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interests within the ·academic community; they stress the complexity and difficulty 
of running a large university and the many pressures from outside which must be 
neutralized if the University is to survive and thrive. They tend to see conflicts 
as administrative not political automatically resolved in the best prac­
ticable way through set procedures. They deny, on principle, that interests within 
the academic community significantly diverge: disputes are within the family and 
are better not pursued than risk offending or disturbing the routine. They presume 
'·current procedures are adequate, that disputes only arise through 
and failure to communicate. argue that, in the last analysis, the administra­

must be obeyed for it has had power delegated ultimately by the legislature. 
The power of the administration is legitimate and therefore must be just. To call 
it unjust, or to call for a of decisiop-making authority where un­
checked is manifest, is to challenge the legitimacy of the system: it is 
anarchy. 

Now, most of the faculty modified this position with examples of exceptions and 
:problems and grievances of their own. But they saw these. as necessary· evils, ex-. 
·ceptions to a basically sound system; furthermore they identified with the system 
even by seeing the administration as their 11 servantsu (while conceding this did not 
usually work <?Ut in practice). Thus criticism of the system was criticism of their 
system. They saw the problem as one of letting the system work out the problems by 
its own machinery, to intervene risked destroying it. 

Only when the system was threatened overtly and unquestionably-- that is in 
times of crisis, when the mechanism of student protest and administration repression 
had led to a clear breakdown-- did the faculty feel compelled to enter. Only during 
crises, in fact, were a significant number of professors ready to see that simple 
'administrative matters not the story--- rather that some profound moral and 
political were at ·stake and that tli.e faculty had -to take sides, even if only 
!to end the disruption of the routine. Even .the who agreed with 
President Kerr that modern industrial is only a matter of administrative 
balancing off <?f competing interests, then were forced to take practicai steps to 
.forestall further fracturing of the community. But the limitation of their vision 
continues to keep them from seeing the moral and political foundations of the 
student demands, and they continue to oppose the students' militancy as subversive 
to the University. 

The main consequence of faculty attitudes and actions until the arrests was to 
muddy the issues and to strengthen the hand of the administration, by legitimating 
extraneous issues, expressi.qg their own confusion about the issues, and supporting 
the administration position because of "power realities" on specific points where 
the Chancellor refused to budge. Only a handful of professors gave public support 
to the FSM from the early days. 

The bulk of the faculty remain more committed to the smooth running of the 
University than to effective measures to change the educational experience and 
guarantee all members of the academic community their Constitutional rights on 
campus. 

Since the however, a large contingent, mostly younger professors, are 
deeply committed to the FSM position. 

Others have moved back into the background and can be called on to come out if 
there is more trouble: these will likely resign, for they moved from liberal faith 

1 to di s :i:llusionment. and despair. 
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The FSM has stressed often its hope that no professors will actually resign 
over the issue, but will stay and continue the fight in Berkeley. 

The reaction of the moderate Academic Senate Executive Committee to the Regents 
decisions of December 18 was typical of the behavior of most faculty liberals. The 
group endorsed the Regents moves, though the latter r epudiated the faculty mandate 
to hold jurisdiction over rule-making and adjudication. However, many other pro­
fessors expressed their opposition to this yes-man attitude and brought pressure on 
the Committee. As a result of this pressure and of student insistence on the right 
to use the steps of Sproul Hall for meetings the Committee is expected at this 
writing to endorse the use of this area, at least for the time being, as a tradi­
tional Hyde Park area and one which meets the free speech requirement for effective 
communication. 

This is expected to put the f aculty in conflict with Chancellor Strong, who 
returned from the hospital more eager than ever to salvage his authority and who 
has garnered four members of the Regents in a campaign to oU3t President Kerr. 

It is well understood on campus a'1long both students and faculty that rene>'l'ed 
disciplinary action 1!'fill create a nevt "explosion". VJhether the faculty this time 
c~n 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 
as the most exciting and dangerous era in its history. Like the loyalty oath con­
troversy of the early fifties the danger came when outside pressures were trans­
mitted by the administration into University policy. But the resistance to the ini­
q"J.~_ties of the policies and the structures generating them has made a difference and 
has opened great perspectives for university reform j_n the California university 
system and elsewhere. 

By any standard, save that of those who say that education does not exist out­
side a classroom setting, the semester was the most educational in the history of 
the school . An ever increasing number in the University com'1lunity were involved in 
a sophisticated level of dialogue created by a group of students whose main tactic 
was to continue to clarify the difference between conditions for educational ex­
cellence and the reality, and the unfolding of events in which the roles played by 
various participants became increasingly clear and the relati onship between struc­
tures 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 
Movement as a result of this educational process . 

During the course of the dispute, the FSM was able to demonstrate clearly the 
inadequacy of the reality and alternatives to it. Over the Christmas vacation, the 
cases of eight hundred young people arrested for protesting by a sit-in University 
policies ominously hung in the air, many liberal professors conti nued showing signs 
of r eluctance to .confront the issues and to fight the aci'Ilinistration, and evidence 
was clear of administration and community intimidation-- investigations, r enewed 
discipline and a threat to close down the school and bring the National Guard. 

Thus the students decided to hold a series of informational r allies in January 
1965 until finals and the Regents meeting of January 18 to present the Universi ty 
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community 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 changes needed to return the University to its proper role as informed 
and autonomous critic of the society in which it is placed and as a place for 
distinguished education for citizens and leaders of a new era in America. 

The Free Speech Movement, with the vital and continuing support of the Students 
for a Democratic Society and like-minded citizens, has expressed its intention to 
live its ideal of uncompromising dedication to principles of democratic participa­
tion and free expression both on and off the campus. 
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