. However, Braun and Steindler both seemed willing to listen to the central point of the demands, that female students were not comfortable with the current Health Services status quo.  [25:  Jean Ekman, “Gyno. Sought,” Tufts Observer, November 13, 1970, sec. News, p. 4.]  [26:  Based on their first name and gendered naming norms in the 1970s, I feel comfortable assuming that the author is female.]  [27:  Ekman, “Gyno. Sought”, p. 4.] 

	The Jackson College administration, however, went one step further. Starting on March 18, 1971, and running for several issues, the Jackson Dean’s Office posted the following in the Notices & Classifieds section of the Observer:
There are now many agencies claiming to help provide help in abortion referrals. Of these services one of the best is Pregnancy Counseling Service, 3 Joy St., Boston. It is a no-Cost organization which is recommended by the Health Services and is proven to be completely above-board. For further information on abortion referrals please contact any member of the Jackson Dean’s Office, the Health Service, or Counseling Office[footnoteRef:28]. [28:  “Abortion Referral,” Tufts Observer, March 18, 1971, sec. Notices & Classifieds, p. 3.] 


Clearly, enough students were seeking abortion services that the Jackson Dean’s Office had taken notice. As Bailey argued in Sex In The Heartland, college deans, especially women’s deans, often acted in loco parentis, leading to student pushback[footnoteRef:29]. Clearly, the Jackson Dean’s Office is taking on a parental role, albeit a different one from other college dean’s offices. Two things were particularly striking. First, students were comfortable with going to the Jackson Dean’s Office about abortion referrals and access. This possibly contrasted to their feelings about going to Hooper Infirmary, as argued by members of the Women’s Liberation Organization. It is impossible to know what caused this dichotomy, but one can speculate that Jackson College’s staff was more likely to be female than Hooper Infirmary’s, and therefore female students might have felt more comfortable going to Jackson staff without fear of judgement.  [29:  Bailey, Sex In The Heartland, p. 78.] 

What is more striking, though, is that the Jackson Dean’s Office was not only researching but was going out of its way to vet and provide the best abortion information possible for its students. This was during a period where abortion was illegal in Massachusetts except under very limited circumstances and getting a safe “back-alley” abortion required both money and insider knowledge. While Jackson College could not provide abortions directly, they clearly were making an effort to assist students and get the word out that they were a resource. Although they did not say it explicitly, it seemed that Jackson staff bought into the student responsibility movement that was sweeping campuses and saw “greater freedom of action as a positive step toward the larger educational goal of social maturity.[footnoteRef:30]” Jackson staff trusted that their students were mature and responsible enough to make their own choices around unwanted pregnancy. College women Likewise, in the last issue to run the abortion referrals notice, Dr. Chase published a letter to the editor affirming the reliability of Pregnancy Counseling Service. Not only did “the Health Service strongly support the recent notice”[footnoteRef:31], but Chase provided information about local, woman-led abortion support groups. While Health Services might not have been as trusted by female students, it also was going out of its way to provide information and support. Therefore, one can infer that several members of the administration believed in providing access, although they were not willing to go so far as to break the law. [30:  Bailey, p. 91.]  [31:  Philip Chase, “Abortions,” Tufts Observer, March 25, 1971, sec. Letters To The Editors, p. 4.] 

	During the spring of 1971, there was increased student interest in abortion and abortion activism based on reporting and advertising in the Observer. A March 9, 1971 front page global and national news roundup included a short article about an abortion fund at the University of Rhode Island[footnoteRef:32]. Clearly, the Observer editors considered this proposed abortion fund to be critical national news, running it alongside a Senate bombing or the trial of a Mai Lai perpetrator. Later in the month, the Observer only ran one opinion column, a long piece about legalizing abortion from a female student, Ellen Landsberger[footnoteRef:33]. Landsberger’s column was the first opinion article about reproductive rights written by a woman; prior pieces came from an organization, the YSA, whose gender makeup was not clear, or from male Health Service doctors. Finally, in March 1971, women were given space in the Observer to express their views on their bodies and rights. During the spring semester, the Observer ran more than 20 advertisements for abortion services out of state, not including the multiple Jackson Dean’s Office notices posted in March. Some issues, such as February 19, March 9, March 18, March 22, and March 25 had at least two advertisements for abortion services. These advertisements appeared next to ads for local businesses, national companies, and employment opportunities. The abortion advertisements did not couch their language or use innuendo; rather they were clear and straightforward. The most common advertisement read “a professional abortion that is safe, legal & inexpensive”; the word abortion was in capital letters. Clearly, the staff of the Observer considered abortion an important issue and gave space to discuss and advertise it. However, birth control and gynecological services remained a priority for students. [32:  “URI Students Consider Abortion Fund,” Tufts Observer, March 9, 1971, sec. News, p. 1.]  [33:  Ellen Landsberger, “Repeal Abortion Laws,” Tufts Observer, March 22, 1971, sec. Opinion, p. 4 and 7.] 

	The debate over birth control, sexual health, and gynecological services came to a head in the November 19, 1971 issue of the Observer. The issue included a supplemental section about sexual politics on Tufts campus, which offered female students the space to express their dissatisfactions with the sexual status quo, including the lack of gynecological services on campus. Ironically, a male student wrote the main article about female student demands for a gynecologist, and it was published on the front page, outside of the supplemental section. On the one hand, its placement on the front page highlighted that the Observer considered the gynecological service question as important enough to matter to all Tufts students. However, yet again, male students were writing women’s stories. The reporter, Peter Galuszka, used the passive voice when talking about the student petition for a gynecologist and did not discuss a single female student until the sixth paragraph of the article. In the first page of the article, only two women were mentioned: one of the petition organizers, Jackson junior Debbie Steele, and a local doctor who supported the student demands, Dr. Dorothea S. Souza. Neither woman was quoted on the first page, while Dean of University Affairs Alvin R. Schmidt was quoted several times[footnoteRef:34]. As with prior articles written by male reporters or Dr. Chase, the focus remained on the legal status of birth control in Massachusetts, with women’s concerns about wanting someone “medically competent in his field” to talk to about their bodies coming in only as an afterthought[footnoteRef:35]. The article concluded with a reference to the unsuccessful 1970 petition but did not provide any context of that petition or why the administration’s response was so unsatisfactory. [34:  Peter Galuszka, “1700 Demand Hiring of Staff Gynecologist,” Tufts Observer, November 19, 1971, sec. News, p. 1.]  [35:  Galuszka, p. 18.] 

	Within the supplemental reporting, however, women’s voices and concerns were centered. The supplemental authors who wrote about campus health shortcomings were all women. An article specifically about women organizing on campus for gynecological services got a full page. This was one of the longest articles explicitly about birth control and women’s health in the Observer to date. Terri Simon, the female author, contextualized the demands within past feminist activism on campus, such as the Delta Upsilon stripper protest, directly quoted female activists, and used her article to push back on certain administration claims. Her reporting gave a clear voice to students and their bad experiences at Hooper Infirmary, as explained by Steele:
  They tend to either misdiagnose completely, or to label period problems as resulting only from imagination [sic]. That concept makes women with very real physical problems sound like nothing more than hypochondriacs, which is a very chauvinist and unfair attitude[footnoteRef:36]. [36:  Terri Simon, “New Groups Seek Action on Women’s Health Needs,” Tufts Observer, November 19, 1971, sec. News, p. 13.] 


This was not the only point in the article to contradict claims made by Health Services. A major element of Dr. Chase’s argument against hiring a campus gynecologist was that Tuft student health insurance covered private gynecologists; Simon pointed out that “the insurance currently includes only the first examination” and not ongoing care[footnoteRef:37]. Yet again, the administration had claimed the current status quo worked for female students, when the reality was far more complex and required women to jump through hoops to get care. Prior articles had not fact-checked the administration, instead electing to take their inaccurate claims on face value. Only when women did the reporting and writing did these contradictions come to life. [37:  Simon, p. 13.] 

	The supplemental section included clear context around the question of gynecological services at other area universities and how Tufts was arguably an outlier. Harvard University, just to the south, had a resident gynecologist available for Radcliffe students. Brandeis University in Waltham, which had a smaller student body than Tufts, offered its female students a campus gynecologist, albeit only one evening a week[footnoteRef:38]. MIT had two campus gynecologists for its 3000 female students who made up less than twenty percent of the student body. Catholic Boston College also had two on-campus gynecologists, although unlike the other area schools, they did not assist in finding outside birth control services, something that continues to this day. Boston University not only offered campus gynecological services but also provided birth control on campus[footnoteRef:39]. However, those four schools were very different from Tufts; MIT and BU were considerably larger, BC was Jesuit and assumedly had an interest in keeping its female students from seeking pro birth control off campus services, and Brandeis was a known radical hotbed. Harvard, on the other hand, was a similar size and had a similar women’s college structure to Tufts but had a far different approach to handling the gynecology question. [38:  Stephanie Green, “Area Support Grows for Campus GYN,” Tufts Observer, November 19, 1971, sec. News, p. 12.]  [39:  Green, p. 15.] 

	The Harvard Crimson recorded a much shorter, less contentious struggle for campus gynecological services, which happened at the same time as Tufts’. An anonymous article from 1967 lamented both the state ban on birth control for unmarried women and how University Health Services at Harvard treated women who asked about birth control[footnoteRef:40]. Based on the unnamed author’s accounting, Harvard administration was not only unsympathetic to the needs of female students but hostile to offering birth control even if the state law changed. A quoted UHS staff member viewed birth control as “a question of interpersonal relations, morality, and personal dignity,” something that Harvard had to closely regulate in order to protect its female students[footnoteRef:41]. Nearly four years to the day, however, the Crimson ran a news article about UHS’s new-found willingness to meet the needs and demands of female students. Although the administration’s position, as expressed in the article, was far from a full-throated endorsement of campus birth control services, members of the UHS stated the need for a campus gynecologist[footnoteRef:42]. By September 1971, Radcliffe students could request gynecological care, receive the morning-after pill and pregnancy testing, and even receive follow-up care after abortions and some pre-natal care if they wanted to keep their pregnancies. The UHS relied on its gynecological faculty at the medical school to fill the physician gaps and support female students in their reproductive healthcare[footnoteRef:43]. The decision to add gynecological services at Harvard was seemingly quick and non-controversial, completed within a school year without the need for repeated student petitions. [40:  Anonymous, “A Cliffie Seeking Birth Control Pills Will Discover That the Health Services, Despite Rumors, Stands By the Law,” The Harvard Crimson, March 13, 1967.]  [41:  Anonymous.]  [42:  Julie K. Ellison, “Unisex in the Health Services,” The Harvard Crimson, March 24, 1971.]  [43:  Samuel Z. Goldhaber, “UHS Adapts to Student Needs,” The Harvard Crimson, September 20, 1971.] 

	If Harvard’s health services were concerned about the morality of birth control but willing to provide basic services to its female students, Tufts’ Director of Health Services Dr. Chase was the opposite. The sexual politics supplemental section included an article about Chase’s continued opposition to a campus gynecologist and some of the seeming contradictions in Hooper Infirmary’s policies. As in previous articles, Chase claimed that current offerings from health services covered much of what a gynecologist would offer, despite repeated statements from female students to the contrary. He also highlighted the cost, claiming that a gynecologist would need a salary of $100,000[footnoteRef:44]. There was no mention of leveraging existing Tufts Medical staff to fill the service gaps, as Harvard had done. In fact, Chase claimed that Tufts is “a little more conservative” on birth control than Harvard[footnoteRef:45]. This claim was clearly contradicted by the Crimson’s reporting on gynecological services on Harvard’s campus.  [44:  This number is, in my opinion, dubious at best. Planned Parenthood League of Massachusetts does not pay its full time clinicians that much in 2021 dollars, much less what $100,000 in 1970s money would be worth today.]  [45:  Stephanie Green, “Chase against GYN but Will Dispense ‘morning-after’ Pill,” Tufts Observer, November 19, 1971, sec. News, p. 12.] 

At the same time, Chase continued to express his concerns about state birth control laws. While Hooper Infirmary would not fill outside birth control prescriptions—birth control remained illegal for unmarried women in Massachusetts—and required female students to seek outside doctors and pharmacies, male students could pick up condoms on campus without difficulty; after all, Tufts considered condoms to be preventative and not a form of birth control[footnoteRef:46]. Additionally, Chase supported offering access to the morning-after pill, which did not fall under state law, on campus but did not see issue with requiring students to receive the pill itself from an outside pharmacy[footnoteRef:47]. Yet again, Chase, as the voice of the administration, claimed to support female students but showed no interest in removing barriers to legal gynecological care. Despite Chase’s opposition, Tufts would roll out campus gynecological services. On December 3, 1971, the Observer reported that, after discussions with students and the Dean of University Affairs, Health Services officially would provide professional gynecology services on campus[footnoteRef:48]. The article, and the Health Services statement it included, did not provide a clear timeline. However, there was, at least, official administrative acceptance and action. [46:  Green, p. 12.]  [47:  Ibid, p. 15.]  [48:  “Health Service Plans Gynecology Services,” Tufts Observer, December 3, 1971, sec. News, p. 5.] 

	Just two months after announcing plans to add a campus gynecologist, Tufts hired Dr. Salvatore Traina, a local gynecologist and co-signer of the student petition. He would be available for three hours every Thursday evening. Students did not need a referral from another doctor to see him. Campus visits would be fully covered[footnoteRef:49]. It was far from everything the Jackson students had demanded. They felt like three hours a week was insufficient, and according to the article, some were hurt that Dr. Chase and the predominantly male Health Services staff made the hiring decision without consulting female students[footnoteRef:50]. Generally, though, students were supportive and excited. The same could not be said for Jackson alumnae. The same day as the hiring announcement, the Observer ran a letter to the editor from Janet Hood ’36 MS’37. Hood, who had a medical degree from Yale, excoriated the decision, claiming that “by making such demands, Jackson women are just emphasizing their physiologic and emotional frailties” and that it was akin to male students demanding a campus urologist[footnoteRef:51]. In her eyes, female students could have easily made do with what was offered to them and petitioning for more robust services was a betrayal of their feminist ideals. After all, she argued in her postscript, Hood had a better understanding of what it meant to be “a really liberated female and also what is involved in health care”[footnoteRef:52]. The letter was, in short, dismissive and condescending, seemingly claiming that just because her classmates made do without a gynecologist, current students should as well. Perhaps this was due to a generational divide; Hood might have assumed that asking for accommodation hurt second wave feminism’s goals, while students thought it was essential to fairness. Regardless, the lack of further backlash from other alums implied that this new hire was welcomed, or at the very least tolerated. [49:  “University Hires Gyn for 3 Hours a Week,” Tufts Observer, February 15, 1972, sec. News, p. 1.]  [50:  “University Hires Gyn for 3 Hours a Week,” p. 5.]  [51:  Janet Hood, “GYN,” Tufts Observer, February 15, 1972, sec. Letters To The Editors, p. 6.]  [52:  Hood, p. 6.] 

	Students, however, strongly disagreed with Hood’s letter. The Observer ran three responses, each critiquing a different claim Hood put forth. The titles the Observer staff chose for them highlighted how students viewed Hood’s claims: appalling, atrocious, and absurd. One student, writing anonymously, argued that “want[ing] someone (whose competence we trust) to look at our vaginas” did not mean female students were frail or demanding[footnoteRef:53]. The implication, rather, was that by taking their health into their own hands, Jackson women were intelligent, enlightened feminists. Another letter-writer, Georgia Sassen, questioned “if Dr. Hood herself would consult a G.P. [if she had a yeast infection or an irregular period], or a gynecologist”[footnoteRef:54]. Sassen took further aim at Hood’s credentials, by pointing out that her comparison of a urologist and gynecologist was moot, as women had to regularly see gynecologists, but men did not have to see urologists as part of their routine healthcare. The final letter, from Janet Gottler, challenged Hood’s claim that female students were not being good feminists. In language that would fit into any 2021 feminist opinion piece, Gottler pointed out that Hood’s framing was elitist and showed “a lack of understanding of the needs of young women”[footnoteRef:55]. Yet again, the women of Tufts showed that they, not this older generation of women, understood what college women needed. Even after getting a gynecologist, these students continued to push the school, encouraging students to attend meetings about continued shortcomings at Hooper Infirmary[footnoteRef:56]. Hiring a gynecologist was only the first step. Their work was not finished. [53:  Lydia Henner, “Appalling,” Tufts Observer, February 25, 1972, sec. Letters To The Editors, p. 6.]  [54:  Georgia Sassen, “Absurd,” Tufts Observer, February 25, 1972, sec. Letters To The Editors, p. 6.]  [55:  Janet Gottler, “Atrocious,” Tufts Observer, February 25, 1972, sec. Letters To The Editors, p. 6.]  [56:  “Cure The Health Services,” Tufts Observer, March 10, 1972, sec. News, p. 1.] 

	On March 22, 1972, the United States Supreme Court ruled in a 6-1 decision that the Massachusetts birth control law was unconstitutional. The ruling, Eisenstadt v. Baird, found that states could not ban unmarried couples from accessing birth control. Single women, including those at Tufts, no longer had to find sympathetic doctors or rely on word of mouth. Within two days of the ruling, Hooper Infirmary began offering students prescriptions for contraceptive pills and the diaphragm[footnoteRef:57]. The administration could no longer claim their hands were tied on the birth control question. Female students no longer had to go off campus to get necessary health services. Although Tufts students did not directly bring about legal challenges necessary to overturn the ban, their own insistence on their autonomy and right to access health care services forced the administration to take their concerns seriously. [57:  Bill Abrams and Scott Bernat, “Infirmary Will Dispense Contraceptive Devices,” Tufts Observer, March 24, 1972, sec. News, p. 1.] 
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