








ately and scores of picket lines were thrown around the 
classroom buildings. Many faculty members now sup­
ported the strike. A philosophy professor announced to 
the students gathered at a rally that he was calling off 
all his classes, as he could not in conscience conduct 
classes while the campus was under police occupation. 

Most of the education that took place in the next few 
days came outside the classrooms, in the innumerable 
knots and crowds of students and faculty that sprang 
up everywhere on the campus. They argued and dis­
cussed the nature of democracy, the rule of law, and 
civil disobedience. The F.S.M. organized classes off the 
campus at their "Free University of California." It was 
truly an amazing scene. Nothing less than a revolution, 
though a gentle one, seemed to be taking place. 

In the meantime, the administration was acting charac­
teristically. President Kerr announced that he was going 
off to Chicago on business- but then stayed on the 
campus to negotiate and mediate quietly behind the 
scenes. Sensing the enormity of the crisis, Kerr decided 
to go before the students on the third day of the strike; 
it was the first time he had addressed the students 
directly during the whole dispute. 

A special university convocation was called to hear 
Kerr present a compromise proposal for ending the 
dispute, which had been drawn up by the department 
chairmen. The convocation was held at the university's 
outdoor Greek Theatre; it was an appropriate setting 
for a drama that was farce and tragedy all at the same 
time. Eighteen thousand members of the university 
community filed into the theatre as in some feudal 
assembly, each to his appointed place: first the stu­
dents in the rear, then the faculty up closer to the stage, 
then the Department Chairmen seated up on both sides 
of the stage; finally the President himself made his­
appearance and took a seat in the center of the stage. 
It was a processional that had been followed before 
and is common practice on most university campuses. 
But coming at a time when the students had brought 
the university machinery to a halt, it must have seemed 
like the final absurdity of the administrative ethos. 

The students whose action had forced the calling of 
the convocation were not to be allowed representation. 
Both the leaders of the F.S.M. and the President of the 
Student Government had asked to be allowed to speak 
and were denied. President Kerr read his "peace plan" 
without even mentioning the existence of the F.S.M. 
It was as if to dramatize the missing factor that Mario 
Savio walked up on the stage and toward the micro­
phone as the chairman was announcing that the meet­
ing was adjourned. Before Savio could speak, two 
campus policemen rushed up from behind and dragged 
him bodily from the stage. To the thousands of stu­
dents who witnessed this incident and roared their 
disapproval, it was another outrageous example of the 
crudities that the processes of the "multiversity" lead 
to. 

Clark K err's peace plan only alienated the students 
further. He had learned nothing from the experiences 
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of the past few months and seemed incapable of leading 
or teaching in such a situation. The strike went on, and 
was ended only the next day when the Academic Senate 
voted overwhelmingly to support almost all the de­
mands of the students and pledged to work for their 
adoption by the Board of Regents. The students now 
put away their picket signs, stirred and exhilarated by 
the support they had received from the faculty and the 
prospect of total victory. 

The issue of political expression at the campus is, at 
the time of writing, not yet settled. The regents of the 
State of California are a collection of all the practicality 
that the leaders of the state's political and economic 
system have to offer. Perhaps it ought not to have been 
expected that they would deal with a set of requests 
formulated under the pressures of a student rebellion, 
as a question of principle. At their first meeting on 
the subject they tried to fob-off all the parties con­
cerned. To the citizens of the state, they pledged their 
determination to preserve Law and Order on the 
campus; to the students, they pledged their devotion.: 
to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the Con­
stitution. Finally there were more committees set up 
to study the problems of political advocacy on the 
campus. 

Whatever the final outcome, it is clear that the meaning 
of these events lie deeper than the use of the Berkeley 
campus for political activity. The students themselves, 
slightly amazed at the proportions of the movement 
they had touched off, also looked about for meanings. 

The Search for Community 

It was widely understood that some deeper disenchant· 
ment lay behind the free-speech fight. A campus min­
ister had written to the school newspaper that he saw 
behind the student rebellion a reaction to "the modern 
isolation and alienation of the spirit" and that the 
students were trying to restore a lost sense of "com­
munity." "Alienation" and "community"; these words 
were much heard from the students during their rallies 
and demonstrations. The computer, too, somehow be­
came a symbol of the "system" that the students were 
objecting to. "Are you a student or an I.B.M. card?" 
Thus read one of the F.S.M. leaflets urging students to 
support the strike. 

Yet this revolt was not just a blind lashing out at the 
machine-a modern Luddite rebellion. The I.B.M. card 
and "the bureaucracy" were symbols, but behind the 
symbols stood men. And among the students there 
was a widespread feeling that the men who ran the 
system here at Berkeley, those who rationalized it and 
those who spoke for it, had betrayed them. That these 
men spoke with the rhetoric of sophisticated liberalism 
was only more appalling. Here on the campus, Clark 
Kerr and others like him were bowing to and abetting 
all the forces of mindless bureaucracy and alienation. 
One .must admit that even Clark Kerr had known and 
spoken of the alienation of students. In his Godkin 
Lectures he had recognized that the student was often 
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confused and lonely and without purpose, in the 
"Knowledge Factory." But for Kerr, the source of this 
alienation lay not with any policies of men, nor with 
any institution. Like the "multiversity" itself, aliena­
tion was an immutable, inevitable consequence of the 
growing complexity of modern society. 

Thus Kerr and many other observers could not fully 
understand the nature of this revolt against the univer­
sity administration and against Kerr himself. Were not 
all the rallies and demonstrations and sit-ins slightly 
irrational, like tilting against history itself? Sometimes, 
to Kerr and others, these events, being irrational and 
inexplicable, had to have some sinister force behind 
them. Thus Kerr at one point spoke of outside agita­
tors, Maoists, Castroites and other such devils stirring 
up the students. A professor at the university, Lewis 
Feuer, in an article* which otherwise showed under­
standing of the terrible effects of the "multiversity" 
also had to explain much of the student revolt as being 
instigated by a collection of Maoist-heatnik-sexual lib­
ertine pseudo-students who were all looking for some 
synthetic revolution to make up for the emptiness 
which they felt in their lives. Finally, everyone spoke 
of the unreasonableness of the students. They were re­
j ecting all the "normal channels" for settling disputes; 
they showed a contempt for Law and Order. They were, 
according to Clark Kerr, attempting to disrupt the 
orderly processes of the university and impose anarchy 
on the campus. 

To the students however all the talk about "reason­
ableness," "orderly processes" and "normal channels" 
seemed hut a facade behind which a "higher irration­
ality" was being practiced by the administrators, the 
bureaucrats and the politicians. These men defined 
" orderly processes" and "reasonableness" as all that 
was consistent with the on-going system. To Clark Kerr, 
for example, it was presumably "reasonable" that the 
university engage in contracted research for the Defense 
Department, "reasonable" for the university to allow 
its facilities to be u sed by the Marine Corps to recruit 
students, but it was "unreasonable" for the students to 
recruit civil-rights workers to disrupt the flow of com­
merce in the outside community. 

Behind all the talk of "orderly processes" was a de­
mand that the students accomodate themselves to a 
style of protest that would have frozen them to the 
very administrative apparatus that they were trying to 
change. It was this administrative style that was as 
much a source of the students' alienation as " the com­
plexity of modern society." Correspondingly, it was 
the sty~e of the student protest that most upset so many 
of the Important people of the state and the university. 
:rhe students had set up their own counter-community, 
mdependent of the university system. Their own stand-

*"Rebellion at Berkeley," The New Lea.der, December 21, 1964. Other 
articles dealing with these events include "Paul Goodman on the 
~erkeley Riots," _New York R eview of Books, January 14, 1965; and 
The Student R10ts at 'Berkeley: D1ssent in the Multiversity" by 

Joseph Paff et al., The Activist, January 1965. ' 
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ards of justification prevailed and they kept their own 
counsel, not paying too much attention to the pleas for 
"realistic" approaches that came from their elders, 
many of whom were jaded ex-radicals. 

In acting as they did the students achieved some unique 
results. 'fhey took the first genuine steps toward that 
sense of community everybody was always vainly search­
ing for. It was widely remarked that there was more 
tace-to-face communication among the faculty and he­
tw~en faculty and students during the days of the 
strike than there had ever been before. The classroom 
had been replaced by the open and unstructured forum. 
In those innumerable spontaneous sessions between 
P.rofessors and students, important educational expe­
riences unfolded. There was a give and take and an 
openness that could not have occurred in the classroom. 
The professors faced the students without their aca­
demic regalia, without their grade hooks, without the 
prospects of giving or withholding a recommendation. 
'fhere was much talk during those days of a "Free 
Uni~er~i~y of Cali~ornia." Unlike Clark Kerr's "mu~i­
versity It was an Idea and a model of a future univer­
sity that the students would have liked to create and 
p_a~ticipate in-one that would more often act in oppo­
Sition to the powers-that-he in the society outside. 

In all this a new mood seemed to grip the students. 
The "multiversity," with all its horrendous conse­
quences, was not historically inevitable as the techno­
logical determinists were continuously announcing, hut 
would come because men with power abetted it. The 
new tech~?logy should ha':e brought with it greater 
opportumties for commumty and more meaningful 
purpose in life. The problem was how to make those 
in power. a.nd in the entrenched bureaucracy use those 
oppor~umbes for decent purposes. To bring such pres­
sure, It became necessary to shake up the bureaucrats 
and dramatize the gap between them and the students 
by creating new and audacious styles of protest. 

* * * 
One does not wish to exaggerate or romanticize what 
the ~tudents at Berkeley did. The "multiversity" is still 
ommpresen~ and students must go hack and play by its 
rules. Yet It must not he forgotten that behind the 
facade of orderly and pleasant campuses there are deep 
currents of unrest and dissatisfaction. White, middle­
class students in the North also need a liberation move­
~ent, .f?r the. have no community in which they exer­
Cise Citizenship. They feel imprisoned and oppressed 
by a smiling and genial bureaucracy. 

rr:h~ is~ues .at Berkele~ are deeper than civil rights and 
CI_VIl ~Iberties. ~hese Issues merely provided the form 
of this first serious revolt against modern liberal hu­
r~acracy. When and if the "pocket'' problems of civil 
rights and poverty are solved, this society will still 
have to deal with a crisis that is more basic to the lives 
of most of its citizens. It is this that concerns the stu­
dents at B~rkeley, and. in response to that crisis they 
created an Important little wedge against the creeping 
totalitarianism that threatens all of us. 

Liberation 
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