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INTRODUCTION 

The rrlost significant on-campus student movement since the 'thirties emerged 
during the fall semester 1964 on the Berlreley campus of the University of California 
3.S a result of renewed evidence of a trend toward restriction of political'· · . 
activities. 

Though many rules on the campus had been relaxed since 1957, more restrictions 
than exist at comparable universities were retained. Moreover, most of the changes 
in rules since 1957 were minor, and application of rules became actually more 
limiting in practice as the Berkeley Chancellor made restrictive interpretations 
of the rules and as side"t-1alk areas where University rules did not apply l-Jere 
gradually eliminated. 

The. present dispute was triggered when the remalnlng on-campus sidewalk area was 
placed under University restrictions; the rules themselves were then called into 
question. 

Ailnost from the beginning a series of problems presented themselves to the 
students, problems basic to the issue of responsible and democratic institutions. 
The University administration reserved to itself the right to impose and change 
rules at will, and had no real channels through which demands for changes could flow. 
Similarly, the administration retained the exclusive right to discipline stUdents 
under its own rules . 

One of the assumptions of this report is that, broadly speaking, issues of 
educational policy entail issues of political expression and constitutional rights 
on campus. According to University policy, matters of educational policy reside 
with the Academic Senate made of full-time faculty members. Faculty impotence-
even in areas generally recognized as its mVll purview--was underlined duril~g the 
course of the dispute. 

American Universities generally are set up alongJco~porate, or bureacratic 
centralist lines. All have, to some extent, the same problems in making and applying 
educational policy. The Berkeley situation is perhaps unique in the degree of 
centralism, the sophistication and self-aware dedication of the administrators to 
a corporate ethic, in the inflexibility of its deans, and in the failure to recognize 
the need to open up effective communication within the academic community. 

The press and the community at large has generally misunderstood both the issues 
involved and the depth of student understanding and commitment concerning the issues. 

This report therefore is intended to provide a basis for greater understanding 
of the issue and to generate greater discussion and activity on the general issues 
on campuses across America. It is based on first-hand information by participants 
and observers from Berkeley, and a fact-finding study written by eight graduate 
students in political science and press accounts. 

The study has two parts . The first section isa chronology which outlines the 
events from September 14 through December 18, 1964. The second section dis-
cusses the various issues raised, in both the local and general context, the dynamics 
of the movement, and the reaction of various components of the University and larger 
community. 



FROB CALIFOmUA GOVERNOR PAT BROt\JIlP S COr1ftIENCEr1EHT ADDRESS 

AT SANTA CLARA UNIVERSITY 

JUNE 1961. 

College administrators must face up to their public function. Gone are the good 
old days, when school spirit meant hazing the freshmen; eating the goldfish--and 
raiding the sororities. Nay I propose that all college administrators help tell our 
people what college study really means--what we must demand of our students--if we 
hope to make them active Americans. 

Make our people safe for students with ideas and you will be performing a real 
service for America. You "Hill be halting the epidemic of social hysteria -that is 
spreading across our nation under the libelous labels of secret societies. 

Far from discouraging your students' social and public interests, I propose that 
you positively exploit them. He.re is an honorable source of college spirit; here is 
a worthy unifying and organizing principle for your whole campus life. I say: thank 
God for the spectacle of students picketing--even lvhen they are picketing me at 
Sacramento and I think they are wrong--for students protesting and freedom-riding, 
for stUdents listening to SOCiety's dissidents, for students going out into fields 
with our migratory workers, and marching off to join with our segregated Negroes. 

At last we're getting somewhere. The colleges have become bootcamps for 
citizenship--and Citizen leaders are marching out of them. 

For awhile, it will be hard on us as administrators. Some students are going to 
be vJrong and some people will want to deny them the right to make mist'3.kes. 
Administrators will have to wade through the angry letters and colleges will lose 
some donations. We governors will have to face indignant caravans and elocted of
ficians bent on dictating to state college faculties. 

But let us stand up for our students and be proud of them. If America is still 
on the way up, it will welcome this new, impatient, critical group of young gadflies. 
It will be fearful only of the complacent and passive. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PRESIDENT CLARK KERR 

in INDUSTRIALISH AND INWSTRIAL HAN: 

The intellectuals (including the university students) are a particu
larly volatile element ••• capable of extreme reactions to objective 
situations--more extreme than any group in society. They are by nature 
irresponsible, in the sense that they have no continuing cow~itment to 
any single institution or philosophical outlook and they are not fully 
answerable for consequences. They are, as a result, never fully trusted 
by anybody, including themselves. 



I.. 

CHRONOLOGY OF F.VENTS. SFPTFMBER 14 - DEC~;ER 18 •. 

As political activit~~ increased during the depression, : President Robert 
Gordon Sproul in lS'34 imposed a ban on all political and religious meetings 
Gn campus.. vii th the effects ofth~ l1cCarthy per-iode anti the ca tastrop~ic 
loYalty oath controversy lifting, this ban ,·:as .modified in 1957 after the students 
lO'ubied behind th~ scenes. 'Ihe students at that time received support from 
Chance110r Kerr and from the Academic Senate .in their efforts to convince Pres
ident Sproul to allow political meetings on campus. In 191)9, when tLe Sather 
Gate section of T81egra!)h Avenue -long a cent.er of off-campus free speech -
bec-am,; a campus plaza , and 1'ialkway, political activities were res:,rided to the 
C~lpUS entrance at Bancroft and Telegraph. This entrance strip vIas considered 
ch,y properey and as late as the Spring of 1964, the D~a.n' s Office directed or-
0anizatior..s to get permits from the !3erlce13y .police de"Jartment to set up tables. 
In the years fcllo\iing 1959, the Kerr Directives l'lere promulgated and revised. 
They pro'Tided for the 9pen forum policy, but er-tahlished criteria which made it 
easier i:1 most cases for groups to. pay fees for r oom;:) outside of the camp'ls than . 
to 1,l,se campus rooms. Tables on can,pus "fvi:' solicit-ink; funds and recruiting IT.em
bers were prohibited, but this re\3trlction did n'Jt hit home so long as the Ban
croft and Telegra~h "Gafety valveI' remained accessible. Complaints about the 
inadequacy ·of Hyde Park areb.S -- where students could say anything withGut prior 
notification ."7- ",;ere ignored for three years, and again Bancroft and Telegraph 
became a ~fa,ctoHyde Park area, satisf;ying tI-!is need. 

During the Spring 1964 semester, 1.Jniversity of California students Here among · 
the most active in civil right l':> demonstrations ill San Francisco. The increased 
participation in corrmunity action brought outs5depressnre to bear on University 
officials to discipline studente arrested in the demonstrations. 

President Kerr answered critics by stressing that what students did off campus 
was their own business. Du:-ing the summer, howe'ter, representatives of the 
Oakland Tribunec~la.i.ned tha::' the ce.mpus was being used to recruit Scranton 
demonstrators at the Hepu1::-l.:t..can nati.oraJ. convention. The owner of the Tribune 
is William Knowland,a former Senator W:10 ~vas Goldwa:'er's Califorrda-ca.mpa.ign 
manager. During e8.r-l~T Sel--terub~r the .:fr; 1.11.':!£ s .. : .. nrL:'...ar=...y coIIJtllalned that the campus 
\-ras being used to recrui +, students t, p~ \..v..:3 1, the newspaper as part of a campaign 
against alleged. di£cr:'!D.:L·l8.tory hL.~j .. n..; F:" c. c ~ices. 

Upondiscover:i..ng t.r..a t the ;3; n(; ,-~Qi't a'-d "'elcgrnph sidewalk area was in fact 
University propert,\T, tte C!1.1.! .. ce:. LoJ · 2 C -C [.bo·,_t J"o infurm or,;aniz.atior.15 that Uni
versity rules ,would. be · enfCJ::"~Ld 8. <; of Sel'tEl;.ibe:' 21, the first day of classes. A 
chronologJr of the fall e7ehts follows. 

September 14:_ Deanof Students Kathryn Towle writes heads of all "off campus" 
organizations to notify them that Bancroft and Telegraph side.walk is University 
property and UniverS<ity rules applyfuere; henceforth, no tables, fund-raising, 
membership recruitment, . or speeches will be pennitted there. 

September 17: Upon receipt of. letter, heads of · off-campus orga.niz.ations join 
as Ilunited front" to protest the new ruling a:nd submit ' request to Dean's Offica 

.·,.t.ha.t Bancroft and Telegraph ' il'ee , s~ch" area be, restoreci, aruLth8.t Various re-
strict:Lon.s_nn., £:ree expression, be f1re£ormed". . 



Serytember 21: First day of classes. Dean Towle meets w:tth united front --. l. e. , 
the le~ders of nineteen student groups, including Young Democrats, Stud8nts for 
Go1d1'later, Congress for Racial Equality (CORE), Students for a Democratic Society 
(SDS), Friends of Student Non-Violent Co-ordinating Committee (SNCC), Young 
Socialist P~liance (YSL), and others-- to clarify rules and announces two modifi
cations in interpretations: i) a new Hyde ?~rk area is granted on the steps of 
Sproul Hall to replace the three-year-old; but never used, area behind the snackbar 
and the de facto Bancroft and Telegraph area; ii) tables wi".:,h Universit;>T permission 
vlill be allmved at Bancroft and Telegraph but only under rules prohilJiUrg f~'1d
raising, recruitment, and advocacy of partisan positions. The students refuse to 
accept these pronouncements. 1JJhen Dean Towle finishes clarifying the rules, dVi"el
ling at length upon the difference behreen advocating and info:rming an audience of a 
position, the students reject the administration pronouncement as infringing on 
their Constitutional rights. They request a change in the rules. Dean '1'0 ... "1e says 
she carmot cha.nge the rules. The students, vii th permits from the Uni versi t~r, 
set up tables; however, traditional practices -- including fund-raising, membership 
recruitment, and advocacy, mostly related to the upcoming elections -- continue 
during this first week of schoo:i... 

September 23: Since the rules are supposed to be campus-wide, the united front 
decides to set up tables at Sather 'Gate, another traditional table area, and exer
cises traditional prerogatives of selling literature and advocating positions. 
They also decide to demonstrate their point of view by picketing a University meet
ing at which Chancellor Strong is presenting athletic awards. One thousand pickets 
support the call for rules change. , At the meeting, Chancellor Strong makes a sur
prise change in the rules. Henceforth, advocating a position for or against a 
candidate or a ballot proposition will be allol'ied~ but no further changes are en
visaged. The matter is closed. 11eam'l'hile, four organizations -- SNCC, SDS, DuBois 
Club and Slate -- are l."arned that action will be taken if they continue to break 
University regulations. Three organizations are told to make appointments with the 
Dean. 

Sept~nber 29: Further warnings are made to groups setting up tables at Sather 
Gate. Meanwhile, an appointment is set up 1-dth t~e united front for '(tITectnesday, 
September 30, at 4:00 p.m., to further IIclarify" the rules. 

September 30: Five individuals are cited for i!io:'ating University rules at 
tables and are asked to appear at 3:00 p.m. for a meeting ''lith the deans. Many 
other students sitting at tables request to be seen at the same time. Over six
hundred sign a statement declaring they are equally responsible for manning the 
tables. Over three-hundred of these students appear in Sproul Hall for the 3:00 p.m. 
appointment but are refused access to t.he deans. Instead, the five are reql.lested to 
appear alone. At 4:00 p.m., three names of leaderr. a.re added, and Dean VJil1iams 
asks all eight to see him. The three-hundred students again request similar treat
ment and are rebuffed. Dean Williams then cancels the meeting scheduled with the 
leaders of the groups. The students ,,,ait outs:'de the Dean's Office until early 
morning when Chancellor Strong announces t:1at the eight students have been sus
pended indefinitely. 

October 1: The indefinite suspensions -- a sanction which does not appear in 
the University regulations -- cause widespread student resentment. About ten tables 
are set up -- this time in front of the Administration building - and a rally is 
planned for noon. The ~~ited front now demands not only a ch~lge in the rules, but 
equal treatment for all stUdents under the rules and, specifically, the lifting of 
the suspensions. At about 11:45 a.m., Dean Van Houten and a campus policeman 
approach one of the tables (CORE) at which about a dozen persons are sitting. Jack 
Weinberg, a recent Cal graduate, is told he is violating University rules and is 



placed under arrest when he refuses to leave the table. Students spontaneously sit 
ciO"lm around the police car which has arrived on the plaza and block the car from 
re:7lov:l.ng ~lr. VJeinberg., 1-13,rio Savio, head of the Friends of SNCC, removes his 
shoes and begins to address a crown of over a thousand, from atop the police car • 

. He discusses the position of the united front and the injustice of the Administra
tion's response to their free speech den.ands. Many others also make speeches. The 
.protest is extended by sitting-in in Sproul Hall. IvIeanwhile, a group of faculty 
members tries to mediate during the afternoon and evening. The administration 
tells them, and tells the studel1ts as well, that the issues 0: the rules and the 
disciplinary measures are not negotiable. The protest demonstration grows and 
grows. During the late evening, a ~~ot of one-hundred, mostly fraternity men, 
assemble and hurl lighted' cigarettes and eggs on the hundreds sitting in the plaza; 
but after many tense hours, violence is averted when the hecklers leave in response 
to the silence of the demonstrators and ' an appeal from the Catholic chaplain 

October 2: ClergY1'l1en and student religious leaders who support the goals of the 
r-rotestors try to mediate behind the scenes. Meetings with the deans are fruitless. 
Meamrhile, a similar group of faculty members vlorks out a compromise and, together 
viith some legislators, convinces President .Kerr to meet with the students during 
the late afternoon. Presiden.t I(err summons five-hundred policemen to disperse the 
crovId of over one-thousand if an agre~')me!1t is not signed. A long, tense meeting 
results in a six:-point a:;1'6ement::' ' 1) restoring the pri-"ileges of student grpups 
suspended during the Heek; 2) ending the demonstration; 3) submitting the student 
suspensions to a cOIP.mittee of the Academic Senate; 4) subrnittir.g rules to a tri
partite study committee; 5) dropping charges against l~r. I'veinberg; and 6) Horking 
to deed Bancroft and Telegraph sidevJalk to the City of Berkeley. 

October 3-4: The urlited front constitutes itself as the Free Speech Kovement 
vlith an executive Com.rnittee representing each of the nineteen 1I0ff-campus" groups, 
independent students, and religious organizations. A nine-man steering corrillUttee 
is elected to plan interim policy a.nd to choose negotiators to serve on the student
faculty-administration Study CO]'!1Juittee. Mr. Savio v,ill speak at the rally planned 
for Nonday to explain the ne,', developments and FSN strategy to the other interested 
students. 

October 5: A few minutes before the rc:.lly, the Adminjg:-,ration reverses an earlier 
order to arrest f.1r. Savio if he tries to address his fellow students. Neamvhile, 
the Chancellor chooses ten of the t'ltvelve men to serve on the rrca.."IlpUS COIIlrnittee on 
Political Activity" (CCPA) without waiting for recoII1."Ilendations from the students 
or faculty. He also ruL~ounces that the Chancellor-appointed Faculty Committee on 
Student Conduct--not an Academic Senate comrnittee--will hear the cases of the eight 
students he has suspended and w:Lll reconunend to him action to be taken. The FSN 
denounces these moves as niolations of the October 2 agreement. Nevertheless, a 
moratorium on further demonstrations and tables is declared pending further nego
tiations on these ma.tters. 

October Z: Ignoring the call fer reVJ.Slons in the structure of the CCPA, the 
Administration a110v15 it to meet. The CCPA calls for an open meeting Tuesday, 
October 13, to discilss its structure. 

October 8: Six hundred unaffiliated students (called "independents"), meeting 
in a local church, choose five members to serve on the FSM executive committee. 

October 10-12: The executive committee expru1ds the steering committee to twelve 
adding a representative from the Republican and Democratic Clubs and the religious 
organizations. 



October 13: Academic Senate endorses need for rule liberalization. Three 
hundi·e·d students in Harmon Gymnasium meetir.g vf CCPA hear testimony from fifty 
students, all but one reqllesting dissolutj.on of CCPA as pl'esent3..y constituted 
p8njing talks on fair reconstitution of the body. Meanwhile graduate students from 
Graduate Co-ordinating Council with delegates from each department choose 7 
representatives to FSM Executive Committee. 

Oct.ober 14: FSH deno'cl!lces refusal .of administration to negotiate outstar:.ding 
differences in interpretation 9f October 2 Kerr-united front agreement~ aJld reveals 
pl&ls to end moratori~m on direct action if administration continues to !Iref~se to 
sit down and discuss issues." Professur of Industrial Relations, Arthur E:::>ss, 
volllilteers to mediate. 

october 15: President Kerr agrees 1) 
stUdents to an Academic Senate committee 
eighteen members -- four frem the FSI'1 

to remand the cases of the eight suspended 
and 2) to reconstitute the CCPA with 
to discuss rule changes. 

October ~: Expanded CCPA agrees that all decisions ,-rill be by CCJrisensus of 
students, faculty and administration, each voting as a unit uith O:le vote. 

October 28: 1rJhile t.he CePA has been meetin!.s to examine various proposals for 
new rules, the panel of five professors, appointed by the Academic Senate and headed 
by Professor of Law, Ira Heyman, begins hearing the cases of the eight suspended 
students. 

Cctober 29: Dean Williams testifies that the suspended students were singled 
out from among many stud.ents observed violating the rules to discourage students 
from protesting the regulations. 

November 3: Thaugh the table moratorium and the dj.spute itself have ha"!lpered 
canvassing for the elections, the FSN sticks ex.::lusive2.y ,·.'ith cCITIJ'TIittees as the 
way out of the dispute. 

November 7: The Administration contingent on the CCPA declares itself unalterably 
opposed to the students ll pusition on p-.)litical advoca;::y. Tlli:e Univers:."~ty demands 
the l~ight to disCipline students and or8anj_zati~)ns advocating activities that · , 
"directly . re sult 11 in lIunla"rful acts" off the CB..i11pUS. The students demand t!1at the 
definition of legal speech be left solely to the courts, citing t.he stand of the 
AInerican Civil Liberties Union ana that of the American Association 0.1 University 
Professors: "In the area of the first amendment rights and civil liberties, the 
University may impose no discirlinaI'J- action against members of the universH,y 
corrl1mmity and organizations. In this area, members of the lmiversity cor,ll1lc.ll1ity 
are subject only to the civil authorities." 

November 9: The FSH d0cides to :'exercise our constitutional rightsll and 
reSUlll6S manning tables. Still, it plans stra.tegy airr,od at reopening the advocacy 
issue at the Nednesday eCPA m0eting. But Chancellor Strong disbands the CCPA on the 
grounds that the students had bro:Y.:en the October 2 agreements. 

November 10: Dean's office sends letters to 70 student.s citing them for viola
tions of previous da;r. Hundreds of gradu'lte students man tables or si£,'l1 petitions 
of support assUlPing equal culpability for themselves. 

November 11: Three hundred meet to organize a teaching assistants' union and 
'VOice support for FSl'-1 demands. Ac..rninistration ignores grad.uate student violations 
at this time. 



No';cmber 12: President Kerr calls the proposals of the faculty contingent "a 
basis fo!' constructive solutions to. th~ current and difficclt problems." The pro-

. posals would al101v solicitation of funds and members,and ,·muld allow a faculty 
cOImTli ttee to recommend action to be taken against illegal ' advocacy. Tables continu'?; 
the Ac.1mnistration ignores there • . 'I'he Heyman Committee crit;icizes the AcL1linistra
tion'shandling of the eight students. It recomoends that .siX be iwmediately 
ra-instated and charges expunged from their records, and that' the remaining two 
receive a six-week syspension. This meant immediate reinstatement, for they had 
by then been out of sch901 for l;nger than this period~ Chancellor Strong -stat.es 
he will not act on the cases untIl after the December. 8 meeting of the Academic 
SMa~. . . 

Novembe!' 16: The FSN collects hundreds of signat.ures on a petition urging the 
regents to leave . the question of advocacy to the courts. Tables continue up. The 
D~an's Office announces appointments will be made for the following week for the 
seventy students cited for ma.nn.ing tables. The Dean's Office announces that . 
3rad'.late stUdents who submitted their names as equally responsible will receive 
~_.3tters. 

11cver.ibcr 20: M.ore than t!1ree-thousand students rally at Sproul.Hall Hyde - Park 
area for two hours, then snake t:nei:t way down to the vlest gate of campus to hear 
Joan Baez and avlait the results of the Regents meeting across the street in Ur.iversit~r 
Hall. Student represe~t2..tives are barred from speaking at the meeting. The Re[;ents 
adopt President Kerr's version of the . CCPA faculty . contingent proposal, allO't"ring 
fund-raising and recruitment, but banning "illegal advocacy." They also rE;lcommend 
J .... ganizations and individuals be disciplined for their viDlations of rules ever the 
past three months. Significantly modifying t.he report of the five man faculty . 
panel (Heyman ,CalLmittee) which asked only censure of the six students, the Regents 
reinstate all eight but do not clear the records of the six as the faculty group 
.l~;ked. Two stUdents are placed on "probation." The students debate ways 
of expressing their disappointment. Some graduate students want an immediate sit-in, 
but Mr. Savio convinces the thous~Lds of students~o return home for the weekend and 
calls a rally for .lY!enday to discuss future action. 

november 21-2.2: The FSH Executive Committee and Steering Committee both split 
on tactics with a majority of each finally favoring a sit-in in Sproul HaIl on 
Monday · to express their feelir.gs of despair over the Ad.mini..stration' s refusal to 
meet with them or to permit ' students full Constitutional rights on campus. 

November 23: Three hundred students sit-in for three hours in Sproul Hall 
after hot debate -during rally splits the FSlJt • 

. NoveIY'.ber 24: Cna.nccllor Strong says the net" rules are in force only at Bancroft 
~:lIid Telegraph. He says the administration has met the faculty demands a1m.ost com
pletely. The FSM goes back to setting up tables. Thanks~iving intervenes. 

November 28: In the midst of the Thanksgiving weekend, Art Goldberg and Mario 
Savio receive letters"opening new disciplinary act:i.on against them for acts a.llegedly 
committed October 1 and 2. 

November 30: Jackie Goldberg receives a simila.r letter. Several professors 
offer package proposals close to that of the FSM. FSM appeals again for talks 
regarding the advocacy issue··.an.d. -demands the. new changes against . same of its leaders 
be dropped. Plans for a sit-in in Sproul Hall are discussed if President Kerr . 
still. refuses to discuss the FSlVI· position. 

December 1: The Graduate Coord.inat~i..ne GOlmcj] .;:md thp. .Tp,a.&d.ne .AR.s:i.~t~'1nts 
dec.ide to go _ on_ st.~ike Ji.'ricia,y ~ j)ecerriber 4. 



December 2: Eight hundred students move into Sproul Hall after a rally. T1:e,/ 
sard the action as a last resort in the face of the Ad~nistration's refusal to 
;otiate the student grievances and its tlarbitrar.{ singling out students for punisL
It.'' The . fourth floor becomes a quiet study hall, Hhile movies are shown and 
lsses are held on the second floor. Strict discipline is maintained; orders to 
~y out of offices are given and obeyed. 

December 3: Governor Brovm dispatches more · than six hundred policemen to arrest 
e eight hundred stUdents. The arrests go on for about twelve hours. Faculty are 
rred from the building during arrests. Meamvhile, a spontaneous strike is called 
j most classes are not held. La~~ets and faculty meet with the judge and the 
strict attorney all day and finally, late at night, work out a ~ail arrangement. 
ne hundred faculty members meet and call for amnesty and complete political free
n, including unrestricted advocac:{., All day 'department chairmen try to contact 
.ninistration, to no avail; apparently, Administration has orders not to talk to 
c:llty members. 

December 4: The final busload of released students arrives on Caill.pUS shortly 
fore noon. Meanwhile, the campus is being struck. Si.xty to seventy percent of 
e students stay away from class. Two departments cancel classes and many pro
ssors honor the picket lines. The chairmei"l 'of all the departments constitute 
.en1selves as a Council of Chairmen to. fill the vacuum of authority on campus. 

December 5-6: All weekend the Chairmen meet to work out a compromise to save 
.6 University. Sunday; Professor Scalapino, head of the Council of Chairmen, meets 
th President Kerr and works out &1 agreement which is approved by chailmen and is 
'esented to an informal Regents meeting in a motel near the San Francisco Airp0rt. 

Sunday, two h1..mdred professors meet to plan strategy to get the Acadernic Senate 
, endorse complete political freedom and amnesty. The FSN and the GCC (Graduate 
.ordinating Committee) agree to call off the strike as of Monday midnight. 

December 7: The departmental chairmen call off all classes between 9:00 and 
lon and hold departmental meetings to discuss the chairmen's agreement "-lith the 
'esident: complete ca~pus a~1esty for acts through today is granted. No position 

the advocacy question is taken. 

Professor Robert Scalapino, Chairman of the Political Science Department, and 
'E:sident Kerr addrens 18,000 students at an lIextraordinary convocation" in the 
:arst Greek T.bea tre. Nany fac'.ll ty mer;ibers express their reluctaJ1ce to support 
'esident Kerr by their cool reception of his speech. . 

Mr. Savio walks to the POdiunl after the adjournment of the meeting, but is 
'abbed from behind by two policemen a~d detained in a dressing room. Finally, 
! is brought out and allowed to speak. !ie says that he had only intended to 
mounce a rally at noon on the Sproul Hall ste~s. 

At the rally, several departmentcJ. chairmen speak along 1'lith the FSM leaders, 
10 explain that the strike w.Lll be called off so that the Academic Senate may 
;liberate in peace the proposals on political freedom of the bro hundred profes
lrs. Meanwhile President Kerr meets wit~ the professors \';ho drafted these resolu
.ons; word is spread that he has endorsed the resolutions. Later that afternoon, 
Ie Academic Freedom Committee and the Chairmen's Gouncil endorses the proposals with 
i.ttle change. The students call off the strike. 

December 8: A tense campus focusses quietly on the meeting of the Academic 
enate. After an hour and a half of debate, the Senate endorses 824 to 115 the 
he resolutions of the Academic Freedom Committee. The FSM applauds the move as 
ictor,y for the entire university. Faculty and students voice hope that the RegenLs 
ill heed this 7-1 mandate. 



December 10: Academic Senate tables motion aimed at thwarting future student 
trik'::!s . 

pecember 18: The Regents decides ur.animously to submit proposed rules change 
) a three-man committee. TheJr r-:;affirm the necessity to enforce existing rules 
.ld to retain disciplinary power in the hands of the adIninistration. The faculty 
emand for jurisdictiun over rules and adjudication is thereby rebuffed. 

II. 

Ff1,:!;CTPLES lLJD BUMJ-iUChACIES -------. 
t. Student Grievances in the Free Speech Contrc.versy 

In 1934 President Robert G. Sproul banned all poli'Gical and religious activit,,
rom the campus. In 1956 a group of st·.ldent,s formed a cO:l"Jnittee to revise Rule 17 
t.he regulation barring political activity) and '.-lith substantial fac41ty support 
anaged to convince the President to change toe rt'le5. A series of clarifications 
nd modifications of Rule 17 follo"ied after 1959 during th c-~ tenure of President 
lark Kerr. These established the category of ':off-cam}Jus" orga'1ization for 
tudent 5rouPS with no direct acactemic purpose, but allowed the~ privileges under 
·ules set up on each campus by the Chancellor. 

On the Berkeley campus, these ruJes were often protested. But there was no 
ooncerted effort to change them becauEe areas existed on campus vlhere groups could 
o as they pleased, subject only to the regulations of the city authorities. Until 
959 Telegraph Avenue extended throue;h the ca;npus up to Sather Ga.te. Tables were 
tationed there, rallies assembled, and all types of lit,erature sold and distributed 
i th the construction of the Student Union building, h0wever, 'l'elegraph Avenue ended 
t Bancroft Hay. At this new gate to the campus, the traditional a~tivities CO!1-
irmed. . 

The Bancroft and Telegraph sidel".-alk was generally regarded as being city 
·roperty. Groups received table perr:u ts from the city of Berkeley authcri ties. 
n fact, the Dean's Office .referred questions on the use of the area to the city 
olice department • . 

On September 14, 1964, Dean of Students Katherine Towle informed the heads of 
11 student organizations that the Bancroft and TeL;graph sidewalk was in fact 
'niversity prop€:rty and that all University rules would henceforth be enforced 
here. No tables or speeches would be allowed. Only informational literature 
ould be .distributed; no advocacy was allowed. 

From the first, the students asked essentially two things: a return to the 
:tatus guo at Bancroft and Telegraph, i.e. the r estoration of tables with the 
raditionaJ: practices; .and liberalization of Rule 17'with student consultation. 

The students asked chant:~e s in four areas. (1) They opposed the University ban 
n fund-raisiilg a...'1d selling literature. They pointed out that collection was 
llowed for the United Crusade, and for the iJorld University Service for schools 
:1 Asia, while, for instance, SNCC was prevented from collecting for "freedom 
chools" in l-'Iississippi and CORE ..from receiving money for tutorials in Oakland. 
2) The stUdents opposed the ban on recruiting members on campus and holding mem

'ership meetings. Especially since the University rules rest,ricteri l:l:V>m~~lip -in _ 
~ 1'()11pS t·, stJ ud8Dts, they asked that they be allowed to enroll neltl memb8l's on 
::ampu.s. (3) Tl).<w _.<l.sked . t.hr' lln:iJv ......... ·Lt·;v- to )/"Q..Q0.in<t r1l1pc Hl--,i~h "harf.l..9Sed" the flow 
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of ideas: the rule requ~r~ng 72-hour notification if an off-campus speaker is to 
speak on campus, the rule requiring a tenured faculty member to moderate all poli
tical '3.nd all "controversial ll meetings; and the practice of billing groups for 
police protection if the University decided it wanted policemen at the meeting. 
(4) The students regarded the ban on Badvocacy" as a direct infringement of their 
Constitutional guarantees of free speech. They opposed any restriction on advocacy 
but the details of the student position took different forms as the administration 
changed its position. At first, the deans told the students that only informa
tional literature and speech was al,lO"."led. The students tried to find out when 
informing became advocating and Dean Towle admitted that no hard and fast rules 
could be dra~~. But she offered the interpretation that information about a 
scheduled picket was considered advocating. A \'leek later, on September 28, the 
Chancellor armounced that a new distinction would be made. Advoca-:'ing a stand in 
the upcoming elections wotud now be allowed (the UniVersity itself was supporting 
Proposition 2), but no other kinds of advocacy .... muld be allowed. t{hen asked for a 
clarification of this new distinction, President Kerr said that the University 
could not allow itself to be used as a fortress from ",!hich social action in the 
outside corrmunity could be mounted. The students regarded this position as 
untenable and continued to work for no restrictions on advocacy. During the 
meetings of the CCPA, the Administration changed its position once again. Now 
advocacy would be permitted} but the University reserved the right to discipline 
students if speech on ca1"1pus led to illegal acts corrnnitted off the campus. (See 
Appendix A.4.) The Administration· reserved the right to decide whether the speech 
on campus led to the illegal act off the campus. The students argued that the 
courts were the only ones woo could decide whether the speech itself was illegal; 
if it were, the civil authorities ~lere justified in taking action; if the speech 
itself were not found to be illegal, then the University .,muld not be justified 
in disciplining a student. (See Appendix A.5.) The students feared that the 
UniVersity would press charges against speakers on far less substantial grounds 
than would a court of law; they believed that even with a full measure of due 
process written into administrative hearings the full range of case law as applied 
in the courts would not be applicable. At no time did the students demand the 
right of illegal speech as the administration at times charged. They rather 
demanded that the courts alone be left to judge whether speech was or was not 
protected under the Constitution. 

The only major demand added after the beginning of the controversy came as a 
direct response to student confrontation ~dth the disciplinary machinery of the 
administration. With the sU5pension of the eight, the students saw that the 
Chancellor made the rules, charged students with violations, submitted the cases 
to a Chancellor-appointed advisory committee, and decided what judgment to render. 
Therefore, the students asked that the police and judicial powers be separated-
that the faculty be given jurisdiction over disciplinary matters in disputes 
arising over the rules on political activity. 

B. The Evolution of the Free Speech r·lovement 

The Free Speech Hovement gre\"f out of the "united front" of nineteen "off
campus ll organizations which made a joint protest of the Bancroft and Telegraph 
table ban on September 17. These groups included the Young Republicans, University 
Society of Individualists, Cal Students for Goldwater, California College Republi
cans, Particle Berkeley (student magazine), the Young Democrats, Student Civil 
Liberties Union (SCLU), the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE), Friends of the 
Student Non-Violent Coordinating Comnuttee (SNCC), Slate (campus political party) 
Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), W.E.B. DuBois Club, Young Socialist ' 
Alliance, Young People's Socialist League (YPSL), Independent Socialist Club {ISC} 
Women--for Peace, Committee· for Independent Political Action, May 2nd Committee, ' 
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and Students for Fair Housing. Additional groups later sending delegates included 
the Interfaith Council, Democratic Socialist Club, and University Society of 
Libertarians. 

Until October 3, the United Front operated with two representatives from each 
of the nineteen organizations meeting together to make organiza.tional policy . 

On October 1, during the d~monstration protesting the suspensions and arrest, 
the United Front chose su s-,:,udents ' to attempt to negotiate a settlement of tne 
ongoing CrlSlS. 'I':IG n:'ii'nes ,'lore added during the following day. These eight 
stJdent representatives signed the October 2 agreement~lj_th President Kerr. Their 
personal affiliations included SNCC, ISC, CORE,\Jomen for Peace, S:ate, Young 
Rep~blicans, Young Democrats, and SDS. A representative of YPSL also signed the 
agreement. 

The weekend of October J, the United Front constituted itself as the Free 
Speech hovement (FS'l). It, decided to keep an executi,.re corrtr:ri.ttee representative 
of groups in th3 United Frcnt, though openinb places :'or if'depen'i8nts, Graduate 
students, and members of reliGious Groups, and to crE:&te 2 n::'ne-nan steering 
ccmmi t tee to implement polic:r a:1d make detaile i stra :'egy and tactlcs between 
meeting5 of the executive cormli t tee. ' From the besir;:'.ir,g~ it '.fas deciced to choose 
steering committee members on tileuasis of individual rr.erit rather ' tha.n organiza
tional affiliation. As a result of criteria, the nine original members elected to 
the steering committee did not represent a cros[;-section of organizations support
ing the FSH. The conservative groups Ivert-; not represented :i.argely because the 
most "lell-kn01'm Republican, a law student, was not :rresent and jnformed the execu
ti ve committee that he l'las not able to serve on the steerin~ COII'JIli t tee. Three 
were members of campus CORE; two were from SNCC. The other four belonged to 
llomen for Peace, D~lBcis Club, YSA, and Slate. One of the CORE members, Jack 
V'ieinberg, .. Tas a recent graduate not currently enrolled at the Unhrersi ty. He had 
been thrust into tho limelight by being singled out from students at the CORE table 
for arrest. He had neGotiated in the Shattuck Avenue and Richmond Housing Authori
ty CORE project. He was, therf()re, highly regarded by the Executive Corrum. t tee> 
'IJbich put a premiD.ll on negotiating experience Hhen chocsing the Steering COIlliI1i ttee 
members. 

Many professors who discussed the matter with the new FSM at this time 
stressed the need tc make the Steering Comm:ittee a more representative body. 
Partly as a result of this, and partly d~e to the elections of new representatives 
from the independents and graduates, the Steering Committee was soon expanded to 
eleven members. An independent and representatives from the Young Republicans 
and Young Democrats "Jere added to the group. }1eanwhile, one of the CORE members 
resigned. 

With the formation of the tripartite study panel (the Campus Committee on 
Political Activit y--CCPA) , a four-man delegation was chosen by the Steering Commit
tee. This time, a graduate student was added . IvIario Savio (SNCC), and two 
socialists made up the rest of the delegation. Five alternates were also chosen; 
among them were graduate representatives; and a member of the California College 
RepUblicans. lihen the expanded Cmpus Corrunittee on Political Activity vms set up, 
these nine served. 

After the continued failure to come up with an agreement in the Study Com
mittee, an acrimonious meeting was held during which certain Steering Co~ittee 
ID€mbers, who were known for their moderate tactical views, and who had seldom come 
to meetings, \vere replaced. In a "leek, the mood of the F.xecutive CDmmittee again 
changed, and the n.eed to repair ,the brc:),ch "TaS evident. As a result, a. conserva-
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tive and an independent were added; and amoder.ate who had been dropped earlier 
wa:J restored. 

Trw Steerin.z Committee remained :nore or less unchanged from then on. Hean
while the addition of five indeper.d.ents elected from aLlong six hundred unaffil
iated supporters, aJld seven graduate studer!ts e!_8cted by the Graduate CoordiLating 
Council (GCC), newly-formed to mobilize support for the F:JM, s"relled the rants vf 
the Executive Committee to over fifty .students. T:lere was als0 a representative 
elected from a.n:.one:; non-student iI!de1-'endents -- largely drop-outs frcm Cal, but 
l.Dcluding some interested persons in the community -- Kho sGrved on the Executive 
Ccmmittee. 

1. Graduate Student Support 

The organization of the graduate :students and their ent;~an('e into the pol::'cy
making of the Free Sper.::ch }'io'len:ent marked a turning point in the course uf the 
movement. The gl'aduat0 stud::nts were among the most cxper'ienced and sophisticated 
mcmbers of the FSH and tended to raise thr:; leve1 of tl;.c dlS~LlSSlO':1S l",ri thin the 
FSj\1. Furthermore, they were able to calIon vast !'ESUurces of intellj_t;:mt and 
hard-working colleagues who had some leverage -- tile "ead,ing assistants. 

Until the free speec:1 cont~ovGrsy, Grad.uate students were unorganized. They 
were dis.franchised from the Student Government (ASDC) ih 1959. A fe"\-l unsuccess
ful· attempts wert made during tne following jrea!'s to ~oet up a Graduate Student 
Associaticmbut by the onset of the fall seml,st,81' 1964-, the organization no longer 
existed. 

After the October 2 crisis, the graduate students set up the Graduate Coordin
ating Council-consistine: of two elected members frr@ ,"'ach department. Inunediately, 
the GCe elected seven delegates to the FSI-: Executive Comr:u t tee. As the dispute 
continued, gradua.tes ber:;an to take the initiative. They felt deeply about the free 
.speech issue, anct - espe~ially feared the effect the restrictions on advocacy might 
have on the civil righ:'s moveme:1.t in the Bay A~ea. Graduate students were not 
convinced that--FSlvI -members pl'acticed the right tactics, but they were persuaded 
of the justice of the FSH aims, and aSf'Ullled the~' "muld have an important influence 
in FSH councils. This assumption was borne out . 

The entIJ" of the Graduate.students into the Executive Cccnmittee of the FSH 
. paralleled- an inC1'B[J."'ing amount of graduate participation in_rallies and in the 
adi.ninistrative running of th,," moveIu('nt, expecially in v:riting literature and 
handling informal fuc~iL.ty and Adlrinist.ration contacts. Though most graduate stu
dents tended to leave aixect action to younger quarters,ovcr 20% of the eight
hundred students arrested Dec8mbsr ~-:. i!"l Spruul Eall were graduates . AS FSi"! sym
patbies among graduate students gr evl, the tactic of a strike became feasible . and 
the possibility ''''as frequentl.y cliscLlssed. 

2.. General Campus SULpcrt 

From the beginning". ~h·3 politically interested, \.<Iho constitute a minority on 
the Berkeley · campus, as they Jo in any populat.ion, were-deeply disturbed by the 
AdmilJ.istration · act.i.o~1 !'estdr:ting politicaJ expression. Perkeley has a larger 
s~lare than most campusGs of po.litically 2.ctive -students , which helps explain why 
so many students -- over a thousand -- were- ready to d"Note the better part of 
their · time sittin.g ;i.n&:Lrle and. 0ut.side Sproul Hall during the 32-nour demons-tratj_on, 

'--October 1 and 2. 
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vlho were these students? A questionnaire (Survey B--See Appendix. D) returt1ed 
by over 600 of the October 1-2 demonstrators showed that over 70 per cent belong 
to no campus political organizat::'on. Half had never before participated in any 
demonstrations. Though only 15% we:ce willing to riek arrest alld expulsion at 
the beghming of the demonstration, 56 per cent declared themselves so willing 
lIif negotiations broke dovm and similar demonstrations were necessa:rJ." 

At the height of the demonstrations, ov~r'5,COO students gathered in the 
Sproul Hall plaza; at least 3500 we~~e sympathetic to the aims of the United Front. 

Hhen the Chancellor moved against four FSM leaders on November 28 f or actions 
allegedly corrunitted on October 1 and 2, the active support for the FSH expanded 
greatly, expecially among the graduate st1J.dents. The GCC and the departmental 
meetings of teaching assistants called fo!" a strike Friday, December 4. ~4ean

\lhile, the FSi'i called for a sit-in in Sproul Hall. Over eight hundred students 
,\'ere willing to act as front-line troops in the dispute. A survey of those who 
were arrested for sitting in revealed that the students as a whole had better 
than average scholastic standing. 

Approximately 15,000 students stayed out of c~_asses from Thursday through 
t10nday to protest thE:; use of police on _campus and to support the FSN cause. 

It is hard to over-estimate the depth of thE; :Lmpact of the free speech con
troversy on the BerlceleJT campus. It seems clear that over half of the entire 
student body has pla;yed a role in support of the F3h at one time or another, from 
attending rallies, strikinG and signinG petitions, to leafletting and other chores. 
A telephone survey of 5000 studerlts randomly selected during the weekend follow
ing the arrests of the 800, shmved 55;'b c'f the students pro-FSH and willing to 
strike. 

P~ong with the impressive ntunbers who rallied to the FSM banner came evidence 
of deep conuni tment from a smaller circle of over a thousand students. Arranging 
meetings, Vfriting and distributing leaflets, and marmir:.g telephones absorbed the 
attentions of an army of students, mostly independents; at crucial times, several 
sorori ties pitched in \Vi th needed "\fOrr.anpower. 

After the inc.epcndentst mee:,ing of October 6, a vast vlOrk force was organ
ized. Student apartments ,<Jere set up as If centrals ." As tLile went on, the number 
of Centrals grew to include Hor:( Central, Legal Central, Press Central, Conunand 
Central, and Information Central. The proliferation of the FSM bureaucracy be
came a standing joke a-nong FSrI supporters; but the system worked surprisingly 
11/ell to keep information flowing al1d needed chores provided. It could not have 
continued without many, many stUdents contributing substantial time and effort. 

Another indication of student support is tllE' V,"S t amount of money raised 
during rallies, 'I'h8se fU:lds enabled the FSH to pub2-icize its position in leaf
lets and nevfsletters, to :~en t loud speakers, and to hire neetinG halls. Several 
hundred dollars WE're rais,;c' at various benefit pl,r:'ormances. But -the bulk of the 
money raised directly fl~om <..'imcng students) faculty) and Uni versUy employees. 
At the October 1-;:: demonstration, following the suspensions of the eight and the 
arrest of ,Jack tJeinberg, over $800 was collected. Money was also sent from other 
college ca'!l.puses; $300 was r,g.iEed, for instance, at San Francisco State College. 
Dl all, over $2,000 was cont,ibuted by students. 

Several faeters contributed to the broad student suppcrt. for tr:e PSi{. Firr:t, 
the free speechissuc itself arou$ed s;ympathy; the Aci-ninis-:':-atior .. was 1.nable to 
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present a coherent justification for its regulations and the FS1-~ position was a 
clear libertarian one "Thich could be easily grasped. Press coverage, which tended 
to paint a picture of a small group of rebels challenging authority, muddied tile 
issues in the public mind; but it only reinforced the commitment of students 1dho 
attc:nded rallies and sa\-l for tl1emselves the disparities bet1!een the pre3s and 
Administration viewpoints a~ld the actual course ' of events 

A major factor drawing student support waG t~le repeated !I.dministration res
ponse to the student protest: dj:scip::'ining leaders. Nothing united the students 
more than the actions of th8 Administration -- suspendinG "(,he eight students, 
ordering arrests, and then after explicit and official faculty repud~ation'of 
this course, preferring new charges ar,ainst leaders for acts allegedly committed 
two months earlier. 

Given all these factors, however, the FSH \-lould never have sustained and 
enlarged the base of its support ,v-ere it not for the dedication of the leaders 
to keep the campus informed of FSH policy and to reach policy decisions by as 
democratic a procedure as possible. 

A continuous strealn of FSA liter?-t~re outJ_ined the denands and tactics plan
ned. It was, furthermore, CGmrnon knowledge, that the F3H was making frequent 
overtures to important administrators to\Jards setting up talks on the issue, and 
that :these attempts were not getting very far. Hardl~T a week passed without sev
eral informal meetings and tcle~hone conversations with important members of the 
Administration -- in each case initiated by members of the FSH. At one point, 
several "moderate" FSH members actuall;y met with President Kerr and thought they 
had reached a compromise agreement, only to learn ttw following day that the Pres
ident had changed his mind. 

During several major rallies, the FS1-:' s commitment to democratic procedure 
was evident. On theSE; occasions, extensive discussion about options open to the 
FSH took place right at the rally and a voice vote d8cided the issue. For ins':' 
tance, on November 20, several thousand students, assembled across the street from 
the Regents meeting, learned of the Hegents' decision: the rules would be sorne
""hat liberalized, but the Adminis·t:,ration would still judge vlhether speech Here 
"legal" and there ".muld be further di~, ciplinary action against the FSH. A seg
ment. of the leadership favored an immediate sit-in. The majority of the students 
agreed ""ith the position of Eari :.i Savio, that such 'a move Has inapp;r:opriate at 
that time; and the meeting adjC?urned for the ",cekend. 

Since the press has often minir.uz'ed the student support for the FSN cause, 
it should be pointed out h81'8 that for a long ,-,hile, faculty and administration 
also failed to see how extensive and int,ens:'ve the student feelings were. A 
major turning point for the facu.lty came when hundreds of their brightest students 
-were arrested on December 3-4, and ;-lhen a majoY'i ty o i.' their teachinc; assistants 
(90% in the Humanities and Social Sciences) went. on strike over the issue.. At 
t.his writing, however, some members vi' the Adil1inistration continue to believe 
that the free speech controversy involves ' only a handful of "disruptive elements," 
and trust that the dispute Viill end if these people are eliminated from the school. 

c. Tactics: Source of Conflict 

The United Front was a catch-all organiziltion including Goldy,-ateri tes and 
Socialists. None of the early participillits tilOU~ht that the fight for 'free speech 
could be sustained for lons by such a diverse set of allies. The first disagree
ments over tactics came as soon as the cons8r1lative groups anno~~ced that they 
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could not, on principle, ' break Uni ver-5i ty-'regulati~ris wiih 'dhich they disagreed. 
The majority of th,e tJrii ted Fron-t argued ' that all attel,Ilpts would be made' to secure 
a quick change in the rules barring fund-raisir,g, advocacy, andrecrui-t;,ment of 
mer:bers, but that if the changes were hot protlpt; the rules ,-muld have to be 
broken. They reasoned that the ,restrictions themselves ' threatened the very 
existence of the groups; they: hindered access to felloH students. 

The conservative groups agreed ,to go 'along .. lith the demands of the United 
Front,while ma~g public their adherence to the regulations as they stood. At 
the same time, they IJOuld fight to change the rules by picketing and speaking out 
against them. 

During the Heek of September 28, several changes occurred '-Ihich affected 
the position ,of the conservatives. · First, Chancellor Strong threw out 'the earlier 
distinction between advocating aI1d informing. On Honday, he announced that a 
stand in the upcoming national and state elections would be allowed, but that any 
other kind of advocacy would be prohibited. This partially satisfied the immed
iate needs of groups which existed primarily for election wo~k, especially the 
conservative groups. Though they still favored further cLanges, they could "llve 
withl: the new rules. \Jhen demonstrations occurred to protest the suspensions and 
arrest later in the week, the cGnservatives spllt. Some contiI1ued their earlier 
support of the United Front; othe.rs denounced the group as contributing to a 
nation-Hide erosion of la'" and order, and endorsed a full measure of disciplinary 
action against the demonstrators. This split in the conservative camps -das never 
healed. From that time on, a conservative minority in the FSM opposed direct 
action tactics within the organization, 1,-/bile ancther wiI1g of conservatives boy
cotted FSM meetings altogether. 

Among the rcmain.i.ng groups, there was general agreement over ends, .,,.-rith some 
me.jor arguments over tactics and timing. Generally, the Steering Committee and 
the Executive Committee can be divided along lines of attitudes toward the aci'1lin
istrative decision-mak~rs. There was agreement that, ultimately, the dispute 
could only be settled through neGotiations with tho~le whc. made the decisions; 
and thore via;:; general despair over adrninistrati ve unwillingness to talk over the 
issues or even admit that issues existed. Two divergent attitudes existed among 
the leaders. Some completely distrusted the Admini5tration. These "militants" 
saw each administrative move as a further attempt to avoid the issue, undercut 
those fighting for better rules, and reinforce the riGht of administrative fiat 
in these areas. 

Others saw Administration moves -as mistakes, and. had more or less faith in 
the integrity of the administrators . They -sa.w administration moves as mistakes 
or arising from different interests. These' "moderates" stresseci the need for 
negotiations and opposed any moves which might suggest to the Administration that 
the FSN vias unreasonable or did not understand the complexities involved. 

To liberal and sophisticated observers, one of the most puzzling and inter
esting aspects of the meetings ,~-as the \.-ray organizations split among themselves 
on these attitudinal lines. Hhile the press and President Kerr were making alle
gationsof Communist influence in the organization, the various socialist students 
were as divided among themselves as the rest of the Executive Committee. For 
instance, members of the DuBois Club -- not to mention the non-Socialists such as 
SDS and SNCC -- were in both the militant a"1d moderate camps. Members of the 

- -Youn.g .People'- s Socialist League (YFSL) were the only consistent moderates. 

The important thing to keep in mind about the ' dynamics of decision making 
within the FSM is -the crucial role played by administrative, decisions in rein-
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forcing one or the other camp. Admintstration responses tended systematically to 
undercut the position of the IImoderates ll who presumed negotiations and Administra
tion good will in their calculations. The disciplinary buckshot fired at the FSH 
outraged moderates and militants alike. Therefore, during crises there tended to 
be consensus on tactics. During the lulls when "channels ll viere being used, 
especially during the talks in the CC A, the differences came back to the surface. 

The disagreement with the Administration over the interpretation of the Kerr 
agreement of October 2 was uniformly regarded vIi thin FSI1 as evidence of oad faith. 
Even after President Kerr finally agreed to reconstitute the CCPA, the distrust 
lingered on. This, in turn, explains why the advocacy issue became such a bone of 
contention. During the course of the CePA meetings, the Administration declared 
its position on advocacy final; it demanded the right to discipline students whose 
speech was judged to be illegal by the Administratj.on. 

The FSM, by this time, believed the AdJninistration was arbitrar-,f in its 
interpretati~~ and enforcement of rules; it also saw evidence that the University 
acted sometimes as a transmission belt for anti-civil rights pressures from the 
outside community. For these reasons the FSE opposed the pm-:er of the Administra
Uon to interpret the content of speech, and consistently demanded that the Courts 
be the sole arbiters of the legality of speech. 

Once the Administration had declared its position to be final, most of the 
members of the FS:H Executive COIl'.lnittee felt the viability of the CCPA was com
promised. After much debate, the Executive Committee decided to continue to work 
in the CCAP to re-open the advocacy issue. MeamJhile, tables, under lIideal ll 

rules would be manned once again--this time mostly by graduate students. Most 
of the Executive Committee did not count on the ChancellorJs reaction: he dissolved 
the CCPA. Apparently he also directed the Dean's Office to discipline violators 
of University rules but to disregard violations by graduate students ~~d teaching 
assistants. 

The most serious split in the FSH occurred after the Regents endorsed some 
liberalization of the rules, allOWing fund-raising and recruiting members, but 
calling for Universit y disCipline if the Administration concluded that a speech 
WaS ll unl awful. 1l The FSIvI agreed that the nell rules "VJere unacceptable but divided 
over what to do about it . This division had slightly different dimenSions. On 
one side there were those (usually among the moderates, but here joined by 
several socialists and radicals) who felt that the suggested Honday sit-in could 
have no political benefit; and that it constituted a gesture of anger and 
futili ty vrhich could only be used against the movement. The militants argued on 
moral rather than political grounds: the Regents had given their final answer--
an answer which left the Constitutional rights of students :in question; theref.ore" _ . 
the stUdents saw no al ternati ve but to publicl:;r and dram.:ltically expl'CSS the ir 
opposition and despair . The militants won a close Vi ctory in both the Executive 
Committee and the Steering Co~mittee. Both sides were represented to the thousand 
stUdents attending the honday meeti.ng. Only three hundred of them chose to sit-in, 
however, and of these, many acted in order that the split might not be maximized 
in the eyes of the public. In these circumstances, the Steering Committee decided 
to clear the buildj.ng at 5: 00 P .l':I . and to call 0 ff further sit - in plans . Th e 
split indica-wd that AdJQini strati.on concessions might destroy the FSH if the 
leadership did not work to reach a cor:$ensus before planning action. As the lesson 
of the abortive sit-in was sinking in, however, the ACllTlini.stration, over the 
Thanksgiving weekend, took new action against the leadership. The split healed 
over njght. 

The Executive Committee united in a call for an immediate amnesty and opening 
of discussions on the advocacy issue. They contacted the A&Qinjstration about 
these points and learned that some members of the ./Wmi ni.stration had opposed the 
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Lming of the new disci.plinary action but said they could not have the action 
rescinded. It seemed the pattern precedlng the October 1-2 demonstration was 
being repeated. . The students again were told that there was no free speech 
i ssue and that, in any case, there was no wa;r to d::'scuss their demands; the~r 
were again faced with disciplinary action against a few of their leaders. 
Pressure to take strone,unequivocal action came this time not only from the 
mi litants, but from the moderates, both undergraduC:1te and graduate. 

A final ultimatum was issued by the FSl1 to President Kerr to sit down and 
talk or to face renewed direct action and a student. strike. The Administration 
once again reacted by statine it would not be moved by a small number of 
dissatisfied and unreasonable "rebels." On Vlednesday, December 3, Hario Savio 
expressed the despair of the students by calling on FSH supporters to begin a 
peaceful and disciplined sit-in in Sproul Hall. 

vlhen Governor Brown called in the police early the next morning to arrest 
the eight hundred demonstrators the carr~us was only more un::'ted. The mlnority 
on the Executive Committee who had opposed the sit-i n, and many students outside 
who had had misgivings, now pulled in behind the FSH, g.:' ving it more widespread 
campus support than ever before. 

During th8 ensui ng weekend, the Steering Committee made it clear in the 
flurry of behind-the-scenes talks, among Adrninistrat ion, faculty and student 
contingents, that tbe FSM bad a very specifi c set of goals: essentially, 
amnesty for all students, faculty-student · say in rules and adjudi cat :L on, and 
court jurisdiction over content of speech. Hoderate and mili tant ali ke stressed 
to faculty chairmen and to available administrators, that from the beginning 
the issue was free speech and that with amnesty and a solution of the advocacy 
problem, the controversy would end. In fact, Hari o Savio made it clear to the 
Executive Committee after the Faculty Chairmen bad met wi th President Kerr 
that if the Regents accepted the resolut i ons of the Academic Freedom Committee 
(whj ch were later endcrsed 7-1 by th8 Academic Senate) the Free Speech Novement 
would become .- primarily a "defendants" committeel! which would lobby for amnesty 
for the eight. hundred-arrested i n Sproul Hall. But w..:.thout a resolution of 
the issues, the students expressed readiness to continue the fight by whatever 
means were- ·left open to them. 

Just before the winter vacation, the Regents rebuffed faculty attempts to 
get jurisdiction over discipline ruld rule-making. The ent Lre nature of deci
sion-makingwas thereby called into question and opened FSH strategists to 
the difficult....problem of keeping a movement goi ng while broadening the .. demand 
to an entire overhaul of Uni versity polic~r-making structure. 

D~ _.,The Limitations of Li berals: Faculty Actions a.T1d Attitudes 

From the onset of the di spute the students recognized the need to 
persuade ...other-parts of the academic"communi ty that their demands' were just.. 
They knew that no matt-er-.. ma't· other tact i cs might havet.o .. be--employed, the 
dispute .,could--enly-1lltimately be resolved around a table, where ·-difierent 
points of view could be aired and..a._meetlllg of the minds reached. 

From the first, t.he students .i'aced an administration reluctant to discuss 
the issues.,,_ so~ the -pretesto1'!s . a.ttempted to extend their support among the 
stUdents and faculty by holdi ng a seri es of rallies, passing out leaflets, and 
circulating petitions. The petitions _were hastily drawn and numerous; yet thl3y 
amass.ad hundreds of" EW.-gnatl,1r.:es. Most professors, however, expressed a wish to 
wait and see, and _DAhr.Lsocl...st1JdQU~c t,'::>A'Q.Qf{ X"1-mr~a~ tlu"\ft~ .. o:n~admin;..e"'ro*,~ _ 
channels. . . . 
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In practice, how-ever, there 1,rere no channels. On the first day of classes 
Dean Towle made a new pronotmcement but indicated that changes in the rules 
were out of her hands. The follo1,'ling week Chancsllor Strong modified his 
interpretation of the advocacy ban in a public meeting, but continued to refuse 
to meet "nth students. A meeting was schedt11ed. for v!ednesday, September 30, 
by Dean Towle ... 'lith the united front to "clarify" the rules. This meet:'ng was 
cancelled by the deans office because of "unfavorable conditions!1: three hundred 
students were waiting in the hallway demandinG the same treatment as five 
students -cited that day for sitting at tables. 

The first direct faculty involvement came the following day, October 1, 
nfter the arrest of Jack vJeinberg had touched o_.f a major rally around the 
police car. Given the crisis, about fifteen professors, largely from the 
sociology depart!!lent began ad hoc meetings .to attempt to reach the administra
tion and mediate. They expressed their neutralit~.r in the lssue, and their 
criticism of both sides in the d.i..srute, and a.nnounced tr.eir major a-im vIas to 
work out an agreement in which the students wot:ld call off the demonstrat:~on 
and means for settling the dispute would be set up. 

The adminsiration told the faculty the same th~ng it told the students; 
that is, two thinGS were non-ne.gotiable: .one vras tIle disciplinary action tal{en 
against tbe eight students, the other w~s Univers:.ty regulations. 

The faculty medi.ators got nowhere on the first day. Pressure for talks 
mounted on the second. The campus clereYffien, supported by student religious 
leaders-both_gl'OUps privately sympathetic to the students' cause--Btepped in 

. to mediate (they too were unsuccessful but their rresence helped); meanwhUe, 
behind the scenes, the Democratic party applied pressure for tallcs. As a 
result, President Kerr agreed to a four-point faculty proposal, drafted by 
several professors from ·the social sciences, and, after havine called over 
five hundred.~policemen onto the campus, notified the u.'1.ited .. front that he ... vas 
ready -to offer the- students...a package 8.arrreement. 

During~be-debatea~hPr€sident Kerr, the students made it clear that 
they wanted the faculty to have a larger role in the dispute. The~r wished all 
administ-rative~barges to be--dropped; but they were . .willing, in the end, to 
have a committee chosen by the AC<ldemic Senate take up the cases of the eight. 
Similarly they were willing to enter into a tripartite Study Gamm.:LUee, on 
the understanding that the faculty would choose their' contingent, the students 
theirs and the admi n i stration theirs. T;Ji th the end of the weekend, however, the 
students..~ea.rned that the 3tud~r Committee _had .already·wen selected by tho 
Chancellor without any cons.ultatio.n, and that he vias submitting the cases._.of 
t.he eight to a cormni.ttee of his mill appointees. Neanwhile, a number of 
mathemati..c.s-an<L.statisti.cs .prof_essors· deplored. the-~stration' s tactic 
c-f call j ng in the police.. 

-The...-dis:pute~over-the fulf:.lJJnent of the a.greement· ·-raged for nearly two 
weeks. The facultYlIlembers- ·chosen~-t.Q_ .serve..-on the Study COIIJ!llittee (the CePA) 
defended-±.he legitimacy of the body but the group decided to hold- ita....first 
ht;arings on the.. .question of how i.t could oo · better .. cons.tituted... At this meeting 
the first-f'onnal conf'ro.u:tation ··of students and faculty took place: all fifty 
stUdents were critical of the admhri st.ratiofi .. .and -all.buttwo--called for the 
immediate· slJspe:nsion .. oI'the. committee as consL .. tuted. 

Ueanwhile. the.....A.cademl ~_Sena.t.e·r~ -and- tabled-several motions supportlng 
st.udent 1~ch. It passed a resolution urging IIcoopera.tion ..of-·-all partiesf~~ 
A prof-essor of industri.aJ.... .relations, "mo later turned out to be a closa--:f'rienU 
of President Kerr, came away from the meeting d~ssatisfied, and oSfered his 
service.~ J:..o. .. .eJed3. a;te .-t.he .. ·di.fference8---between. ·-t.))e.~Pr~f3i dent ·nnq. .t.he.....students. 
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~n a~reemE'ry.t.Lresulted giving the Free Speech Movement four seats on an expanded 
.:>tud:,r Conmut..,ee, and remand:mg the eases of . the eight to a paneJ_ to be chosen 
by the Academic S02.nate •. 

, . . 
After lene:th~r hearings, this dis ci plinary panel sharply cri tici zed the 

adFJ.nistratj on and recor.rrnended suspendi.ng two of the studer,ts for six vreeks 
(a period elapsed by th~t time) and expunging the ' records ru1d reinstating the 
remaini.ng six students. 1:Jeeks later, the Regents reinstated all eight as of 
November 20 and refused to expunge any records. Hany professors then 
publ~cally decried the Regents' failure to heed the reccrrmlendat~ons of the 
faculty panel. The cha:i rman of the group hO'.'lever later declared his satisfac
tion "rith the Regents' action, and requested t.l:.ematter be closed. 

The reconstituted CePA met for several weeks. Hany iss'les seelUed resolved. 
But the administration so stood firm on demanding the right to disclpline 
students for speech vThich :it considered illeeal. It also insisted that the 
Sproul Hall steps no longer be used as a Hyde Park area. Faced with ad~inistra
tlon intransigence on these issues, the faculty contingent told the students 
to g':) along. In ether words, on those issues where there was an important 
difference between the student and admimstraU.on position, the faculty saw 
itself as the reasonable mediator, convincing the students that it was fruitless 
and irrational to oppose the administrat:l..on·. 

The CCPA declared the iscue of advocacy deadlock>3d and the student.s went 
back to setting up tables. The study cormnittee was then dissolved by the 
Chancellor. But the "rump" faculty contingent continued to lUeet and made 
public a ten-point package which included essentially the points made 
during the meetL~gs: the legality of student speech would be declded by the 
school (the faculty asked that it have an advisory role in determining this), 
but fund-raising and recrui.ting members would be allowed. 

This position ",as set forth in SOYlle detail at a. srecial meeting called 
by the Dean of the Graduate Divislon for teaching assistants after several 
graduate meetings had brought up the possibil~ty of a TA strike if the University 
refused to change its restrictions. Several hundred teachJng assistants 
attended and made their nearly unan=-mous opposition clear. 

There was considerable confus ::'on after tele November 20 Regents meeting. 
Hany professors felt that the faculty pcsitloL had been completely ignored in 
the deliberations. Actually, many of tbe facult:y proposals had been put into 
effect, and others tabled to a future neeting. However, the parts put into 
effect were only those that the administraL .. on uas already tlTillj.ng to grant 
when it came into the Study Comrrn.ttee Deetines. The faculty demand that it 
be given jurisdiction over the advocacy cases, lor jnstance, was ignored. 

In thG wake of the Regents meeting some of the younger history professors 
sought faculty support for a proposal that the Ace.demlc Sl;')nate should not 
only hear cases concern::'ng the content of speech but that they 6h(m11 have 
final jurisdiction, not simply advise the Chancellor. :Meanwhile several 
science professors issued a statement endors_Lng the use of d::.rect action not 
only in l'-lississippi but. in the north. 

General faculty mobilizat.ion, however, began only after the Chancellor 
re-opened disciplinary a.ction against four FSU leaders. There was widespread 
concern over this action among the faculty, though nothil1C waD done to head off 

- the.)..rmninent crisis. 

The a.rrests Thursday morning and after'noon of the eight hlilldred wrenched 
the faculty out of the seat of routine and brought. a large portion of them in 
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direct involvement. Over $8000 in bail money was raised among them during the 
first day. Several hundred professors .. mre involved all day a.nd. nicht arranging 
bail, negotiat.ing for t.he release of t.he prisoners and, ult.::'mately, transporting 
t.he st.udents from the Santa Rita prison facilHy, 37 miles from Berkeley. 

Ni.ne hundred professors, double th8 m.lTflC:er usually at Academic Senate 
meetings, met on tlJeir own iniUative the da:} of the arrests and over\1heL'!'..i.ngly 
endorsed a series of proposuJ s :incJudjng one to !ll2.ke the cr,urts the sole arbiter 
of the content of sreech. 

IIeai1whiJ.e, the d~pa:v'tmental chairmen cOl"stituted themselves [,s D. Council 
and played a sEghtly dL'fe:oel1t r:)1e. ~Ll th Char;cellor Strong ill and in the 
hospital and with the Aca(lC'L1:~c Se~late O~lt of ses3~.on, the chairmen agreed to 
run th·; sch,,01 and tr:r t.o h'.:'eacr tI'e cle2.va[;e~.n t.he Un".ve::,'sity cGrr:nun~ty. 
The~r ''''''0 r 1--: 3 r!. out a f-;!"ries c1' poir.ts wh::'ch tb(;y Ll0d:.ticd c.1ur~.ng l'fe,3keno. meetings 
",rith p).'r:; c)id~m.t, Kr~tT and lJ.~.t,i;nat c l:v C;:L1"le up ;'[:.th a DEl-ckage ens'c!>'i.:1[· no campus 
discipli ne fur acts Cnml'n" tt(xi bc-for8 1!l"C'e:nber 7 (the Iv:oncay tnc agreement. vIas 
urlVeil,;c) and c.:::.L.:' ng for d·i.sc'-l:::i s~.on of the Tl~le3 bJ the Acader:-,ic Freedom 
Committc:~ of the 1;.ci ·' .. 18r.:ric Sena>. Penc.Lx.g J':"c8raLzati.or, of t.Le rules, 
furthel'mOl'G, ez':"si:,ir:.g ru:J..E's I'JOl1.J:::l be tutil'~1Cd" atr;ly into (:)ffect. The last 
part Has t.o ar.S1:!c:' the cli.sr.gc tLat tile )1(;1,oJ p.e ,:; :' nt:3 1".:.le3 had not be'3n implement.ed. 
But the af,r2e;!"~8nt c0~.J.J.ci net 1::r ',L8 fu:':"'t.hcl' :2.Lipl, .. ;n,enta-'L.ioll for '::'he ru..les stipulat.ed 
t.hat tre Chancellor vlOt...ld dflsigllate areas, anj the Chancellor gave no indica-
tion t.hen or latel~ of plCinn~ng to de::;::..g:la.te an;' area save tLe Bancroft and 
Telegraph sLdevlalk area. 

The liberal faculty members, ::purrecl on mostly by non-tenured D.embers, 
but including aJilonE the, i.r ranks mC:;EY of the top mer:. ':"n tre social sciences 
and humanities, went e.head ?nd drai'ted a seric.;s of resCllnt i ons wl1ich were 
t.hen adopted by t.he Academic Freedom Cor:mti t tee and, after a long debat.e, by 
the Academic Senate by 824-::;"15. 

In the fol101-ring da:rs, the professors we::'c ver~.T bus;)' printing up t.housands 
of leaflet.s and pCill'.phlets ex.r;lo.in.i.ng the':"r pOSl.t. '.on to the comr.nll1~ ty and 
especially to fellow 1'rofes80rs 0; : other campuses. They managed t.o "lin 
endorsement from profesGcJrs at U. C. at San I)je[o and Santa Barbara and from 
professors at oth3I' schools thrcughout the state C'.nd cOllntry. They fa::led t.o 
get the support of t.:1e T]CLA fac1..;.lcy l<~rgcl~,T because of lonG-standing rivalries 
between the tvlO campuses. 

Hany professors.J stt'.nned hy the in"ol'remc:=:nt of so many of their best. 
student.s in the arrests, invested a [;re~t deal of e;-}erg;), and tLne in fLght i ng 
for their resolut.ions. 'it;:;y sUl~denly rOL'.er.lbr:!r'ed 013 d_sputes and unresolved 
issues, st.ill outsta:1d~nf;, and c :~c:ditcj the students with clarif!~ing both the 
free speach issue by t.heir uncorr,prollllsinr:; position, .:md the natul.'e of Uni versi ty 
decision-making. 

Out cf the dj.sput.e carne a un::'on, affiliated Hith the American Federatlon 
of Teachers, of t.eaching ass:lstant.s, a nei,.. [raduate student government, a new 
independent undergraduate associatlOn, and, flnally, pl2.ns for reorganizing the 
Academic Senate to strengthen its hand l.n deaL ngs with the administration. 

In letters, speeches and jnformal d·i.scussions, one theme arose continually 
among professors: .vhy did it t.ake us so long? The answer lies jn t.he con
servat.ive consequences of the liberal m;yths with which nearly all of thE. 
Itliberal ll professors clothe themselves. They have faith in the conununity, in 
the wisdom and good vc.ll of the administrators whom the Regents (wealthy 
businessmen chosen by the Legislature) have entrusted w:..th running the ScIlOOl, 
with the .accessibility of the a.dministrat:ion to grievances and divergent. 

-20-



terests within the academic community; they stress the complexity and difficulty 
running a large university and the ma11Y pressures from outside which must be 

'.l.tralized if the University is to survive and thrive. They tend to see conflicts 
administrative not political problems, automatically resolved in the best prac

.cable way through set procedures. They deny, on principle, that interests wi thin 
13 academic community significant.ly divP..-rge: d.isputes are within the family and 
e better not pursued than risk offer~ing or disturbing the routine. They presume 
rrent procedures are adequate, that disputes oilly arise th~ misunderstanding 
d failure to c.Jrrcrrunicate. They argue that, iri the last analysis, the ad.-ninistra
on must be obeyed for it has had power delegated ultimately by the legislature. 
e power of the administration is legitimate and therefore must be just. To call 
unjust, or to call for a redistribution of decision-::na.king authority "mere -un

~cked injustice is manifest, is to challenge the legi t2.macy of the-syst-em: it is 
archy. 

Now, most of the faculty -modified thisposition-with,- examples of. exceptions . ...and _ 
obl ems and grievances of their own. But they saw these as necess·sry evils, ex
ptions to a basically sound systein; furthermore they identified with the system 
-en by seeing the ad:ninistration as th e:ir II servants" (while conceding this- did not 
ually work out in practice). Thus criticism of the syst-em was cri_ticism of their _ 
stem. They saw the problem as one of letting thes-ystem-· worl<. .ou.t- the -problems by 
s own machinery, to L'1 tervena. risked destroying it. 

Only when the . system was threatened ·overtl:,r and ",mquestion.:.hly- · that '-is _in 
-mes of crisis, when the mechanism of student rrot-est and ad.m..inistration. repression· 
d led to a clear breakdov.'!1-- did the faculty feel compelled to enter. Only during . 
ises, in fact, were a significant rnmlber of professors ·ready to see that simple 
'ministrative-matters '-wer-e not the story- rather that some- 'profoundr-moraLand 
litical issues were at 'stake and that ~he faculty had ·to take sides) even if only 
, end the disruption of the routi.nB.Eventhe{Jequi-liberals'l·who agreed-mth 
-esident Kerr that mod.em . industrial soci ety is or.ly a matter -ofad.'!linistrative-----·-· 
..lancing off of compet i ng interests, then were .forced to take practical steps to 
'restallJ:u...-therf'ractAlring ·of the- community. But the· .li.m.itation .oftheir---vision
ntinues to keep them from seeing the moral·-and: politi.cal foundat.i~ns· -of the 
'Udent demands, and they conttnue to oppose the students I militancy --as ;rub.vers.iYe_ .. , 

the University. 

The ma.i;r ' cons-e-quence . .of ..faculty-attitudes- -and .actions· mrt.lL±.he....arrests.---was-'1;o 
~ the issues and to strengthen the hand of the administration, by legitimating 
:traneous issues, expressing their own confusion about the issues, and supporting 
'e administration position becat:se of "powar reali:ties!l on specific points -where _, 
\e Chancellor- ref'used -to budge • . Only ahandful...of' prufes.sors -gavs.- public support" 
• the FSM from the early days. 

The-bulk··of the fac-ultJ" 1"Emla.in- more -commi tt.ed totbe. smooth ' run.ui.llg. -of -'the..· _.- -
tiversity than to effective meas~es to change the educational experience and 
.arantee all members of the academic community their Constitutional rights on 
mpus. 

Since the . arrests., however, a . J.arge cont~i.ngent..~ .lIlOS"t1::y-yo.ung-er pro.f~-are" 
*lply ccrnmi:tted to the FS~l position. 

Others have moved backint.,o the-backgl'mmrl. .;tnd" ~be ealled--on°·to--come ot..-t-- if' 
~ere is more trouble: these will Jikely resign, for t.bcy Ilt0'Ved. frnm.,.l.i'oeral faith 
~.dis:i llusinrnn.e:nt _ and . ..despair. 
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The FSM has stressed often its hope that no professors will 'actually resign 
ver the issue, but will stay and continue ' the fight, in Berkeley. ' 

The reaction of the moderate Academic Senate Executive COI1'.mit,tee to the Regt'mts 
ecisions of December 18 was typical of the behavior of most faculty liberals. The 
roup endorsed the Regents moveiithough the latter repudiated the faculty mandate 
~ hold jurisdiction Qver rule-making and adjudication. ' ·However, many other pro
essors expressed their opposition' to this yes~inan attitude and brought pressure on 
he Committee. Asa result of this pressure a.'1d of student insistence on the right 
o use the steps of Sproul Hall for meetings the Committee is expected at this 
riting to endorse the use of this area, at least for the time bei.ng, as a tradi
ional Hyde Park area and one which meets the free speech' requirement for effective 
ommunication. 

This is expected to put the faculty in conflict with Chancellor Strong, who 
eturned from the hospital more eager than ever to salvage his authority and who 
~s garnered four members of the Regents in a campaign to oust President Kerr. 

It is well underst.ood on campu.s among both students and faculty that renewed 
isciplinary action Nill creat-e a new lIexplosion ll • v''[hether the faculty this t:Ll1€ 
an forestall a new crisis remains to be seen. 

III 

A FREE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA: CURRENT PERSPECTIVES FOR CHANGE 

The fall 1964 semester of the University of California is generally regarded 
s the most exciting and dangerous era in its history. Like the loyalty oath con
roversy of the early fifties the danger caine when outstde pressures were t.rans
itted by the administration into University policy. But the resistance to the ini
uities of the policies and the structures generating them has made a difference and 
as opened great perspectives for university reform in the California university 
ystem and elsewhere. 

By any standard, save that of those Who say that education does not exist out
ide a classroom setting, the semester was the most educational in the history of 
he school. An ever increasing number in the University community were involved in 
sophisticated level of dialogue created by a group of students "lhose Ill..ain tactic 

'l.S to continue to ciarify the difference between conditions for educational ex
ellence and the reality, and the u..'1folding of events in which the roles played by 
arious participants became increasingly clear and the relationship between struc
ures and patterns of interest and authority ' emerged for all to see. By the time of 
he arrests over 65% of the student body was actively supporting the Free Speech 
ovement as a result of this educational process. 

During the course of the dispute, the FSM was able to demonstrate clearly the 
nadequacy of the reality and alternatives to it. Over the Christmas vacation, the 
'l.ses of eight hundred young people arrested for protesting by a sit-in University 
Jlicies ominously hung in the air, many liber~l professors continued sho~ing signs 
f reluctance to confront the issues and to fight the administration, and evidence 
1S clear of administration and community intimidation-- investigations, renewed 
i.scipline and a threat to close down the school and bring the National Guard. 

Thus the students decided to hold a series of information~l rallies in January 
965 until finals .and the Regents meeting of January 18 to present the University 
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corrununity with a general critique of the ongoing relationship of the University and 
particular parts of the outside community, and their specific demands for structural 
and policy cha!1ges needed to return the University to its proper role as infoIT.led 
and autonomous critic of the society in i'Jhich it is placed and as a place for 
distinguished education for citizens and leaders of a new era in America. 

The Free Speech Hovement, with the vital and continuing support of the Students 
r· for a Democratic Society and like-rr>.inded citizens) h&s expressed its intention to 

live its ideal of uncompromising dedication to pr~nciples of democratic participa
tion and free expression both on and off the campus. 
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