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Crisis at Berkeley:
(IT) The Second Front

A few months after the student upris-
ing last December, it appeared that the
University of California had resolved
some of its problems and would return
to normal pursuits. At the beginning of
March, the Berkeley campus appeared
pacified. Many people, to be sure, par-
ticularly in the administration, felt that
the fall’'s events had seriously eroded
the regard in which the people of Cali-
fornia held the university, and that the
damage to fund-raising, appropriations,
and the university’s general reputation
was likely to be irreparable. Many
others, however, among both faculty
and students, felt that the crisis had
been productive, not only in affirming
a principle of political freedom but in
refreshing an academic atmosphere that
some felt had gone somewhat stale. It
was common, in interviews with stu-
dents, to hear variants of the sentiment
expressed by one undergraduate in-
volved with the Free Speech Move-
ment, who commented, ‘“That was the
first time I felt that faculty members
took students seriously.” Many faculty
members seemed almost grateful to the
students for having jogged their politi-
cal consciences. “We had a lot to learn
from them,” one physicist remarked,
and several faculty members expressed
views similar to that of the sociologist
who stated that he was “deeply im-
pressed by the earnestness, dedication,
and basic moral enlightenment” of the
students he encountered. As for the ad-
ministration, many tensions remained,
but Acting Chancellor Martin Meyer-
son was proving almost magically pop-
ular, gaining the confidence of students
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and faculty alike, not only for his lib-
eral approach to the problem of campus
politics but for his interest in educa-
tional reform.

Then came the cataclysm. Although
the obscenity controversy has been
treated as a major demonstration, the
key episodes actually involved only nine
individuals, only three of whom were
students. A young boy, a nonstudent,
sat on the steps of the student union
one day holding a placard containing an
obscene word. When he was turned
over to the police, a handful of his ac-
quaintances (students and nonstudents)
set up tables to collect money for his
defense, marking the tables with signs
saying “F. . Defense Fund,” and
making speeches using the word. When
they too were arrested, still another boy
became involved, reading to the police
from the last page and a half of Lady
Chatterley’s Lover (in which the word
occurs several times), a work which is
protected by court decision and is fur-
ther sanitized by a preface by Berkeley
English professor Mark Schorer. This
boy was arrested also, and his copy of
Lady Chatterley temporarily confis-
cated. '

On the campus, the events provoked
little response. There was little enthu-
siasm for the issue, little inclination
among either students or faculty to de-
fend the obscenity, and almost no objec-
tion as the administration prepared to
initiate disciplinary proceedings. Else-
where in the state, however, in Sacra-
mento, within the Regents, among
alumni, and within the population gen-
erally, there were serious reverberations.

and D. C. Bingham at Longview, Washington;
the Arcata Redwood Company, represented
by E. A, Hofsted in Humboldt County, Cali-
fornia; the Natural History Museum in San
Diego and its director, Dr. E. Yale Dawson;
and the staff of “Serenidad,’”” in Mulege, Baja
. California. Plant identifications were provided
by Dr. Reid Moran of the Natural History
Museum in San Diego, and stimulating dis-
cussion by Dr. George G. Laties from the
University of California at Los Angeles, Dr.
Anders Kylin from Riverside, and Dr,
Andrew A. Benson and Dr. Theodore Enns
at San Diego.

“Public opinion” is usually a tricky and
amorphous thing to measure, but in this
case there could be no doubt: it turned
against Berkeley with incredible passion.

Why the reaction was so severe is by
no means certain. One reason is that,
although many students take a fairly re-
laxed view of obscenity, it makes many
adults apoplectic. As the Lady Chatter-
ley decision suggests, the students are
products of a time when public stand-
ards of morality are very much in flux.
They are not really sure what is allowed
and what isn’t, and they take an experi-
mental view of trying to find out. Many
adults, on the other hand, grew up in
a period when obscenity was confined
to the barracks, and are genuinely
alarmed to see it invading the ivied
halls. The rising political fervor of the
Berkeley students had been troubling
enough, and contributed to an uneasi-
ness in the relations between the uni-
versity and the outside community that
had been deepening even before the
Free Speech Movement came along to
exacerbate it. But to many influential
Californians the obscenity incident—
quickly dubbed the Filthy Speech
Movement—seemed the final step on
the road to anarchy and depravity. At-
tacks on the university from outsiders
became so hysterical, pressures on the
administration for arbitrary action
against the offending students so in-
tense, that, as President Kerr described
it in an interview with Science, “the
whole thing just burst open.”

“There were tensions before,” Kerr
commented. “Underneath the great
public support for university expansion
under the master plan there were al-
ways political resentments. On a wide
variety of issues, running from the
lifting of the ban on Communist speak-
ers to the abolition of compulsory
ROTC, we were usually able to per-
suade the Regents to go along—usually
on the argument that it was best for the
university. But the sit-ins and the strike
really provoked the public, and the
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obscenity issue was simply the last
straw. 1 believed it when I argued that
giving the students freedom would lead
them to act responsibly,” he concluded,
“and it has been a great personal disap-
pointment to me that it didn’t.”

Why Kerr resigned, taking Meyerson
with him, is a question that would re-
quire the skills of an army of mind-
readers and detectives to answer fully.
Pique and exhaustion seem the two
most probable motives. Reports of a
single ultimatum by the Chairman of
the Board of Regents have been explic-
itly denied by the President, albeit in a
rather ambiguous way. “It wasn’t just
Regent [Edward W.] Carter,” he says;
“that is entirely unfair. It was more
than one person and more than just
one thing.” In publicly explaining his
resignation, Kerr appeared to align
himself with the outsiders who saw the
university sliding into moral chaos,
stating that his action was an attempt
to forestall “the continuing and destruc-
tive degradation of freedom into li-
cense” on the Berkeley campus. He
did not, however, explain why he
thought his resignation would have that
effect.

However complex and personal the
motives for Kerr’s resignation, one
thing it does not appear to have been
was a bid for support or a power play
aimed at strengthening the administra-
tion’s hand in dealing with the Regents.
Superficially, it appeared at first to have
had that result. The Berkeley faculty,
eager to keep Martin Meyerson, whom
they like, and to prevent the Regents
from installing as Kerr’s successor a
conservative “man on horseback” who
would overturn what many take to be
the victories of the fall (and for about
as many other reasons as there are
members of the faculty), overcame their
long-standing mistrust of the president
and voted a resolution of unmistakably
qualified support. The faculties and
chancellors of the other campuses all
chorused their support without reserva-
tion. Even the Regents, among whom
disapproval of the administration ap-
peared to be at its highest peak, agreed
after a long and reportedly stormy
secret session that it would be best for
the university if Kerr and Meyerson
would stay on, at least temporarily.

The net result of the resignations,
nonetheless, was not to strengthen the
administration but to leave it even more
vulnerable. “A university President has
very few weapons,” one of Kerr’s sub-
ordinates observed recently, “and one of
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them is threatening to resign. It’s the
nuclear bomb of University politics.
When that threat is used up, he has
very little left.” At this stage it appears
to most observers that Kerr’s position
has become untenable and that he is
unlikely to remain in office very long.
Whether Meyerson will remain depends
in part on whether the Regents are per-
suaded that the campus can be stabi-
lized in what they regard as an appro-
priately decorous fashion under his
rule.

The Regents

It is a mistake to characterize the
Regents either sociologically or politi-
cally as a united bloc. It is true that the
overall impression is one of business
domination: more than half of the 24
Regents have business connections that
read like a who’s who of the power elite.
“We have here,” said a student publica-
tion analyzing the assorted jobs and di-
rectorships of the individuals they
termed the “business regents,” ‘“the
Bank of America, three other big banks,
and a few smaller ones; two oil com-
panies; three aircraft manufacturers;
two shipping lines, two airlines, a truck-
ing line and two railways; two giant
utilities; several chain stores; two pub-
lishing empires; half of the [California]
food-packing industry; and hundreds of
thousands of acres of irrigated farm-
land.” The rest, however, are lawyers,
politicians, bureaucrats, and civic lead-
ers with no spectacular personal wealth.

~Eight-of~ the Regents are ex officio
members, serving for the duration of
their terms in various state offices, but
having full voting powers. The others
are appointed by the Governor for
staggered terms of 16 years.

Among the things that most of the
Regents do seem to have in common
is a total lack of professional associa-
tion with education. Except for Clark
Kerr and state superintendent of public
instruction Max Rafferty (both ex of-
ficio members), only one Regent has
had experience in education outside of
being a student. The exception is Don-
ald McLaughlin, an engineer who held
academic posts at Harvard and Cali-
fornia, and is now chairman of the
Homestake Mining Company. To a cer-
tain extent the Regents seem to irritate
faculty and student liberals simply by
virtue of who they are, quite apart from
what they do. As for their politics,
there is no predictable consistency:
some of the Democratic politicians and
bureaucrats are known as conservatives,

some of the millionaires as liberals.
While individual Regents are by no
means uniformly conservative, how-
ever, the intervention of the Board as a
whole, and the attitudes of the most
vociferous individual members, have al-
ways tended to be on the conservative
side.

The power of the Regents in running
the university is not easy to overstate.
Formally it derives from a section of
the state constitution awarding them
“full powers of organization and gov-
ernment, subject only to such legisla-
tive control as may be necessary to
insure compliance with the terms of the
endowment of the University and the
security of its funds.” In practice it in-
volves direct supervision of university
affairs, from the broadest questions of
social and educational policy to the
narrowest matters of dormitory design
and landscaping.

Both the style and the substance of
the Regents’ operations seem habitually
to offend the rest of the university com-
munity. Procedurally they are auto-
cratic, meeting in secret session and
announcing their decisions by decree.
In their view of the world the Regents
are about as far removed from acad-
emia as Tsar Nicholas from the Bol-
sheviks. The psychological distance
between the Regents and the Berkeley
community can perhaps be better illus-
trated than expressed.

In the midst of the crisis over the
resignations, to begin with a relatively
minor example, a committee of Regents
proposed a ruling that would have made
employed students involved in sit-ins
or strikes against the university sub-
ject to loss of jobs or dismissal—a
move which would instantly have pre-
cipitated a major strike by the fledgling
graduate student union. Individual Re-
gents have threatened in evident seri-
ousness that if Chancellor Meyerson
fails to restore Berkeley to what they
regard as a respectable state of political
and social morality, they will step in
and supervise campus discipline them-
selves. Others have suggested that they
would rather see the Berkeley cam-
pus closed down altogether than per-
mit what they regard as the present
slide into decadence to go unchecked.

It is not clear whether a majority
of the Regents recognize that almost
any of these moves might be fatal to
the University of California as a great
institution, perhaps provoking the stu-
dents to further acts of rebellion and
almost certainly inducing large num-
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bers of faculty to seek employment
elsewhere. On the contrary, it appears
likely that in their present mood some
of the Regents would find the oppor-
tunity to transform the character of the
Berkeley campus a welcome one. If the
bearded, politically radical, but high-
ly gifted students who flock to Berkeley
were dismissed and replaced by the
more collegiate clean-cut youths who
seem to populate the Santa Barbara
campus, for example, it is probable
that the Regents, and many citizens of
Catifornia, would be not distressed but
relieved.

What the Regents and many adult
Californians may fail to wunderstand,
however, is that there is a certain trade-
off between the kind of student “beat-
niks” they dislike and the academic
distinction of which they are so
proud. It is mainly because of Berkeley
that the university has been able to
attract its dozen Nobel prizewinners to
the faculty. It is mainly because of
Berkeley that the university has finally
surpassed Harvard in number of mem-
bers of the WNational Academy of
Sciences. The other university cam-
puses are developing rapidly, building
first-rate facilities and attracting excel-
lent scholars. They appear to have
promising futures. But it is no secret
that at this stage it is only Berkeley
that has placed the university as a whole
in a position of leadership in American
higher education. Maintaining that dis-
tinction will take more than money; it
will take the self-restraint necessary to
permit the academic community a
major role in shaping its own affairs,
even when it makes choices that upset
or scandalize the public. At this mo-
ment it is not at all clear that the ma-
jority of Californians think the result
is worth the price. Many of the state’s
needs in agriculture, commerce, and in-
dustry can be nearly as effectively serv-
iced by a mediocre university as by an
excellent one. Many California citizens
would rather see the university be “re-
spectable” than great.

The “Last Hope”?

Whether the Regents can be dissuaded
from a course which would lead them
either dramatically (by one of the spec-
tacularly provocative acts now being
contemplated) or subtly (by adjustments
in the university budget) to “reform”
the Berkeley campus is not at all certain.
One of the casualties of the loss of con-
fidence between the Regents and Presi-
dent Kerr is that few individuals seem
to have much influence with the Re-
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gents. And the Regents seem to have
the problem of all autocrats—that the
advisers in whom they do have confi-
dence tend to tell them what they want
to hear. One possible exception is a staff
report to a committee of Regents now
in preparation. The committee itself,
which was set up to study the basic
causes of unrest at the university, is
composed of Regents. The staff, how-
ever, which has been doing most of
the work, is an independent one, com-
posed of lawyers, sociologists, and grad-
uate students, and its report may serve
to confront the Regents with some un-
pleasant truths they would otherwise
like to avoid. At least one high official
of the university regards the commit-
tee report as the “last hope” of saving
the university, and several members of
the faculty appear to view it the same
way. How the Regents themselves will
react, however, remains the central
mystery.

Working against the development of
a more liberal attitude on the part of
the Regents is the attitude of the legis-
lature, which appears increasingly de-
lirious. Bits and pieces of evidence of
what they regard as the unspeakable
depravity of the Berkeley students and
faculty keep falling into their hands
and provoke them to attacks on the
university as a whole. Dozens of legis-
lators are reported to have entertained
themselves one afternoon by listening to
tapes of speeches made by students
during the incident that provoked the
obscenity controversy. One member
pounced on a student pamphlet advo-
cating marijuana as if he thought it
proved the student body consisted of
27,000 confirmed addicts. Other "indi-
viduals have been reaching into the
Berkeley campus as if it were a hatful
of rabbits, pulling out little symptoms
of iniquity for display to the public. In
recent weeks they have discovered (i)
that a biochemistry professor asked an
optional question about civil disobedi-
ence on an exam last semester; (ii) that
FSM leader Mario Savio was employed
as a reader by the philosophy depart-
ment; and (iii) that another member of
the science faculty was a former Com-
munist youth organizer. All of these
situations had their explanations—
the biochemist felt that students who
hadn’t learned much biochemistry be-
cause of the Free Speech Movement
might as well be given a chance to
demonstrate whether they had learned
anything else; Savio had a reputation
as a good reader; and the university
knew all about the Communist back-

ground of its employee. But all the in-
cidents were used by politicians to make
the headlines and further exacerbate
public outrage against the university.

More serious than the incursions of
individual legislators is the possibility
of action taken by the legislature as a
whole. So far, moves to begin a general
legislative inquiry have been held off.
But the legislature is reported to be
dragging its feet on matters of great
importance to the university—such as
an urgent request by President Kerr
for faculty salary increases. And a va-
riety of new proposals have been intro-
duced, all of which—regardless of
merit—signal the demise of the tradi-
tion of “keeping the University out of
politics.”

Some of the legislative proposals
might actually be beneficial. One, which
many at the university would probably
favor, calls for selection of the Regents
by the faculty, not by the Governor.
Another, which has fairly wide sup-
port from liberal and conservative
legislators alike, calls for the Regents
to cease conducting their business in
secret session and to open their meet-
ings to the public. Other proposals
might easily prove disastrous. One calls
for the expulsion of the 800 or so stu-
dents arrested in the December sit-in,
if they are found guilty by the court.
Another would give the Ilegislature,
rather than the Regents, power to regu-
late discipline of both students and fac-
ulty members.

The importance of the legislative
proposals is not so much in their sub-
stance as in the fact that passage of
any one of them could lead to revolu-
tionary change in the governance of the
university. It may be that a revolution-
ary change is just what is needed.
But whether that change should consist
of replacing regental government by
legislative government is another ques-
tion entirely. And, in any event, such
a decision should be taken on its merits
and not be allowed to slip through as
a by-product of legislative rage at par-
ticular events on the Berkeley campus.
At this stage it is not at all certain that
the university has enough responsible
friends in the legislature to beat down
the proposals that threaten it.

“Why Berkeley?”

A question that appears to be on the
mind of every college president in the
country today is, “Why Berkeley?”
They have good reason to worry, for
although there were a number of spe-
cial circumstances affecting the nature
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of the Berkeley revolt, the special cir-
cumstances may not have been the de-
cisive ones, It is true that relatively few
large urban universities are as physically
compact as the Berkeley campus, and
few have an open plaza daily traversed
by so many students or so inviting for
political rallies. Few universities have
quite so many part-time, occasional, or
nonstudents identifying quite so closely
with the campus. Relatively few univer-
sities have student political leaders
quite so radical, or a student body quite
so willing to be drawn into a protracted
political struggle. Perhaps few univer-
sities have administrations that could
be made to appear quite so intransigent
as the administration at California. But
almost all universities have a rising
number of student radicals willing to
confront their administrations with is-
sues and tactics similar to those which
the Free Speech Movement posed for
Berkeley. And almost all universities,
public and private, have a history of
tension with their neighbors or their
benefactors that, if provoked, could ex-
plode in similar fashion. In the past
few months there have been smaller-
scale student rebellions in New York
(at St. John’s and Brooklyn), at Yale,
at Kansas, and in several other univer-
sities across the country. There are cer-
tain to be more. Unless ways are found
of dealing with them—refraining
from obstructing the students’ rising
concern for civil rights and liberties,
and perhaps giving them an increased
role in formulating the rules governing
their universities—more “Berkeleys”
could conceivably arise.

At Berkeley now, efforts are being
made to recover the situation and sta-
bilize the campus. After the December
sit-ins the students were allowed almost
unrestricted political freedom, and
many people feel that the apparent ab-
sence of rules was responsible for en-
couraging the experiment with obscen-
ity. Chancellor Meyerson appears to be
trying to restore orderliness, even at
the risk of his initial popularity with
faculty and students. He has issued new
rules redefining the limits of political
activity and restricting the degree to
which nonstudents will be allowed to
participate. The new rules may restrain
the tempo and alter the character of
campus politics somewhat, without pro-
voking outright defiance on the part of
the students. What nobody can say for
sure is whether the damage to the uni-
versity community and to its relations
with the state is already irrreversible.

~—ELINOR LANGER
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Oceanography: House Subcommittee
Encourages Use of Merchant Ships
To Gather Data on the High Seas

The recently released record of a
morning’s hearings before a House
oceanography subcommittee reveals an
unusual example of persistence by a
congressional committee in advocating
a particular mode of research and a
novel instance of congressional staff
members serving as observers and par-
ticipants in a scientific enterprise.

Titled “Oceanography—Ships of Op-
portunity,”* the hearings before the
oceanography subcommittee of the
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee dealt with a project de-
signed to show whether the American
merchant marine fleet can be used to
gather oceanographic data without hin-
drance to normal operation of the ves-
sels.

The hearings, held 22 January, were
cast in the form of a seminar to dis-
cuss what subcommittee chairman Al-
ton Lennon (D-N.C.) called an “inter-
esting experiment” conducted last fall.
Under review was a voyage of the mer-
chantman S.S. Java Mail across the
North Pacific, which Lennon describes
as an attempt “to determine whether or
not oceanographic data could be col-
lected for merchant ships on a truly
not-to-interfere basis.”

Called Project Neptune—Pacific,
the effort was sponsored by the Office
of Naval Research with the collabora-
tion of the Naval Missile Center at
Point Magu, Calif. (which provided a
mobile lab and scientific personnel), the
General Motors Research Laboratories
at Santa Barbara, and the American
Mail Lines, Ltd., of Seattle. The com-
mittee appears to have acted as a kind
of broker in the project by helping to
bring the principals together.

The oceanography subcommittee was
formed in 1959 at a time when the
oceanography budget was expanding
and congressional committees were
vying for jurisdiction.

“Our subcommittee soon became in-
terested,” said Lennon, “in the possibil-
ity of the greater use of the merchant
fleet for the collection of oceanographic
data. The National Academy of Sci-
ences Committee on Oceanography ad-
vised us that worldwide surveys, ocean
surveys, were prime essentials to any
concerted research program.”

The subcommittee maintained its in-

* Copies of the hearings (Serial No. 89-1)
may be obtained from the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries. U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C. 20515.

terest and looked for ways to learn
whether the idea was feasible.

“The use of the S.S. Java Mail last
fall was the test,” said Lennon. “Com-
mittee staff members of our subcom-
mittee participated to a rather large
degree in an observatory capacity, and
they advised our committee that this
worked exceedingly well, and it proved
the merit of this particular concept;
that it showed the way to make a
greater and immediate advance in our
oceanographic programs by freeing our
new, specialized oceanographic research
ships to do advanced work while these
existing ‘ships of opportunity,” as we
refer to them, collected the basic sur-
vey data.”

A strong proponent of the ships-of-
opportunity idea has been Sidney Gal-
ler, head of the biology branch of the
Office of Naval Research, who has been
interested in finding more efficient and
less expensive means for obtaining bio-
oceanographic data which the Navy
needs.

The use of ships of opportunity for
gathering scientific data actually has a
history which dates back to the earliest
days of the U.S. Navy. The Navy
Oceanographic Office, for example, is
running a 4-year program using Mili-
tary Sea Transport Service ships to
make bathythermograph readings. The
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries has
been getting systematic records of sea-
bird sightings from some commercial
ships to gain information on the fish-
eries. Project Neptune was different in
that an effort was made to determine
whether much more extensive and so-
phisticated work could be done.

The voyage of the Java Mail covered
17 days in October, in which the ship
traveled from -Seattle to Yokohama
and then to Hong Kong. On board
were members of a four-man scientific
party which included two Ph.D.’s, and
also two committee staff members. They
were John M. Drewry, an attorney who
is chief counsel to the full committee,
and Paul M. Bauer, consultant to the
committee, an engineer who teaches
earth sciences as an adjunct professor
at American University in Washington.
It is worth at least a footnote in the
annals of Congress-science relations
that the two staff members went along
and then gave the committec their as-
sessment of the project.

The original aim of Project Neptune
~Pacific was simply to test equipment
and procedures and to determine
whether the activities of the oceanog-
raphers would create problems with the
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