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represent their interests. As tension grew between the Co-ops and the
administration, it became imperative to secure a co-op majority on the
board. It was through the efforts of numerous people that, by winter
quarterof 1992, this had been accomplished.

In Spring of 1992, I was elected to the position of Chair of thc
University Center Board. Putting aside that principled anti-
authoritarianism, I marched onwards and joined the ranks of the rank
and file. )

The best introduction to those final and glorious days is given by a
position staternent mnade by the UCSD University CenterBoard in the Fall
of 1992 entitled “The UCB and Student Controlover Student Facilities
and Self-Assessed Fees” :

In May 1972, the Regents of the University of California passed a
resolution in which the Regents claimed that the assets of student
government bodies — such as the Associated Students (AS), the
Graduate Student Association (GSA), and the University Center Board
(UCB) — are owned by the University, even though the fees are
assessed on students by students for the

StudentCenter, and the Che Cafe Facility are maintained and administered.

The University Center Board, a board constituted by a2 member of each
college council, a Coop and Enterpfises rep, a SAAC rep, a graduate
student rep, and an associated students representative, is charged with
administering this fee. Unfortunately, however, control over student
union facitities at UCSD has not remained solely, or even primarily, with
the students,

Regents Pass Item 513, Take Control Over Students Funds

Umlaterally.and without prior consultation with AS- -UCSD—or, for
that matter, any student govemnange board — the Regents, on May 18,
1972, passed a resolution in which the Regents stated that “the Associated
Students on the several campuses of the University are official units of the
University exercising authorities concemning student affairs by delegation
from the Regents, the President, and the Chancellor.” In other words,
student government boards have no independent existence from the
University administration. Some of the more established student

government boards were able to fight this take-

purpose of student activities. In effect, the
result of this action by the Regents at UCSD
has been that the Regents now control
millions of dollars worth of student fees
underthe pretensethatadministrators know
better than student’s representatives how
student dollars can best be spent. In the past
year, administrators at UCSD have blocked
expenditures of student fee monies, as well
as required student government boards to
spend money even when students voted
against the allocation of funds. Itis in order
to change this situation of taxation without
representation  and  unchecked
administrative authority that the University
Center Board felt compelled to file suit
against the Regents to gain control over its
own funds for the purpose of obtaining an
independentlegal opinion regarding studert
governmentrights and responsibilities. This
paper seeks to review the history of student
government at UCSD, the way in which the
University Center Board arrived at its

over attempt. The AS at UC Berkeley quickly
obtained an exemption from this policy. The
Board of Conwrol at UCLA (a board whose
functions of maintenance and administration of
facilities paralle] those of UCSD’s University
Center Board) spent $20,000 in 1974 to obtain a
legal opinion from the law firm Latham and
Watkins, The Latham and Watkins opinion
concluded that AS-UCLA was an
unincorporated association and that the
Regentshad norighttodissolve the association
or ta require it to spend or not spend ils money
in any particular fashion, apart from any
express or implied agreements between the
Regents and AS-UCLA. Subsequently, the
Board of Contro! at UCLA negotiated a
Memorandumof Understanding withthe UCLA
Administration, granting students a high degree
of autonomy, with only limited oversight from
the UCLA Administration. Other campus student

Riverside, have also negotiated formal or
informal agreements in which students retain
the autherity to spend their fees as they see fit.

decisiontofilesuit,and its ultimate goals for
student government autonomy at UCSD.

The establishment of student self-assessed fees at UCSD

UCSD admitted its first class of undergraduate students in the fall of
1964. The following spring, undergraduates approved the institution of
a$2.50 per quarter fee for the purpose of funding student activities. Over
time, this AS fee has increased to its current level of $13.50.

In 1968, the San Diego Student Center Committee, an advisory body
to the Associated Students, urged thatareferendumbe held on the campus
in which both graduate and undergraduate students would vote on a self-
imposed fee to finance the construction of the first of three proposed
“Cluster Student Centers.” In May 1969, students voted to approve the
proposed Student Center fee of $6 a quarter. At the time this fee was
approved, it was understood that students were to maintain operational
controf over these facilities. As the AS president remarked a month prior
1o thé election, (Triton Times, Aprl 11, 1969), “Control over these

-, facilities should be solely with the students.”

Jim Carruthers—went from Wendy's fry guy to
University Centers Director in a matter of weeks

While studentdirection atthese campuses hasn’t
been perfect, it has had markedly better results
than the direction exercised by unaccountable
campus administrators on cur campus.

Student Government Autonomy at UCSD

To date, student governance boards at UC San Diego have not
obtained an agreement recognizing the right of students to control their
own funds. Contrary to the JCSD Administration's claims that student
governance boards are “merely advisory,” however, student governance
boards have exercised a significant degree of authority at UC San Diego.

This is particularly true of the University Center Board (previously
known as the Student Center Board), According te the 1977 Student
Center Board Charter, written by UCSD alum Marco Li Mandm, the
Student Center Board was made subsidiary to AS-UCSD to ensure that
students did not “lose control of a student facility.” Although the UCSD
Administrationclaims thatthe University Center Board had only advisory
authonty all Student Center Boardand University Center Board decisions
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“advisory™ authgrity was always accepted by the UCSD Administration
-might have continued for much longer, except that the UCSD

Administration decided that it wished to either increase its control over
the student Co-ops or eliminate them entirely, The first confrontation

directly involving the UCB occurred in February 1990, when Vice

Chancellor Joseph Watson rejected a lease agreement made by the Co-

ops and the University Center Board. Eventually, a negotiated settlement
was worked out: in September 1990, Watson stated that the UCB and the
Co-ops could enter into a space agreement, signed solely by the UCB
Chair, UCB Vice Chair, and the Co-ops, provided that specific
Administration concerns :

control over University Center Fee funds,” This move to
obtain counsel was backed by more than 90% of all -
undergraduate votersinan April 1992 A.S. referendum measure
which asked. “Should student governance boards be able to
hire, with student self assessed ﬁes, outside independent legal
counsel?” .
After additional attempts to obtain University legal advice
and an unsuccessful search for pro bono help, the UCB turned
to the community to obtain either donations or a loan o startits
legal case, In October 1992, the UCSD Coop organization, the
United Cooperative Association (UCA) agreed to lend the
UCB $5.000 for the purposz of pursuing legal action to access
its own funds. The UCA agreed that should this attempt be
unsuccessful, it would give

were taken into account. In
November 1990, space
agreementsbetweenthe UCB
and the Co-ops were
approved and signed.

I strongly recommend you disestablish the University
Center Board and replace it with an advisory body which
understands and respects the necessary conditions and
limitationsuponstudent participationin campusgovernance.

up its claim to be repaid; the
CA further agreed that it
would not place -any’
restrictions on how.the
donated funds could be used
and thatthe UCB wouldincur
no obligations by accepting

Administration .
Circumvents Student-Run University Center Board

After the resolution of the 1990 dispute, all might have been well, but
in November 1991, the UCSD Administration — rather than address its
concerns about the Co-ops to the University Center Board, as had been
history and practice on the UCSD campus since the Co-ops began —
decided tocircumvent the Board entirely and threatened to shutdown one
ca-op, Groundwork Books, in30days without gaining the approval of the

University Center Board to do so oreven hold a hearing in which the Co-

op would have the right to defend itself against the Administration’s
charges.

The UCB responded by passing aresolutionon Dec, 2, 1994, inwhich
it proclaimed its opposition to unilateral UCSD Administration action
and pledged to establish its own fact-finding committee to determine
whether any actions against the Co-ops need to be taken. Of course, the
UCSD Administration ignored the UCB resolution and sought
(unsuccessfully) to shut Groundwork Books down on December 19,
relenting only when mediaattention was brought to bearand Groundwork
served notice that a suit would be filed. ‘

Subsequently, on January 13, 1992, the UCB “earmarked™ $5,000
towards obtaining a fegal opinion “regarding the UCB’s rights and
responsibilities similar in scope to that obtained by AS-UCLA from the
law firm Latham and Watkins.”

After the administration break-in of the General Store Coop two days

later, the UCB voted to stop payment of the Director’s $67,000 salary,as

both his actions and public statements demonstrated that he did not
consider himself to be an employee of the University Center Board;

‘unfortunately, since the UCB does not have a separate checking account,”

money continued to be deducted from the UCB’s account. . .
On February 10, 1992, the UCB's request to spend its own money on
legal counsel was denied. Chair Molly McKay thus tried to get assistance
from University Counsel. However, although Ms. McKay asked five
qu:s"ti‘dn_'s.._ she only ‘réceived three responses. The two unanswered
questioris were thé following:. ~ =~
. Who gave the UCSD Administration signatory power
over funds generdted from the University Center fee?
*YWhat s the basis for denying the UCB access to University
Center fee funds fo cover its legal expenses incurred in
serving the interests of the UCSD student body? :

. .+ Fo this date, the UCB has received no answer to either of
these questions. As a result of being denied access to legal
‘advice by both independent and university counsel, the UCB,
on April 6, 1992, created the UCB Lelial Commiittee, composed
of the entire voting membership of the Board, for the purpose - -
of “retaining independent counsel in order to do whatever it
deems necessary and proper to enable the UCB to obtain full

: ‘the funds, With $3.3 million

of student monies at stake. the UCB accepted the UCA's offer
and filed suit against the Regents in Superior Court last
November, to obtain the authority to spend University Center -
Fee funds in order to obtain an independent legal opinion
regarding the UCB’s legal standing. In December, the UCSD
Administration finally permitted the A.S. (annual budget:
$700,000) to use its legal funds to pursue autonomy, butitstill -
blocked the UCB from exercising this right. Hence, the UCB .

=

continued to pursue its case in Superior Court.
Goals of litigation ) .
The UCB does notsee litigationasan end in itself, but rather
as a means to the end of obtaining a reasonable level of student
contro} over the facilities that students pay to maintain. Such
.control would include the nght of student government officers
to sign checks and to exercise supervision over administrative
rsonnel hired with student funds. The UCB recognizes,
owever, that with any rights that we obtain, whether obtained
in court or through negotiations, we must accept!the -
responsibilities attached to those rights. Among the limitations  «
we recognize are the following: e

* We are bound by our Charter to the will of the UCSD
Student Body, including referenda votes. .

* We are bound by our Charter to obtaining approval of our
budget from the AS and GSA.

* Qur maintenance of the Price Center, Student Center, and
Che Cafe facilities is constrained by the original purposes of
these buildings; we cannot deviate from these trust constraints.

* We recognize our respons':bi]ig/ to ensure that services .
and enterprises in the Price Center, Student Center, and Che'
Cafe facilities be operated for the benefit of the UCSD
comumunity. .

* We are bound by normal business practices for public
institutions, including public audit, and our commitment o fuil
disclosure of our activities and transactions. :

We readily and proudly accept that we are part of the UCSD
comumunity and that this places requirements and constraints
upon us; we accept and work within these whenever possible.
But we are a separate entity, administered separately underour
own Charter and bylaws, And while we can accept many
special conditions of our existence, we cannot accept unitateral
dictates relative to our intemnal administration by the Regents or
any other party. Currently, we are engaged in negotiations with
the UCSD Administration, the Co-ops. AS and GSA. Together
with all of these groups, we must establish, as was established -
at UCLA |9 years ago, a “framework of reciprocal consolation
and inaspirif of cooperative effort toward the solving of mutual
problems.” . i

In January of 1993, events surrounding the UCB proceeded at a fas'
pace. On January 26, the Regents (as well as Chancellor Richarc
Atkinson, Vice Chancellor Joseph Watson, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Tommy Tucker and University Center Director Jim Carruthers) wer<
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‘officially notified by judicial summons that a Tawsuit had beenfiled

:againstthemby myselfandthe University Center Board (anunincorporated
rassociatjon), The purpose of the lawsuit was to obtain Declaratory Relief

‘regarding the UCB's rights and responsibilities over the expenditure of
-student self-assessed fees for the purpose of obtaining an independent
“legal opinion. A very simple declaration. ‘

On February 4, 1993, nearly one week after being served with the
Jlawsuit, and acting on advice, or perhaps direct orders, from Gary
éMorrison {Deputy General Counsel for the Regents), Joe Watson
‘unilaterally “disestablished” the University Center Board and replaced it
with the “University Centers Advisory Board.” In a leiter to Joe Watson
.on February 3rd, Gary Morrison writes:

The prosecution and defense of cases such as this are
frivolous and a waste of University funds. Indeed, this lawsuit
. is such an outrageous flouting of the authority and
: responsibility of the Chancellor and the Regents to manage
= campus affairs that I strongly recommend you disestablish

the University Center Board and replace it with an advisory
bodywhichunderstands andrespectsthe necessary conditions
and limitations upon student participation in campus
governance.

1
3

The “advisory” board created by Watson was to be comprised of three
new voting members (Academic Senate, Alumni Association, and Staff
association), all of whom do not pay the $37.50 per quarter student fee.
Watson also saw fit to eliminate the Co-ops & Enterprise representative
from the new board entirely, .

everything he could to stabalize it. But more importantly. a decision by
the court in favor of the UCB would have had state wide implications by
1} acknowledging that students have a legal right to control their own
monies, 2) setting a precedent for other student associations to follow, 3)
changing the internal structure at each UC campus in terms of their
financial powersand, of course, 4) prohibiting the Regents fromunilaterally
““disestablishing” student associations.

Other forms of protest originated in the constituents represented on
the UCB. Seven out of nine UCB representatives voiced their opposition
10 Administration policy regarding the UCB and had full endorsements
fromtheircollege councils orother govemning bedy. Forexample, Patrick
Carroll, president of the Graduate Student Association, wrote:

1 have no aption but to recommend that Council oppose
your action in the most stern_ manner possible. This may
involve the GSA joining witl the UCB in a class action suit
againstyouand youroffice, andthe withdrawal of allgraduate
participation in campus conuntittees in protest. At the ve

feast I am sure that Council will refuse to legitimate, through
Graduate Student Association participation, ‘your’ proposed

replacement board.

The general student population at UCSD, although expressing a
rather passive interest through the electoral process one year earlier did
not seem tog interested in taking action to prevent the deterioration of the
UCB. This, however, cannot be blamed on an amorphous body of
“apathetic™ students which has often been described to existat UCSD. 1

At this poin, the future of the University Center Board ~ Asst. Vice Chancellor of Exterminations and Pizza Delivery, Tomimy Tucker

‘. rested entirely with the Superior Court whose decision two
menths fater would mark the end of its 13 year history. Judge Wayne L.
Peterson’s decision on April 26th rot to grant the UCB any relief in the
course of the litigation process confirmed the possibility that, in the
‘coming years, students throughout California may find themselves
_politically and economically powerless. At UCSD, Administrators were
;permitted to seize control of student's seif-assessed fees and the facilities
. funded by those fees.
During the two months after the “disestablishment”, prior to the April
26th court date, numerous forms of resistance and protest to Watson's
.action took place. Legally, the UCB attempted to obtain a Temporary
Restraining Order in order to maintain the status quo until the case went
1o court. This failed, but the board continued to meet and conduct its
_business. Tt was quite evident to me at this point that the courts were not
-interested in stepping on the toes of the Regents, especially on behalf of
undergraduate students. Part of this may be explained by the fact that
.Judge Peterson was a former Navy man with a very conservative history.
‘He was not going to rock the boat. In fact, he was probably doing

think that students generally realized how powerless student government
at UCSD was and avoided.the personality politics of the Asseciated
Students like the plague (it often seems that the AS are the only ones who
take themselves sernicusly at UCSD). Tcan'tsay that T have much hostility
towards this attitude. Untit students have coatrel over their own
organizations and have some substantial power to exercise within them,
then itwill be next toimpossible to organize people toresist the excessive
brand of authoritarianism that the UCSD Administration bathes itself in.
Also, itis only fair toacknowledge that the students involved in the UCB/
Co-op/GSA/AS struggle with the Regents needed to do much more to
involve alargernumber of students, Had there been morecivil disobedience
and popular unrest inside the campus during this two month period, [
strongly believe that the fate of the UCB would have been drastically
different; a fact which even our lawyers recognized from the beginning.
Following the courts decision on April 26th, Watson and company
went on the attack. At one of the first meetings of the new ‘tadvisory"
board (UCAB), composed of the more self-motivated youngsters, the
administration gave the new board the option of 1) covgring the costs of
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the Repents legal fees, 338,000, from the student funded budget or 2)
paying approximately $2,500 to fund a lawsuit against myself to recover
the $38,000. In a vote which was weli hidden from public view, the
reported result was that the new board would fund the lawsuit against
myself (I later discovered that the then AS president Mike Holmes, who
favorably voted to pursue the UCB lawsuit, voted to go after me for the
Regents costs. Andrew Clark, the fifth representative did the same, So
much for solidarity in student governmeant.)
After presenting the two “choices” to the Advisory board, Watson, in

his characteristic style, assured his victory regardless of what the students -

had to say. That is, he took the $38,000 from the UCAB budget and
pursued to file a motion against me using student funds (my name being
the only one listed on the lawsuit asan individual). This motion can only
be characterized by what is known as a SLAPP suit: a Strategic Lawsuit
Against Public Participation.

SLAPPsuits are politically motivated lawsuits which are notintended
to be won but 1o serve as atool of intimidation. According to Michael Lee,
a SLAPP suit victim at UC Berkeley, “ {a SLAPP suit] is a tactic 1o
intimidate activist and citizen groups into silence, to chill others who may
hold the same opinions and either attempt or are considering publicly
voicing those opinions. Likewise, victory for those filing SLAPP suits is
not measured by receiving monetary compensation for alleged damages,
but to what degree the action has had in successfully intimidating an
oppositional movement into silence.”

University of Denver researchers Penelope Canan and George Pring
who coined the term SLAPP during their nine year long ongoing study of
these Jawsuits define SLAPP suits as “attempts to use civil tort action to
stifle political expression. SLAPP's are filed by one side of a public,
political dispute to punish or prevent oppesing points of view, They are
an atiempt to privatize debate.” SLAPP suits are characterized by four
indicators: 1. Politically active defendants, 2. Charges of defamation.
conspiracy, interference with business. discriminatory nuisance, orabuse
of process, 3. Huge money damage claims out of proportion to realistic
issues, and 4. Inclusion of “Doe™ defendants to spread the chill.

On July 16,1993, the Regents lost their motion attempting to recover
$38,000 in legal costs incurred during the tawsuit with the UCB. In her
final comments to the court, UC Regents lawyer Jennifer Kelly states:

%...and, your Honor,evenif you are disinclined to award
defendants all of their attorneys fees and costs, we ask that
you at least allow a nominal sanction in order to deter

. students from bringing these frivolous actions in the future.”

{emphasis mine)

To what extent the Regents succeeded in intimidating the more active
students on campus [ cannot judge, but it is clear from kelly’s words that
the main intetion was deterrence. A “nominal sanction™ would have

‘ Molly McKay
concretized this goal. After denying sanctions to both parties, Judge
Peterson made a rather surprising comment to the Regents counsel:
“.[I don’t share your view that the lawsuit was brought
JSrivolously or based upon shifting sands. I think that students
havearighttobring thisactionand pam'cularl’{v characterizing

it as an action in Declaratory Relief; secondly, guite frankly,
and you may tell your clients that this is the court’s hamble

opinion, perhaps if the matter had been dealt with internally
inamore classical way that the students would not liave been
put in the position to file this action.”

At this point, the struggle over the Untversity Center Board ended.
However, the issue of student contro! over theirself-assessed feesand the
facilities funded by those fees remains. The decision by judge Peterson
was specific to one entity, the UCB. and does not impact future struggles
which may arise over control of the funds, In fact, this case could still be
taken to anappeals court within the state orto afederal court for violations
of First Amendment rights of freedom of association. Although, the
biggest problem to such a strategy is locating a reliable source of funds.
It will be for a2 new generation of activists who are interested in these
issues to decide what the best strategy will be.

In my opinton, it would be unwise to vse the Jegal system in any
capacity until there exists awell organized body of people whoare willing
to put much more on the line than their signatures. Without popular
support and a thorough willingness to resist an extremely patemalistic
administration, the prospects for selt-governance at UCSDinany capacity
are bleak. Strengthening those organizations which promote self-
governance, such as a siudent union independent of the Regents, will
probably vield the best resulis in the long term. Student governments,
such as the AS and GSA. which existbecause the Administration allows
them to exist is extremely problematic.

Student government’s primary function is to assimilate and quell
dissent which may find other creative solutions outside the confines of the
always present school bells. Student government at UCSD is analogous
10 an institutional bullet proof vest wom exclusively by the Office of
Undergraduat Affairs. It is the politics of acgquiescence; a buffer to
significant and fundamental change.

Promoting cooperation and solidarity among students, faculty. staff
and community members is essential before any real change within the
University will take place. Unfortunately. this will become extremely
difficult so long as the demographics at UCSD represent a narrow
specirum of class and ethnic backgrounds. The class war'being waged
within the Uriversity is becoming more apparent everyday. Working
with groups interested in diversity and access. are intrinsically suspect of
“friendly” administrators,and have acreative spirit for change is probably
the best course of action to be taken in the coming yeass.



dismanual

¢ Watson, Tuc]cgr, Carruthers vs. the UCSD Co-ops
iy 1991-1994

*  OnNovember L1, 1991, University Centers Director Jirn Carruth-
¢rs, at the behest of Assistant Vice Chaneellor Tommy Tucker and with
the approval of Vice Chancellor Joe Watson, sent the five retail co-ops
4 memo. This memo set in motion a two-and-a-half year legal battle,
¢osting both sides over a hundred thousand dollars each in legal bills.
The outcome significantly changed the structure of stedent governance
and signified yet another era of hostility between the UCSD adminis-
tration and UCSD student body.

‘Carruthers™ memo alleged that the co-ops had a history of illicit
financial activity; rescinded the student organization status of the
Groundwork Books collective; mandated that Groundwork would
immediately become a “contract vendor,” adminspeak for a Crown
Books/Wendy’s clone; mandated that the other four retail co-ops
undergo an immediate audit by the UCSD administration; and that
these four co-ops would tum over their checking accounts to the
administration and become auxiliaries of the University Centers.

The Co-ops, since their inception, had always had a relzmonshnp
with the University Center
Board, astudentappointed ]
body which oversaw the
maintenance of the Sw-
dent Center, the Ché Cafe,
and the Price Center. Al-
though hostilities between
the UCB and the co-ops
frequently existed, the sen-
timent was that student fee [
funded facilities should be
overseen by student offic- R
ers. Since the Co-ops paid §

rent and reported fiscal
activities to the UCB (and |
its administrative employ-
ees, including Carruthers), [
the November 11 memo pe
came as a slap in the face

which are outlined above. The Co-ops also posed a legitimate liability'

tothe administration. Thisissue of liability became the crux of the entlre -

ensuing conflict: .

During the Spring of 1991, the Co-ops created the United Coopera-
tive Association (UCA), acorporation which attempted to unite the co-
ops and provide legal flexibility the University was not willing to grant
the co-ops. One of the first things the UCA did was begin processing
payro!! for the co-ops. Carruthers and his predecessors had made a
decision that no non-UCSD students would be allowed to work at the
Co-aps as paid employees. The Co-ops were committed to employing
and servicing students; the non-students the admin. objected 1o were
mainly former ang recently graduated UCSD aluras. Non-students
were essential to providing extra backbone for the busy, lucrative, and
complicated businesses.

This was the crux for why Groundwork was signaled out in
Carruthers’ November memo. Nearly all Groundwork employees were
being paid through the UCA. Even though Groundwork had been
authorized to function as a student organization—as it had historically
been considerad by the administration—Carruthers illegally rescinded
Groundwork’s status. This -
atlowed him to threaten the
 collective witheviction.

InJanuary 1992, just af-
ter school recommenced,
Carrutherschanged hismind
and told Co-op counsel that
Groundwork was still a stu-
dentorganizaticn. Torescind
astudent orgs. status, proper
procedures are called for.
Threatening memos and
slumlordtactics are notlisted
inthe Policy and Procedures
Mapual as appropriate steps.
Carruthersdidacknowledge
] however that the UCB’s
§ motions were subject to his
overrule—this would prove

both to the co-ops as well
as the UCB. The UCB was essentially being relegated to

an advisory role. The pro-Cooperative UCB of November 1991 would
so he simply

not support the marionette activities of Carruthers’,
overstepped them.

& What followed can only be called a war, Groundwork refused to
decept Carruthers” dictates; the remainder of the Co-ops foliowed suit.

In December, after the fall quarter had ended, Carruthers attempted
destapo tactics against Groundwork to force it 10 become a contract
vendor or else. When his flurry of memos and threats went nowhere,
Carruthers threatened police intervention and shut the power off in
Groundwork while a group of thirty Co-opers huddled inside, refusing
to give in. The next day, Carruthers relented and signed an agreement
with Groundwork to work toward a “solution.”
1 The causes of this conflict are complicated. For one, because of
- reduced rent (shouldn't student fees help keep the prices lower at
student businesses?)and competition, Regental Stores oncampus were
running near the fiscal red. Textbook sules at Groundwork and the

) __éxpect;nion of textbook sales at the General Store played a major role

the UCSD Bookstores near insolvency. There were also the frequent

;gé:hosuhnes between the various co-ops and the administration, many

“General Store Co-op—shortly after break-in

significant for months to
come. First, in a December resolution, the board had voted to publicly
condemn Carruthers and have then Chair Molly McKay draft a disct-
plinary letter to be placed in Carruthers’ file. The admir. all but laughed
at the UCB, setting in motion the UCB’s own fate. During budget
preceding several months later, the board votad to eliminate Carruth-
ers’ salary—siice as a paid eaployee of the student body (his salary
came directly from student seif-assessed fees), he should do what they
people who paid his satary wanted. Tommy Tucker againoverruledthe
board, calling the UCB “an advisory board.”

Meanwhile, the Co-ops had been contacted regarding audits, All of
the Co-ops, in a show of openness both to the student body and the
admin., agreed to the audiis. However, due to the tense nature of the
relations between the Co-ops and the administration, the audits didn't
run smoathly. Misunderstandings occurred. These misunderstandings
led to the most severe violation of student rights since Watson termi-
nated Lumumba Zapata college. And how ironic that he should be one
of the puppet masters now (00. :

On the eve of January 15, exactly ore year after Amencan pllots
began the decimation of the Iraqui population, Tommy Tucker along
with several of UCSD's finest broke into the General Store Co-opand
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changed its locks. Why they did it stemmed from a miscommunication
between General Store staff and the UCSD accounting office. The
General Store was fully willing to submit to an audit of its books, an
audit that cleared the General Store later of any fiscal improprieties.
Rather than settle things rationally, Tucker decided to escalate the war.
The Store’s alarm service notified General Store employee Randy
_Corpuzthatits alarm had gone off. Corpuz called the UCSD police who
told him “we have no information of the alarm having gone off.”
Luckily, Corpuz became suspicious and summoned General Store
manager Jeff Corbett to accompany him to campus, Once they got
there, they were unable to enter the General Store because of the
changed locks. Se Corbett and Corpuz had to break into their own
business. After doing so, they phoned about thirty members of the Co-
- op community who massed at the General Store within the next few

seizure, reseizure by the police, and ultimate reclamation by the UCSD
student body, Co-opers and students huddled in each of the Cb{éps all
nightexpecting retaliation from the administration. The t.v, film crews
waited oo, hoping to catch footage of cops beating students, Nothmo
happened though. e

The nextday, the legal team for the Co-ops won a restraining order
for the General Store against the UCSD administration: the ﬁrstsmdent
organization to gain such a court order in the history of the University
of California,

Word came from on high to Watson and his underlings aﬁer the
telecasts and news of the rastraining order spread system wide: time to
negotiate, .

During the next eightzan months, several hundred hours as well as
large stacks of dollars were spent in the negotiation process. The Co-

The next day, the legal team for the Co-ops won a restraining order for the General Store

against the UCSD administration: the first student organization to gain such a court order in
thehistory of the University of California. Word came from on high to Watson and his underlings

after the telecasts and news of the restraining order spread system wide: time to negotiate,

hours. And ali before 4:00 a.m.

The next morning, tension was high. The General Store changedthe
locks the Tucker and Co. had put on the building and opened for
business as usual. So did the other co-ops.

At ten-thirty a.m., most of the co-opers who had assembled during
the night had gone off to work at their own co-ops or left for classes.
Tucker arrived with four armed members of the UCSD police, who
forced the remaining co-opers and General Store staff out of the
building. Unfortunately for the cops, classes were letiing out. A crowd
of about four hundred students surrounded the building. The cops
cowered inside, thinking the doors were secure with the locks they had

" put hours before. Television crews, summoned during the night to
reporton the proceedings, arrived justintime to watch the UCSD police
routed from the building as the students surrounding the General Store
broke in or entered via the doors which had been unlocked by General
Store staff possessing the right keys. The police disappeared; Tucker
vanished. The nightly newscasts all ran coverage about the break-in, the

ops jointly filed a grievance against the administration which along.
with the restraining order put teeth in the Co-ops attempt to bargain a
sane future at UCSD. Tre Co-ops” historic relationship with the UCB,
had been all but terminaizd. Once the leases each of the Co-ops had
signed with UCB expirad, the administration would attempt to evict
each and every one of (mem. (The administration at one point tried to
convince the Co-ops that their two year leases were invalid since
Carruthers hadn't signz2d them. Whether or not this was part of a
conspiracy to rid the carpus of the Co-ops is unknown, The adminis-
tration eventually, after delivering eviction notices in October 1992 to
each of the Co-ops, agreed to let the original leases stand.) This meant
that by July 1, 1993, negotiations had to be finalized. And it took nem'ly
eighreen months for an zgreementto be finally reached. :
The Co-opshad had 2 sweetemtenceth:ouohNovemberll 1991
They'd enjoyed subsidizad (General Store, Groundwork Books, Food
Co-op) or free (Ché Cafz, Recyele Co-op) rent. All trash and electrical
costs had been covered. All payrotl, except for that which the Co-ops
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contractedto the UCA, had been run by the administration ata very low
recharge cost. Worker’s compensation costs were almost nil. And the
administration’s liability umbrella had been extended over all of the
Co-ops” activities. :

Thingsarenolongerthateasy. Early inthe game, Tuckersteered the
- Co-ops away from the UCB and suggested an arrangement with the
Associated Students. Now each Co-op (except for the Recycle Co-op
whichasof this writing is still in limbo with regard to its status)is signed
onto the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MOU is lengthy
document which spells out the relationship with the administration and
status of the Co-ops. Each Co-op now pays its own liability insurance,
utility and trash costs; subcon-
tracts payroll; covers worker's
compensation for its paid and
volunteer employees; pays for
increased rent (the Ché has two
years free rentand then will begin
paying rent for the first time in its
history); and has its own non-
profitstatus. Furthermore, the Co-
ops are closely scrutinized by the
Associated Students tomake sure
they comply with the MOU,
Leases for the Co-ops’ spaces on
campus are dealt with by UCAB
(the board that replaced the UCB g
after the latter filed a court case
against the administration pro-
testing the administration's fla-
grant trampling of student con-
trol over student assessed and
student fee funded facilities and
administrators). The Co-opshave
retained their student organiza- |
tion status, but at a great cost;
moreover, the A.S. can at any
time terminate a Co-op’s student
organization status if it feels the
Co-op is not in compliance with
the MOU.

The futare is unknown. The
months of exhausting negotia-
tions and expensive legal bills

and the Co-ops did not come out of nowhere. The administration's
reasons do have some validity: inappropriate bookkeeping methods as
wellas liability concerns did exist with the old relationship between the
Co-ops and the administration. However, the former stemmed from
antagonisms administrators had fostered with each of the Co-ops.
Rather than creating an environment of student run businesses aided by
benevolent, progressive elders, a hostile environment of fear and
competition existed. Because the Co-ops hurt Regental businesses
{cheaper prices because of efficient, caring Jabor) and because the Co-
ops educated the campus community to the wrongdoings - of the
administration (read the sections on REIMAC, the UCB and the HIGH
PRICE CENTER for examples),

they became targets. Tucker and.
Watson didn't like the fact that’
Co-opers weren’t willing to just

play their roles in the show witha

smile. Remember that these people

think we’re going to school at Dis-

neyland, and they. don't like

Mickey Mouse's shady activities

duly noted and passed down to

new generations of students. You

will decide whether or not they get

away from it from now on,

RIMAC
The Multi-Million Dollar Rip-
3 off (no longer wonder how that
$75 got tacked on your fees)
~ OnMay17. 1988, UCSD Vice
Chancellor Joe Watson gave birth
to RIMAC, acronym for a multi-
million dollar recreation fagility.
The charge leiter for the RIMAC
planningcommittee bears thatdate,
and makesitclear that Watson had
already decided to build ‘some-
thing before his committee’s first
meeting, Assistant Vice Chancel-
lor Tom Tucker, who had already
| endeared himself to Watsori by
¥ building ashopping mall between
1 the Chancellor’s offices and the

have all but killed the Co-ops and
their member. Nevertheless, all have perservered and appear (o be
moving towards solvent and hopefully lengthy futures. It is uncertain
what the changes brought on by the MOU will mean to the collective
spirit of each Co-op and the Co-ops in general. The relationship
between the Associated Students and the Co-ops has so far been edgy:
most Co-opers don'ttrust student leaders who may fes! free tointerpret
the MOU in ways lethal to any particular Co-op... especially when
these student leaders are so chummy with varicus members of the
administration. Hopefully, as new students become aware of the Co-
ops, their history, and the diverse and rewarding opportunities they
offer, they will help strengthen these student run businesses and reform
the petty bureaucratic tendencies of many Associated Student mem-
bers. :
Andmore importantly, the Co-ops must work together to make sure
tach survives the years' to come. The war between the administration

" police station, was chosenfo b{hair
the new committee’s meetings. Initially there were 22 members, of
whom 9 were students, and most of the rest administrators. To comply
with a set of UCSD policizs called Guidelines for Student Funded
Facilities, only the student members were allowed to vote, but several
factors were carefully exploited by the administration t¢ assure that
students had no real control over the RIMAC committee; ">

1. students do not have the resources to hire independent
consultants, and thus leck the ability to generate or defend
their own proposals. For this reason, students’ roles onthése
committees is ofien reduced 1o pointing out “typos™ intocu:
ments submitted by administrators; - - 4 TLinGUEL

2. administrators gat paychecks for attending committee
meetings, and do not have to worry about their grade point
averages. Student committee members are not so fortunaté,
and were frequently absent from meetings. This further -
diluted their presence; and Tom Tucker maneuvered the
meetings he chaired so that important decisions were fre-
quently made by “consensus™ or "mutual understdiding”
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rather than by taking a vote.

The UCSD administration thus managed to completely dominate
the RIMAC design process. Because of this, RIMAC now had to be
“sold” to students, to use the word that keeps popping up in RIMAC
meeting minutes. The committee spent $2,600 for campaign flyers,
more than ten times the total amount permitted for referendum cam-

fliers. saying-that they hadn't put them there and that they
ought not to be there, but that no campaign viclations had '
occurred, nevertheless; TR
- Poll workers were instructed to give these flyers to .
anyone requesting more information about the RIMAC refer-

endum measure.

5

”
These violations were cited in a complaint to the A.S, Elections

paign spending in an Associated Students (A.S.) election. When Manager filed by James Field. The complaint asked either the A.S,
questioned about this, the administration proclaimed that the RIMAC  Elections Manager, or Rardon Woodard {as “Elections Coordinator-
committee is somehow “neutral” with respect o its own referendum @ position which does not exist anywhere on paper) to nullify the

measure, and that its campaign flyer

was strictly “informational.”

Despiteits‘neutrality,” the com-
thittee apparently felt that sports
enthusiasts needed “information”
more badly than others: over 75% of
the “informational™ fliers were dis-
tributed directly to the intramurals,
intercollegiate athletics orthe Physi-
cal Education department,

Running a special election cost
about $8,500 more than putting the
referendum onthe batlotin theregu-
lar A.S.springelection, butthehigher
ratio of RIMAC supporters likely to
turn out for a special election was
irresistible to the committee.

“Elections Coordinator” Randen
Woodard, himself a RIMAC com-
mitiee member, was hand-picked
by the RIMAC committee to run its
election. Bothbefore andduring the
election, Woedard told A.S. and
Graduate Student Association E
(G.S.A.ymembersthatthe A.S. Elec-
tion Bylaws would govern the con-
ductof the RIMAC special election.
Butlater, whencomplaints were filed |
charging massive and systematic §
violation of these Bylaws, Woodard |
decided that the Bylaws did not ap-
ply, after all. Thus, the administra-
tion changed the rules of its game as
necessary to get its referendum to
pass. Some of the more blatant
campaign iregularities:

-There was nodefinedcam-

election, and to bar RIMAC coms
mitiee members from further elec-
toral activity for one year. The
administration’s response was that
Guidelines for Student Fee Funded
Facilities and Guidelines for Stu;
dent Fee Referenda are the only
election rules which applied. These
rules contain no language at all re-
garding specific campaign practices;
and were intended to, supplement
existing regulations, not replace
them. Seeing no response to James
Field's complaint within the 2-day
time limitspecified by the A.S.Elec,
tion Bylaws, Andy Howard filed o
complaint with the A.S. Judicial
Board charging the A.S.

Elections Manager with official

¥ misranagement of the election,

owing to her faifure to punish the
campaign violationslisted in Field's
complaint. He claimed his inteng
was not to penalize the A.S. Elec-
tions Manager but to dempnstrate:
thatthe administration was applying

§ the A.S.Elections Bylaws arbitrarily,

and selectively to the RIMAC Spe-,
cial Election. He argued that the
administration- had assigned juriss
diction over his complaint to the
A.S. Judicial Board when itclaimed
that the A.S. Election Bylaws gov-

¥ erned theconductofthe special elec-
¥ tion. and accused the administration

oftrying tochange the election rules
retroactively after being confronted

paign period, and the RIMAC committee began actively
campaigning more than a month before the election;

- There were nodefined campaignspending limits. Guide-
lines for Student Fee Funded Facillifes requires that the same
amount of money spent b{ the administration on any printed
material concerning a referendum measure be allocated to
students with opposing points of view. The administration
interpreted this to mean that half the amount they spent should
toa“pro” campaign, and halftoa “con” campaign, since their
campaign flyer was strictly “informational.’ The fact that this
would have allocated three times as much money to the “pro”
side as to the *con’ side of the debate, didn’t matter much:
they never publicly advertised that these funds were available,

anyway; : .

- R¥MAC'S campaign flyers were systcmaucal!{)glaced
at the polling locations. When people complained about the
RIMAC flyers at the polls, the administration removed the

with its own violations of those rulss. , ;

However, the judicial board never addressed this argumém. The
board interpreted section (2) of Guidelines for Student Fee Funded
Facilities as requiring A.S. Election Bylaws to be followed, but only,
insofar as the Bylaws speak explicitly about the establishment of fees,
From the starting point it chose, the judicial board could have seen the
authors of section (2) as iniending that fee referenda campaigns should
at least meet the minimum requirements the Bylaws place on all
referenda campaigns. The board might also have wondered about the
purpose of section (3), since its interpretation of section (2) makes (3)
redundant. Choosing to do neither of these things, the A.S. Judicial
Board could not claim jurisdiction over the complaint. -

Chris Cabaldon, a consultant tothe California legislature’s Assem
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bly Subcommittee an Higher Education, sent a letter dated February 7,
1990, to campus newspapers and student sovernments throughout the
University of California and California State University systems. (The
RIMAC election was held February 6-8). According to the letter,
administrators’ claims that RIMAC-type fee measures won't seriously
impact the availability of financial aid, are “patently fatse.” Suchclaims
had appeared in the “neutral” RIMAC commitiee’s “informational”
campaign flyer. The Subcommitiee is currently constdering proposed
amendments to abill, ACR 49, aimed at curbing university administra-
tors’ abuse of student fee refer-

Los Anoeles Rebellion/ Riots A

On Thursday April 30, as the streets of Los Angeles ﬁlled with
looters, flames, L.A.P.D. and National Guard, students took action
on the UCSD campus. First, a group of five hundred students
marched around the campus shouting "No Justice—No Peace."” They
surrounded the UCSD police station and pounded the the doors until
the cops came out and made everyone disperse. One casualty: a
Bookstore window. Thatnight, Chancellor Atkinson held a town hall
meeting to discuss the days events. Students, dissatisfied with the
. U.C. administration’s re-

enda to fund their “pet projects.”
The New [ndicator has not yet | -
seen the current version of the =
bill, but Cabaldon and lobbyists .
forthe statewide U.C.and C.5.U. fm™
student associations tell us that it
may include provisions to ban
administrators from having any-
thing to do with student fee refer-
enda or from participating in any
way in the planning or manage-
ment committees for student-
funded facilities, provisions to
prohibit students from voting-in
fee increases for future students
without also assessing them-

sponses blocked off La Jolla
Villa Dr. that night as a sign
of protest. The next day, a
crowd of five hundred slunk
onto the I-5 and blocked traf-
fic for several hours. Chan-
cellor Atkinsonmade acameo
appearance, the news cam-
eras came, and traffic resumed
just in time for the Friday
eveing rush hour. One thing
was learned: blocking free-
ways is a good form of pro-
test. Imagine what king of
standstill things wilt come 1o

selves, and restrictions upon the

uses of self-assessed student fees. James Field and Andy Howard plan
to continue theireffort to overturn RIMAC which they see as motivated

by two major issues:

I. The administration’s “"hijacking” of student fee efec-
tions, and of buildings bought with student fees;
2. The decreasmn accessibility of UCSD to fow-income

students.

next time.

Lumumba-Zapata vs. Thurgood Marshall
A Brief Personal History of UCSD's Third College

What we presently know as Thurgood Marshall College was
something different many years ago. The history of this corner of
UCSD is suprisingly important. If one digs deep enough the roots of
this revolutionary epoch can be exposed. “Revolutionary™ because
for conversatives, the events surrounding this twenty-five-year-old

Both men are stressing that they are not taking any position against college’s conception are an embarassing blemish; a blemish which
the need for sports facilities. Says Howard, “What we are concerned g since been suffocated by mounds of unsightly political make-up.

about is clean, fair elections, and student control over student-funded

The fruits of conservative laborcan be easily observed ontoday’s

facilities. These are issues that all students ought to be able to agree ¢ympus. A simple glance around the Price Center or any other

about.”

“student center” will reveal not the stightest wrinkle of resistance on

Unfonunately, all legal etforts to void this fee have failed. The thege facades. Thisis largely because today’s university students are
A.S., after much arm wrenching (via threats by Tucker) bowed ia ypfamiliar with concepts like “autonomy™ and “empowerment;”

and refused to have a vote to eliminate the student assessed fee.

concepts that Marshall college’s first students mastered and crafted

You're going to be paying for it, like it or not. But just remember ini6 a radical pragmatism.

that Randy Woodard's teddy bear personna just barely covers the

The past has been forgotten and so has the students’ struggle to

visage of well-paid mercenary. And the next time they try 10 shove  ¢onstruct a univerisity where social responsibility and free-thinking
a fee down your throats with the slogan “vote yes but make the \ere prerequisites for matriculation. In order to not let the past of the

younger kids pay"—don’tbuy it.
The Gulf War

In January 1991, the U.S. bombed Iraq and killed women an
children. In protest, students and other community members began
a sleep-in outside the Galbraith Hall Library. Many of these people
also began the first UCSD housing co-op, the infamous™ Random

House® located near that big cross on Mt Soledad.
Fee Hikes

- can Express card, pal.

UCSD campus remain buried in an unmarked grave I decided to

resurrect the short history of this important period. It all began when
q anew coliege was introduced to UCSD.

In 1968 two colleges were functioning - Revelle and Muir - and
the blueprint for a third was becoming an academic and structural
reality. Little did jts architects know that it would soon become a
political one as well. Then-provost Armin Rappaport asked the
Black Student Council (BSU) and the Mexican American Youth
Association (MAYA) for advice on what the nascent “College III”

Fees have gone up more than 250% since Ronald McReagan left  should provide. Unilike most “advisory” committees which tacitly
office. Thanks for missing those payments on the American Ameri- understand that this type of report mustconform to the interests of the

Regents, these freshly empowered groups organized together and

drafted a detailed proposal of not just “suggestions™ but vchémf_:m '
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demands: +.
“We demand that the Third College be devoted to relevant
education for minority youth and to the study of the contemporary

social problems of all people. To do this authentically, this college

must radicaily depart from the usual role as the ideological backbone
of the social system, and must instead subjectevery partof the system
to ruthless criticism. To reflect these aims of the college, it will be

we demand that the architecture be of Mexican and Africanstyle: and
that its landscape be of the same pature.” (B.S5.C-MAYA demands
pamphlet, 3/14/69)
h These constivents called their coalition of black and brown
! students the Lumumba-Zapata Council. They outlined ar enrollment
l plan which insured that a very different quota would be established
| for the college’s student body: one-third African-American, one-
‘ third Latino, and one-third “other”. The govering body of the College
U would be a Board of Directors comprised of the campus’ students,
The constitution would authorize the student directors to make all
ﬂ final descisions, including the hiring of faculty.
l An historically disadvantaged student body with the authority to
i influence the structure of university politics threatened the La Jollian
i status quo. Picture La Jollain late 1960: an affluentcommunity of old
money and more on the way, a place that resisted change and voted

for Reagan. Until the early sixties this Protestant/Christian culture |

. prohibited Jews from owning property within its city limits. Now, in
i the midst of this calm the hurricane was closing in.

The name of it was enough to strike fear in the hearts of the
wealthy homeowner's: Lumumba-Zapata, the surnames of modern

dence from Belgium in 1960. Soon after this declaration the country
fellintocivil war, The U.S.-backed United Nations refused after long
; deliberations to provide monitary aid to the Lumumba government
": therefore forcing him to appeal 1o the Soviet Union. He lost all
support from the United States after going tothe Communistregime’s
i barganing table. He was assasinated shorily thereafter, thus becom-
; ing deified as a symbol of resistance for oppressed persons through-
; out the world. Emilio Zapata became a similar symbol, but in a
; different region of the Westernized world. He fed two bloody
1 revelutions in his homeland Mexico. The goal of the first was to
i liberate the people from the presidency of Porfirio Diaz after which

he installed Madero. President Madero proved to be no better, so
Zapata renewed the Revolution. After vanquishing Madero’s gov-
ernment he institutionalized agrarian reform,

UCSD Chancellor William McGill attempted to thwart the
Lumumba-Zapata Council’s surging force in its earliest stage. The
pretext: “hyphenation does not appeal to me... It would also be more
appropriate to suggest a single American minority figure.” Malcolm
X College was not an option either.

More substantial and obvious reasons for not recognizing the
: college began (o surface in meetings between the students and the
: Reagan-sponsored university Senate. During a meeting on May 7,
1969, the Senate's refusal to endorse the Lumumba-Zapata Council's
- Pproposal galvanized a “spontaneous’ walkout. Students marched to
A Revelle plaza where other frustrated students and passers- by began
4 ")% 10 collect. After a motivating speech by graduate student Angela
q 3% Davis, enraged students shattered the glass entrance door of the
AL Registrar’s Office and crammed into the small building. They
T -demanded that the terms of their proposal be recognized before the
- E s
g L

' called Lumumba-Zapata College. To enhance the beauty of the name |-

i revelutionaries. Patrice Lumumba was a Pan-Africanist who became | |
prime minister of the Congo after leading his country to indepen-

FACT.

he General Store has the lowesf prices ..
for candy, 'soft drinks, nc
condoms, backpacks, and calculators
‘on campus.-

The Generul Srore cons:sfently beats the
Bookstore 5 prlces on textbooks.

The General Store is run democrahcally
and solely by students and is always

looking for new, hord-workmg

collechve members.

ACT
e General Store is the place for:
your film developmg needs.

FACT:

The Generol Store keeps ns pr:ces low
by keeplng its overheod Iow.

FACT°

The General Store doesn't pay people
“to’snoop around in search of
shophffers, unhke the Booksfor

General Store
~ Co-op

' Iocoted in the Student Center

SHOP CO-OP! FUCK HIERARCHY!
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office could returst to “business as usual”. Only ninety minutes later,
the Senate conceded to a generous resolution proposed by Silvio
Varon, a biology professor, which ended the takeover. (Historically,
it has been referenced to as the Varon Resolution). Unable to agree
on a name, both parties settled for the chronological title “Third.”
In September of 1970 the freshiy-painted Third College opened
its doors, boasting an enrollment compesition very close to the

Commitee proposed that Joseph Watson could remain provost onl y
if he were willing to agree to work with a ten-person board that voted
by majority. Each member, including Watson, would have a single,
equal vote. After Chancellor McElroy (1972-1980) approved of this
proposal, Watson volleyed out a charge with his trump card: he
resigned. Under extreme pressure from the Regents, McElroy had
but one solution. He claimed there was no “alternative but to move

UCSD Chancellor William McGill attempted to thwart the Lumumba-Zapata
Council’s surging force in its earliest stage. The pretext: “hyphenation does not
appeal to me.... It would also be more appropriate to suggest a single American
minority figure.,” Malcolm X College was not an option either.

suggested prescription. The event stirred the nation’s attention.
Liberals from around the country lauded the principles of Third, for
they were something unprecedenied in state universities. Yet the
opinions and support of liberals were marginat in the eye’s of policy
makers.

Traditional academics seemed to have an influenctial bearing.
They began attacking Third's radical admissions policy with fusil-
lades of criticism ignited by fear moreso than reason. William
Buckley’s National Review carried one of the first such attacks,
“applicants for admisstons have really been selected on the grounds
of militancy rather than academic promise (Oct 6, 1971).” Qthers
considered Third’s policy a“‘reconstitution” of the university, Robert
Novak, a syndicate columnist, criticised McGill and UCSD's un-
daunted professors with comments that smacked with racism. One
statement clearly revealed this. Novak reprimanded the UCSD
administration for “giving black and brown students veto power over
faculty appointments and promotions in their new Third College.”

Fredrick Douglass, in his_Autobiography of Fredrick Douglass:
aSlave Narrative, recalls his master's wrath after he had discovered
that his wife was teaching the young house servant how to read. The
slaveowner declaimed: “You give ‘em and inch, they'll take an L.”
In contemporary terms this means: “For every level of freedom you
grant an oppressed person, that person will be liberated a hundred
fold”. Almost two centurys later this truism became the same
nightmare to La Jolla and its national counterparts that it was to
Douglass’ captor. Between the years of 1969-1972, UCSD's stu-
dents of color were granted the most devastating and effective
weapons against systematic oppression: education and autonomy.

Third college’s function under the Varon resolution remained
intact until 1972, Public opinion, Governor Reagan’s budget cut-
backs, and plans to build a fourth college combined to give leverage
in favor of the Administration’s defense against Third.

Early in the year of 1972, the Regents claimed they had never
officially approved a college with an autonomous Board of Directors
composed of students. From the vantage point of the Regents, Joseph
Watson was the formal provost and the Board was simply an
advisory council which Watson had the luxury to listen to orturn a
deaf ear against, This was a blatant violation of the bylaws dictated
by Third’s constitution, but the Regents did not care. Watson then
confirmed the Regent’s claim; he stated that he held exclusive power
over the Board of Directors. _

At this point, the Board diplomaticaily asked Watson 1o resign.
He refused, claiming that he could only follow orders from the
Regents of the UC. On May 10, 1972, the Lumumba-Zapata Steering

faculty, students, and programs into other colleges and dissolve
Third College” unless Watson returned on his own conditions.
Watson did.

The students’ vision to revolutionize the university has since
dissipated. Watson was not strong enough to think independently.
Instead he allowed himself (in exchange for several important
promotions} to be the Institution's puppet. Through Watson's facade -
the university successfully guided Third College away from au-
tonomy and towards a traditional infrastructure.
If you take a walk through the Thurgood Marshall campus you can
witness for yourself the burial of these generation-old principles. It
might even come as a suprise that the possibility for student au-
tonomy was once a realistic goal. The defeat literally shows on the
walls. The Mexican and African architecture is far from what
Lumumba-Zapata's procreators demanded. Today the remnants of
the 1970's ruthless masterbatory aesthetic shape the lecture halls,
research facilities, and administrative offices and consequently flo g
the human senses. These “modern” buildings are a replication of a
concrete jungle - the greatest affront to the cultures they shamefully
represent, '

The prescription for a student body of traditiorally
underrepresented students needs a refill, but neglect has only led to.
illness. The sickening efforts of Watson and the Administrationhave
not helped recruit and retain a stedent body where students of color
are substantial. Instead, the numbers are insignificant. Also, budget
cuts and rising educational fees have damaged the retention of an
already dwindling population. :

But it is not over yet. Despite adverse conditions, Thurgood
Marsha!l students should still be proud of what has grown from its
strong roots, No matter the moment in its short history, there has
always been a dedicated group of students fighting for change. The
difference between now and then has been the size of this dedicated
group. Back then it was proportionally larger. Almost mainstream.
Today, the attempts to make change are not nearly as visible. The
same goes for the history. Lumumba-Zapata’s heyday has become
more clouded with temporal distance and student apathy, =

A Renaisance is needed. Supreme Court Justice Thurgood
Marshall's methods to incite change were much different than
Patrice Lumumba’s and Emilio Zapata's. He used litigation. They
mobilized masses. One thing that each of these legends has had in
common is an unyeilding struggle against the oppressive culutre in
which they were embedded. : o

Another, isthat neither accomplished his goal withinasingleday.
Their successes were produced through organization- an achieve-
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ment which required long days and nwhts of planning dedicated to
the service of their Cause.

Inthe past, “empowerment” ang “autonomy" havebeen achieved
through organiziton. Organization is a necessity. No matter the
name, the students of the college tucked into the corner of the UCSD
campus must always be effective organizers, for this is the only
means to the end. And, despite the rejection of its name years ago, as
these actions grow in frequency and fluorish in numbers, the roots of
this college will be strengthened and its is essence restored. It will
again become Lumumba-Zapata. (Alexi Villedroun)

[Smith vs. Regents] vs. You

An elephant labors to give birth to a

mouse

The root of this phony “legal” rip-off is your known, natural desire

1o ignore government leaders as you attend to your immediate personal
and student goals. As a result of Smith vs. Regents (SvR) you can get
a gigantic refund of a $1.37 a quarter for the years 1989 to 1993. That
is, you can if you were a student then, which is unlikely. You have to
spend a greatdeal of time applying for it which, even if you qualify, wilt
make your time worth far below the minimum wage. Itis like paying
$1.37 foraquarter, twobits. Besides, you would have topay the parking
pigs while you fill out the forms. Inthe meantime, the judges, lawyers
and the administration laugh it up on your money, paid to them at far
above minimum wages. Consider the costs as well as the benefits
($1.37) and you can see that the botrom-line is the millions paid to the
“elite vanguard” of legalists as they bickered over this and other,
equally incomprehensible cases in court. Nothing designed by attor-
neys and administrators, neither this case norany other, is meant to meet
your needs-just theirs.

What other effect on students did SVR have?

The administration has ap-
plied a “political” test to defund
several popularstudentorganiza-
tions. One, The Committee for §
World Democracy, only had to
change the name of their film
series from “political” to “educa-
tional™-the films were the same.
Some“politically correct” groups
that were not denied funding ex-
tended a “brass handshake” of
help to groups destroyed in the
attacks -by the administration.
Members of some groups imme- . : .
diately started showing up in the “protected” media organizations as a
resultof theexemption of the media by the administration’s “divide and
conquer" tactic in applying SvR. Exempt facilities became a hotbed of
frenzied activity as students sought to respond to atacks. This media
member suspects Jater attacks as soon as the administration finishes off
non-media “undes:rable .organizations.

The same kinds of student groups and their activities were prew
ously attacked in Berkeley; the students revelted and hundreds were
speechand association for students in 1965.. The book, “'I'he Berkeley
Student Reyolt,” details the causes, the history of actions and has a real
multitude of commentaries from experts in social sciences, administra-
tors, the elite of the rebels and other participants ard onlookers.
However,the most important understanding that comes from reading

about the rebellion and reading the legal papers regarding SVR isa
general understanding about phony court cases. Atthat time, it was the
administration that attacked student rights. This time the attack appears
to originate from the “students’ attack on the administration. How-
ever, in SvR, the administration is more like a boxer that threw a
“Golden Gloves™ fight for a “golden handshake.” The real parties of
interest, the real contenders, the students and their organizations didn’t
even appedr in the court ring. ‘
The carefully crafted illusion of “non-partisan™ neutrality of the
“legal” proceedings starts to disappear when you realize the
defendants of record, the officers of the courts and the plaintiffs all
want exactly the same thing now as the administration did in 1965,
Arlo Hale Smith, apparently the son of San Francisco's District
Atorney, Arlo Smith, and a few other students brought a smajl
{31.37) claims action against the Regents, the Associated Students
and some university officials. Strangely enough, in another “rigged”
court fight, the same DA stood mute as another judge dismissed
charges against former San Francisco dick Thomas Gerard. He was
charged with illegally collecting and selling to foreign governments
information on many of the very same groups whose on campus
presence is affected by the administration’s witch-hunt and *“*non-
political” loyalty cath. The basis of dismissal was the refusal of the
FBI to release all its records to the dick’s defense. There are many
people in prison, even on death row, whose defenses claim they
were denied records and had evidence with-held. Its too bad they
weren’t a bunch of dicks.

The administration wants an end to students having any say in
matters that affect them on campus where they five-if spending 16
hours a day there can be called living. They want to crush students
into something between soldiers and “civil” servants as far as the
non-existence of political and social rights are concerned. What

o they would really like is a whole

H campus of marine generals who

g claim to have no pohtlcal

B opinions except to say, “my job s

M (o kill anyone the President tells

me to kill.”

‘ A quote from the court’s
opinion shows one way the

“defense’ threw the case:

“Moreover, as applied by

the ASUC, the “partisan po-
Jitical” rule actually permits
the use of mandatory fees to
fund a greal deal o acuwty
that is indisputably political and even “partisan” by any
reasonable d};ﬁnmon Indeed, the ASUC’s executive vice-
president testified at trial that the rule has been interpreted to
bar funding only for the campus Young Republicans and
Young Democrals.. denying funding to the Young Republi-
cans and Young Demdcrats as pamsan borders on Lhe
absurd.”

To justify this opinion, the court selects a “reasonable definition,”
which, as will be seen, when compared to all previous legal definitions,
it plucks out of thin air:

*A “partisan’ is generally defined as “one that takes the
partof another: an adharent toa party, faction, cause, or person
. (Webster's Third New Intemat. Dict. (1982) p. 1647.)

The use of this definition shows the court relies on your ignorance
tomaintainitsillusion of neutrality; itrelies on your not paying attention
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. to anything but yburself. Although the word partisan is used as an

adjectivein the rule, the courtuses a noun definition and noteven alegal
one at that. There is 2 whole set of citations in Federal Words and

" Phrases that define “partisan™. The encyclopedia-sized legat dictio-

nary is one ultimate authority on definitions for law. However, the
courts and the attorneys for both factions chose to ignore the legal
definitions. The reasonable perusal of the “real” definitions indicate
that supporting parties that run candidates for public office or support-
ing either side of any measure already placed on the ballot for election
is “partisan political” and nothing else is, certainly not the student
groups under attack. ‘ :
“Statute prohibiting joining or supporting any “partisan”
political organization, faction or activity... refers exclusively
to activities on behalf of political parties and does notextend
toany cause which mightexpressa view on any issue of public
concer...

“..."partisan political purposes,’ do not include purposes
merely to advocate adoption of constitutional amendment or
passage of bond issue or of tax levy; and commitiee organized
for such purposes was not, within meaning of that statute, a
‘political party, commitree, or organization.”

“...presidential primary election contests were to resolve
intraparty disputes and select competing candidates within
each party, and were thus not ‘partisan” within meaning
of..law”

*...Democratic Party fell within the definition of ‘partisan
potitical organization® prohibited from endorsing candidates
for judicial office.”

A “partisan election” must be an election wherein at least
one candidate represents a party which fielded candidate in -
the last presidenual election - in re. exempting participation
in political campaigns as or on behalf of an independent

candidate in a partisan election for local office...

The court, without any objection from the attorneys from'gé.i;her
faction in the dispute, considers that the Spartacus Youth League's
nenpartisan status “borders on the absurd™* even though its statement of
purpose and its actions do not show it has “fielded candidate{s]” or

- supported ballot measures. .
~ The Young Spartacus League (sic) “seeks to build a revolutionary
~ socialist movement which can intervene in all social struggles armed

with a working class program based on the politics of Marx, Leninand
Trotsky, as part of a disciplined revolutionary movement.”

‘What borders on the absurd is the court’s opinion. :

The court claims that to require Republicans and Democrats to
supporteachother is adouble burden on Constitutional rightsregarding
freedom from “Compelled Speech™ and infers that to require students
1o supporteachotherisalso aburdenon the same rights. However, there
js nothing at the university that benefits every student. Why should a
chemistry student pay compulsory fees to support classes for literature
majors that he will never take? We need student unity to provide, and
fund, the facilities for our diverse interests. .

- - Onthe contrary, why should anyone pay to support the activities of
the Institute of Religious Studies since supporting areligious faction is
barred by law, Supporting the “study” of several religious factions just
inultiplies the burden. :

If students should not be compelled to support “political™ groups
and their activity, particularly when they do not approve of it, remove
all CLA, ROTC, military, and other political group influence from
campus. Students pay mandatory fees for 30% of the university

- expenses, Why should students pay to support the political activities,

including assassination, death squads, sabotage, espionage and other

attacks of the above mentioned groups now using university facilities?

This is particularly important since the overtly political presence makes
the universities, their faculty, staff and students military targeis for
foreign governments, their sabotage, espionage and othér attacks.

What is the “strict scrutiny™ the court claims to apply in this matter
to constitutional issues regarding “compelled speech?”

A regulation satisfies the First Amendment if:

-1 it furthers an important or substantial government
interest

The'.only interest the court really considers s its own, the
most minute and insubstantial interest of the bar association,

2 [the] government interest is unrelated to the suppression
of free expression

There is no place with less freedom of speech and more
suppression of free expression than the immediate presence
afthe officers of the courts-try expressing justifiable contempt
even to an ass-fault Gestapo pig on campus-ora CIA assassin
in your class-or a military “serial-number killer™

3 it only incidentally burdens speech - .

The courts burden speech up to and including murdering
anyone that effectively expresses opposition 1o if-no mepe
incidental burden. .

4 [the] incidental restriction is no greater than is essential .
to the furtherance of that government interest o

Any restriction on expressing justifiable contempt Is
essential to the firtherance of the interesis of the bar associa-
tion, the only interesis the courts really consider

5 it is neutral on its face

The self serving regulations of the couris are as neutral as
saturated solutions of NaOH or H2504.

Construct the logical opposites of this list of 14 student organiza-
tions for which the government wishes to deny funding by this action
and understand what is opposed:

Amnesty International

Berkeley Students for Peace

Campus N.O.W. (nat. org for women)

Campus Abortion Rights Action League

Gay and Lesbian League

Progressive Student Organization

REAP (Radical Education and Action Project)
Spartacus Youth League

Students Against Intervention in El Salvador
Students for Economic Democracy

UC Sierra Club

Greenpeace Berkeley

Conservation and Natural Resources Organization
UCBerkeley Feminist Alliance and YYomen A gainstSexual
Harassment

Here is a further list of ideas objected to in cases cited;

[no] prayer in public schools. ‘
*...advance a gun control or nuclzar weapons freeze initid-
tive..” :
consurmer pratection

. government and corporate accountability
economic and social justice
Equal Rights Amendiment
the environment

Other groups mentioned in cited cases:
(CAL)PIRG

L vl L e b

“a group that supports the nuclear freeze initiative,” “organi- ﬁ ‘

zattons that support the {proposed Equal Rights Amend-
ment],” ‘ ‘-‘

[T
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“organizations...demonstrati{ing] against the policies of
the...administration,” '

"[o]rg‘anizations that oppose construction of the peripheral
canal,” .

“[o]rganizations that support gay rights legislation,”

*a group that SL:EPOHS abotlition of the death penalty.”
“organizations that oppose U.S. aid to the government of El
Salvador,” ;

“a group that advocates replacement of our current form of
government with a revolutionary socialist regime,”

The courts and its officers, especially the lawyer's bar, is in favor
- of our current form: of government, i.e.. in favor of itself.
The administration, grateful recipient of ““golden handshakes” and
pay raises (from fee hikes) also appears to be in favor of oppression,
regardless of its false stance of defense in Smith vs. Regents.

Complicity with the War Machine
1967-1972

Since its inception, UCSD has played an important role-as does the
entire UC system-in the maintenance and support of the U.S. war
machine, UCSD trains engineers and scientists for work in the military-
industrial complex, does research in a wide variety of fields under
“Defense”-related contracts, and in general served, and serves, as a
bastion of the U.S. war apparatus. However, students, as well as others
in the UCSD and the San Diego com- N 3
munity have worked to expose and
stop this collaboration.

The most common attack these
protesters faced-and one we still face-
is that activism threatens to “politi-
cize” the University, Feigning “agree-
ment with your goals” but “deploring
your methods™ liberals and conserva-
tives alike race to denounce you. In |
defense of their action they will raise
the two icons: Academic Freedom §
and Rational Discussion,

Translated into plain terms, academic freedom is the unquestioned
right of the faculty to do what it damn well pleases (solong as someone
will pay for it) without regard for the consequences. This is a far cry
from the original progressive content of academic freedom as a
freedom from the political repression of dissident research and teach-
ing. Now, academic freedom has taken on a repressive dimension ofits
own, Thus, for some people “rational discussion” is based on the
absolute proscription of anything which might be called action. Thus
Defense Department-funded research (you know PoD funds it notout
of the goodness of its heart, but with an eye towards its ultimate use) is
protected in the name of “free inquiry.” Professional apologists for
racismand imperialism are supported by their peersin the “marketplace
of ideas™ as though rational discussion had some magical power to
change the world without offending those withastake in the status quo.

The University-"Educator of tomormrow’s leaders,” “conscience of
the nation,” and the *“well-spring of technological progress’™-is, by its

" very nature, a political institution. This is not to say that it shouldn’t be.
Rather, the University must recognize its soclal/politica) responsibili-
ties and direct itself toward the building of a truly better place-not for
itsmilitary and industrial masters (all the while proclaiming its commit-

-ment to humanity), but for all people. '

© Opposition to the war machine at UCSD was iaitially focused upon

« military recruiters. In November, 1967, students protested war-related

k % ;
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Tecruitment and picketed a Dow Chemical Corp. (makers of napalm)

T

recruiter, Students, and some other members of the University commu-
nity, were to continue protesting Dow, Marine, Navy, etc., recruiting
through the next several years. In February, 1969, a group of students
and faculty attempted to bar recruiters from the Naval Aviation Corps
and the Marine Corps Officer Training Program from entering the
Office of Career Educational Planning and Placement. Military recruit-
ment-tolerated and encouraged by the University even during the
height of the Vietnam War-supported U.S. imperialism, argued the 60-
B0 people who actally blocked the entrance, and thus could not be
considered part of the University’s function as an educational institu-
tion, . .

. Eightstudents were selected by the UCSD Administration and were
tried by the University via Student-Faculty Conduct Committee. All
eight were politicatly active on campus, and six were known by the
Administration as members of the UCSD Students for a Democratic
Sociery (SDS). This tactic of isolating student activists from larger
groups of students, for suspension and/or prosecution, is one that has
since been used frequently by the Administration. Asked whetherornot
the students and faculty present at that action had used up all other
alternatives to barring admission to recruiters, one student repliedto the
committee hearing the case:

“What you are saying is thet speaking out can be politically
. B effective. This is not true. Inasociety
thatis dominated by a ruling class you
have to take direct political action...
The people whose interests are served
B byimperialismhold political power...
§ You do not hold any political power
A except by organization with other
4 people to directly attack institutions
that maintain the power of the ruling
class.” ' :

Members of the hearing commit-
tee, and of the Academic Senate, ex- -
pressed liberal sympathies with what
J the students stood for (the idea) but

obijected to the fact that they had stood
for it (the action).

In one of its typically *'strong™ moral stands, the Academic Senate
passed a resolution drafied by the Committee on Academic Freedom,
seeking to reach decision on the Marine incident “without prejudicing
the legal, or treating the moral and political implications of the
Marines.” The Academic Senate attempted to protect faculty contracts
with the DoD under the guise of “civil liberties.” During the meeting at
which the resolution passed, Chancelior McGill warned that changesin
the recruiting policy would affect research funds of some faculty. And
Dr.Munk, Chairperson of the Senate, announced that he received funds
through the Office of Naval Research and did consultant work of the
military and did not intend to sever his connections.

And so the Academic Senate passed its resolution designed to
protect faculty contracts with the military/industrial establishment, and
did so under the hypocritical guise of “defending civil liberties” and
“academic freedom.” Professor Herbert Marcuse’s response to this
performance is worth quoting: B

“The emptiness of this resolution, and ils silence on the issue
which caused it. indicates the extent to which the academic commu-
nity represented by the Committee on Academic Freedom sutren-
ders 10 reactionary political pressure... The resolution fights the
symptoms of campus unrest tnstead of the causes, Calling for the
protection of any activity not in conflict with existing regulations
may itself be violating the principles of that education which is the

great and civilizing business of the University... The principles of
education in and for a free sociely rigidly precludes-the-sight o
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Student hunger strike on the Chancellor’s
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proselylize or recruit for organizations which prepare and train, not
for the protection and improvement but for the annihilation of life,
for killing and aggression.”

The struggle against war research continued throughout 1969-70,
In November, a CIA recruiter was forced to leave campus by students,
and 500 students rallied against Marine recruitment. That year, led by
SDS, 40-50 students and a professor weat to the Contract & Grants
Office, “liberated” and pubtished in the Indicator a file documenting
secret and classified research at UCSD, including CIA work. (Univer-
sity officials have frequently expressed commitment to an open com-
munity of inquiry, and claimed that classified and secret research is
contrary to the purpose of a university.) 6 students were selected for
disciptinary action as a result of this action. In April of 1970, studenis
protested recruiters from the Naval Electronics Laboratory (operated
by UCSD in collaboration with the Navy at Point Loma).

Also in April, 200 students occupied the Institute for Pure and
Applied Science at Muir College for about 2 days, demanding an end
10 CIA and DoD contracts, the closing of the Naval Electronics Lab, the
release of all current contracts and graats and an end to classified
researchand consulting by UCSD personnel. In May, 150-175 students
occupied the AMES Dept. in Urey Hall-blending into a crowd of 500
supporters outside the building at the end of the day in order to avoid
identification and prosecution. May § 1, 200 people staged asit-inin the
APIS (Appiied Physics and Information Science, now EECS) Depart-
ment, again protesting UCSD complicity with the war machine, and
joined supporters at the end of the day once again.

Around this time, 2,000 students and community members demon-
strated at the Naval Electrenics Lab in order to call attention to this
directlinkof the University withthe war machine. Slow moving pickets
resulted in many NEL employees not making it to work, or being hours
late. Following these actions, some faculty notinvolved in war research
began to realize that the student charges had some substance. Resolu-
tions were introduced in the Academic Senate calling for severance of
DoD tigs, and a resolution calling for amnesty for those arrested for
participation in the building takeovers was also introduced. It failed,
and instead a note was sent from the Academic Senate to the judges in
the trials resulting from the sit-ins, asking that they bear in mind that
strong moral convictions lay behind the actions of those on teial. (Those
selected for prosecution were tried in the courts this time, since the

. Swdent-Faculty Conduct Committee had proved to be “too lenient” on

pricroccasions.) While the majority of the faculty retreated once again

: into the reaim of the ideal, many of the students were left to face the

lawn demanded democratic governance for LubaZapata College.

reality of academic suspension, and the court trials that resulted in jail
sentences for some.

Spring of 1971 saw 3,000 students and community members
atternpt to shutdown INEL, foliowing aCrazy Times articleurging them
to do just that. NEL had difficulty operating that day, and our budget
(i.e., Crazy Timés’s) was frozen by then Acting-Chancellor Paut
Saltman for “incitement to riot.” No charges were ever brought against
us, but we had 1o put out an issue out of our own pockets, secure a
lawyer, elc.

" Opposition to war recruiting and research continued. November 1,
172,200 students stopped a Navy recruiter. November 7, 250 students
protested Marine recruitment, and one professor was disciplined for his
part in that action.

The foregoing has only been an outline of some of the protests and
demonstrations. The background of organizing, and the educational
work done around UCSD complicity with the war machine made fewer
headlines, but it was substantial and part of a period of intemational
student “unrest.”

Equally important were student strikes-on2 to pretest the brutal
suppression of demonstrators in Berkeley who were protesting the UC

Regents' decision to close People’s Park, and znother in the Springof

1970 protesting the invasion of Cambodia and the shooting of students
at Kent State and Jackson State universities. This latter strike has come
to be called the Nationa! Student Strike of May-June 1970, and included
the participation of faculiy, labor and community groups, as well as
strikes and protests at a vast number of universities, collzges and high
schools, _
And you should know about the teach-ins and demonstrations
against the Vietnam War which created an atmosphere in which
UCSD's complicity could-and had to-be attacked. You should know
about the other struggles that were waged, struggles for incfeased
access to the University, struggles for arelevanteducation, the struggle

for Lumumba-Zapata College.

Lumumba-Zapata
1969-1972

In the 6Q's, Blacks, Third World groups, and other concerned

people were engaged in struggles on many campuses toestablish Black
Studies, Ethnic Studies, Third World Stwdies and other programs (e.8.,
urban studies, mass communications, etc.), relevant to their history and
needs. Following the Berkeley Free Speech Movement of 1964-65,

there was also a widespread student concern for taking control of their
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educational destinies.

In March of 1969, following efforts (unheeded) at “going through
therightchannels™, the Mexican-American Youth Association (MAYA)
and the Black Student Council (BSC) presented the Lumumba-Zapata
Demands to the UCSD Administration. These demands catled for
orienting the new third college towards the needs of third world
students, through an academic program directed towards those needs,
through an enrollment which would be primarily people of ¢olor and
poor whites, and through governance of the college by its students, staff
and faculty. Faced with inaction by the University, students occupied
the Registrar's Office in May of 1969, prompting an Academic Senate
compromise.

The Third College (known, although not officially, as Lumumba-
Zapata College) reflected the governance structure demanded by the
students and offered programs in Urban & Rural Studies, Third World
Studies and Communications-all of which were supposed to ultimately
obrain departmental status. Students, staff and faculty directed the
college through the General Assembly and an elected Board of Direc-
tors until 1972, when Provost Joe Watson began violating the L-Z
principles of governance and the L-Z bylaws {which had been officially
accepted as the College’s governing charter), and overruling popular
decisions. The Asian American Student Alliance, the United Native
Americans, MEChA and the White Caucus called, in May, for Watson's
resignation. Many of the college’s faculty (about 2/3) joined in this call,
and students and faculy began picketing Chancellor McElroy’s office
in support of the call for Watson’s resignation and the Lumumba-
Zapata principles.

The Lumumba-Zapata Steering Committee was formed during
May to caury on the struggle to defend the L-Z principles. Under the
growing pressure, Watson resigned on May 24th. May 25th McElroy
stated that the Provost should have absolute rule over the college and
threatened to dissolve the third college if it did not submit. The L-Z
Steering Commitiee rejected this and urged that the search process for
a new Provost be halted, pending the resolution of the ‘governance
question. Watson withdrew his resignation in early June as students
protested McElroy’s solutions: “We reject conirol from the top through
a black, brown, or red, or yellow person,” stated the L-Z Steering
Committee. Although the Black Students Union did not support this
strike, within a couple of years they, too, were saying Watson had
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“prostituted™ the interests of the college. a

The Administration triumphed in this struggle, at the expense not
only of the L-Z principles, but also a large number of the college’s
students. During the next year Watson was to express “‘concern” over
the decrease in enrollments and the increased attrition from the third
college, a condition that was later reversed only through the total
abandonment of the last shred’s of the College’s history and purpose.
The results of the L-Z struggles are still at UCSD, reflected in a
Communications Program that was denied support in terms of faculty
and other resources until the Administration was able to force a new
coordinator {psychologist, Michael Cole) on the program and divertthe
program from its emphasis on critical analysis (although some empha-
sis remains)-the program has now become a department, only because
communications students, organized as the Communications Students
Union, refused to give up and eventually (after years of pressure) the
Administration gave in; reflected in the Third World Studies and Urban
& Rural Studies programs that are but a shadow of the vital departments
they were intended to be; reflected in continued struggtes at the third
college for increased recruitment of minority students, for rededication
to the Lumumba-Zapata principles, for recruitment and retention of
faculty, etc, .

Arnd, in the Spring of 1931, students active in campus affirmative
action groups once again presented the Administeation with a set of
demands. A sit-in at the Chancellor's office took place resulting in the
arrest of 34 students, while more than 200 supporters demonstrated
outside. Although the Chancellor consistently stated that he was more
than willing to consider the demands, and negotiate, he consistently
refused to engage in serious discussion, or consideration of the de-
mands, during negotiations. .

Thus, the Administration has been unable to totally suppress the
demands of Third World students forarelevanteducation, access to the
University, and for a degree of control over this institution; just as they
have been unable to foist 2 name onto the third college to finalize the
dismantling of the Lumumba-Zapata principles (they've tried many
times and the students and faculty keep voting down all “compromise™
names! Thus, fourth college has a name-“Warren"-while third still
doesn't.). As long as institutionalized racism continues 10 exist in the
educational system, people will, and must, continue to work o elimi-
nate it, and beyond this to compensate for the immense damage it has
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inflicted both on the ininority communities and to the entire society.
Across the U.S., experiences like those of L-Z College illustrate
some important historical lessons. Throughout the mid and late *70s,

the absence of a massive, organized student movement gave the power -

elite a freer hand fo “roll back™ many of the progressive reforms of the
60s and early 70s. This process is presently continuing. When you win
(often hard-fought) reforms “within the system™ while leaving the
system intact, the reforms must be vigilantly and militantly defended
and extended or else our rulers and their supporters will probably
succeed in eroding, co-opting or destroying what was gained, Of
course, any good labor organizer or militant worker could tell you this,
but studeats in this country, unlike many others, have not developed
anything like a national student union to provide the needed continuity.

Student Cooperative
1974-1977

InMarch of 1972 Chancellor McElroy discontinued the Associated
Students (A.S.) following a referendum in which students voted
overwhelmingly for a voluntary A.S. membership fee. Because the
A.S. (like the current A.S. and all A.S.s in the UC system except
Berkeley's) was, and still is, legally nothing but a committee of the
Administration, delegated its powers by the Regents, McElroy was able
to do this. He then had himself advised on the allocation of the campus
activity fees (established by him, with approval of the Regents, to
replace the now-voluntary, and uncollected, A.S. fee) and on student
opinion by a succession of committees. The Student Life and Interest
Committee (SLIC) evolved into the Undergraduate Student Council
(TUSC) which, in 1974, formed a Mode! Building Committee to make
a national study of student “governments” and to design a new
progressive student “government” for UCSD. That committee pro-
posed the Student Cooperative, which was adopted by TUSC in May
of 1974, and approved by the Chancellor, -

The Cooperative was initially an advisory committee to the Chan-

cellor, However, the Student Cooperative represented a dramatic break -

from traditional student “representation,” and was based on a non-
hierarchical form of participatory self-governance (somewhat fike
New England town meetings). Weekly general assemblies were open
to all students, to set policy, vote on allocations, make appointments,
electofficers of the assembly (and various committee, etc,—all subject

to the Chancellor’s acceptance of the “advice.” Administration figures

show that a large number of students participated in the Student
Cooperative, with meetings frequently involving 100 students or more
and literally thousands attending at least one meeting during each year.
However, the Administration's hostility towards the Cooperative was
scarcely concealed, It quickly became obvious that some types of Co-
op decisions were beyond the reach of the Chancellor's veto. An open

general assembly of the student body was an excellent forum and tool -

for students to use to begin to organize themselves against many
Administrative policies and to press for the changes they wanted. The
Administration’s mouthpiece Triton Times (now Guarddog) con-
demned the Cooperative for being “unrepresentative.” The Co-op
organized around both on and off-campus issues, and played a signifi-
cant role in community efforts to stop North City West and the
University Town Center.

The Student Cooperative was certified by students as their “official
student government” in Aprit of 1975, by a better than 60% vote of just
over35% turnout. Chancellor McElroy refused to recognize the results,
citing a “low turnout.” Interestingly, the Chancellor’s.concem that at
least 50% of UCSD's students turn out in a referendum (an arbitrary
requirement with no equivalent in state or federat law) was discarded
in 1977, when he felt the conditions to be ripe for decertification of the
Cooperative. The Co-op held a dual status—as “unofticial student
government” (i.e., advisory commities to the Chancellor), and as a
registered student organization (independent of the University, like any
other studentclub or organization). In addition, Administration memos
show that the Administration was unsure as to whether it had the
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potential to becomé autonomous, which helps explain why the Chan-
cellor required the Cooperative to register itself along with all other
“non-governmental” student organizations. (The current A.S. is not a
registered student organization. It's officers are legally “volunteer”
employees of the University.) For these, and other reasons, the Admin-
istration entered into a very thorough destabilization campaign against
the Cooperative. P

Student Cooperative support in 1975-76 for the Graduate Student
Uniondemands and the Anti-CIA Coalition intensified Administration
opposition to the Cooperative, as did the adoption of the Student
Unionism Amendment (to the Student Cooperative Constitution}inthe
Spring of 1976. The Unionism Amendment was adopted in order “to
more accurately reflect its relationship to the administration/manage-
ment and to the students,” and the organization was henceforth known
as the Student Cooperative Union. The Unionism Amendment was yet
another example of how the Chancellor’s control over his “ad visory
committee™ was being eroded by students.

The Amendment, unlike the original TUSC report proposing the
Cooperative, was never approved or disapproved (officially) by the
Chancellor. He just wasn’t consulted. The Cooperative’s assembly
simply exercised its right, shared by all registered student organiza-
tions, to define itself (and its constitution) in accordance with its own
rules, desires and needs. Over the summer of 1976, the Chancellor
established, and funded with some $5000 of student registration fees,
a committee to draw up “alternative government proposals™ to be put
before students in a referendum. This was done despite the lack of any
organized student opposition. to the S.C.U. Interestingly enough, the
three proposals drafted by the committee, which Chancellor McElroy

unsuccessfully tried to putto students in a Fall 1976 railroad attemnpt (in’

violation of his own charge letter to his Election Board, which itself
protested, as did many others), did not include the Student Cooperative
Union—and not one of them was able to gamer the 350 signatures
required by the Elections Board rules to get on the ballot for the March
1977 referendum. The Administration also froze $.C.U. budget alloca-
tions to over 100 student organizations that Fall.

Throughout the Fall and Winter of 197677, S.C.U. energies were
drained fighting the budget freeze, combating the intense red-baiting,

misinformation and vehement propaganda campaign of the Triton

Times. And fighting administration plans for a rigged—and single
issue—referendum. Eventually areferendum was set for Winter 1977—
a Comprehensive Referendum 1o consist of wide-ranging polling of
students on a wide variety of issues, including the nature of student
governance. In February of 1977, the Elections Board attempted to
keep the S.C.U. off the ballot, using the technicality that although its
petition had been signed by over 600 students (250 was the required
number), this had been as part of the Comprehensive Referendum
" Petition—a wide-ranging set of questions put forward by S.C.U,

activists that was to form the bulk of the Comprehensive Referendum,

The Elections Board also refused to accept the Comprehensive Refer-
endum Petition, on the technicality that separate ballot arguments for
each question had not been submitted. Eventually, the Elections Board
wasforced to place both the Comprehensive Referendumquestionsand
the Student Cooperative Union on the ballot by mounting student
pressure and continued petitioning, The preamble to the Comprehen-
sive Referendum Petition is itlustrative of S.C.U. philosophy:
The Student Cooperative Union has a basic assumption:
Participatory democracy, open and accessible to all members

of society, is the only legitimate process for makj ng political
decisions. When there is common access to participation in

the extent our universities (and other institutions) are re-
moved from such access, they are not democratic, Freedom
cannot be delegated. - T
. The work of democratizing the University requires devel-
oping priorities for short-ter and long term change. The
Student Cooperative Union or any form of central student
organization we may adopt, needs 1o receive, and work to
implement, mandates from the whole student comumunity,
Therefore we, the undersigned members of the Student Coop-
erative Union, hereby petition the Elections Board to entertlge
* following questions onto the comprehensive referendurmn

ballot without any changes in their wording.

The March Referendum, conducted under highly questionable
circumstances, was the final blow in the anti-Union campaign. Con-
ducted by an Elections Board whose chairperson was an avowed
candidate for A S. President months before the referendum took place,
the conduct of the referendum was so blatantly illegal that the President
of the San Diego ACLU chapter warned, prior to the opening of polls,
that if the referendum took place under existing conditions a lawsuit
could result. To this date it is not known what the actual results of the
referendum were, what the effect of the unannounced extended polling
hours and unannounced cafeteria-tine voting booths were, and what, if
any, effect the gross campaign violations by proponents of the A.S.
model and by the Triton Times had upon the results, The administra-
tion—which tabulated the results without any students present—
allegedthat the A.S. received 51% of the vote {witha30% turnout), and
the Triton Times proclaimed this aland-slide and referred to the “high
turnout.”

Alawsuit was filed by S.C.U. activists as aresult of the referendum, -
but was later withdrawn due to the inability to organize sufficient
resources and support to pursue the case—the volunteer attorney from
the National Lawyers Guild was matched against a host of lawyers
flown down from Berkeley by the Regents, money for court fees was
a barrier, etc. However, the Acardi doctrine—a Supreme Court deci-
sion requiring agencies of the government (which the University is, as
is spelied out in Article X, Section 9 of the state constitution—read it!)
to “scrupulously observe rules, regulations or procedures which it has
established. Whenit fails todo so, its actions cannot stand and the courts
will strike it down™—may stili someday be a viable weapon against the
University. '

Union organizers have continued to work ori a variety of issues
since the Referendum, and are working to build a student union outside
the framework and limitations of “student government.” Toward this
end, S.C.U. activists formed a caucus of the Educational Workers
Industrial Union (L.W.W.} which maintains that no student representa-
tive body established by a school admiristration is legitimate, The
S.C.U. has, since late spring 1977, conducted a long-term study group
on relations between the university and America’s “intelligence”
agencies: CIA, NSA, FBI, etc. Under the Ereedom of Information Act
(FOILA), 8.C.U, has obtained thousands of pages from these agencies
and from the university, detailing those parts of the relations that are not
classified. The documents are available for research purposes through
the S.C.U,, P.O. Box 16989, San Diego, CA 92116 and have recentl ¥
been purchased (on microfiche) by the Central Uttiversity Library at
UCSD. ' :

Graduate Student Union
1975-76; 1982
The Graduate Student Union was formed during May of 1975,
Calling for 50% minimum TA employment for each year a graduate
student was in a program, contracts, no increases in student/TA ratios,



The New Indicator wants
to hear it. We may not be
The Nation nor Maximum
Rock and Roll, but with a
circulation of 8,000 per
issue, we ain't peanuts in
Pete Wilson’s shite either.
If you'd like to contribute
to UCSD's oldest tabloid
media (twenty-five plus
years and counting), give
us a call at 534-2016.
We're especially looking
for writers to cover
campus news, film,
theatre, A.S.
philanderings, Regental
pohhcs, etc.
So if you're verbally
inclined, please get
involved.

support. Over 400 members and supporters picketed the Board of
Overseers{(agroup of wealthy businessmen who advise the Chancellor)
and asked to speak to UC President David Saxon, who was addressing

" their meeting that month. Saxon refused to meet with them. The Student

Cooperative and the Academic Senate endorsed the G.S.U. demands,
and the G.S.U. scheduled a work stoppage for June.

The work stoppage began June 3, with well over 1,000 people
attending a noon support rally. Some classes were cancelled as over
two-thirdsof UCSD's graduate studenis stayed out. The G.5 .U pointed
out that the funds to meet their demands were readily available, and led
a march of almost 800 members and supporters past the Chancellor's
ffice on June 4', chanting “Meet Qur Demands.”

* In September of 1975, the Graduate Student Union issued a report

to Governor Brown and the UC Board of Regents, discussing the plight
of UCSD's graduate studens, the G.S.U. demands, and how those
demands could be addressed. That report noted that, in 1873, UCLA
and UC Berkeley maintained a 40:1 studeat/TA ratio, while UCSD
maintained a 51;1 ratio. The repon further noted that despite official
system wide commitments 1o correct this imbalance, UCSD was
slipping further behind. As the report noted, some departments at
UCSD suffered under a 72:1 student/TA ratio, resulting in a situation
where many departments began to hire TAs for less than the half-time
salary they were éupposed to receive,

The G.5.U. report noted that, despite being 110 positions under the
UC Master Plan’s standard that year, UCSD was slated to lose 32
additional TA positions that quarter-all this while graduate student
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However, as the University facgé increasingly difficult economic difficulties it
willbe tempted to cut back on T.A. funding. Graduate Students will then find that
the only way they can defend their interests is through unionization.

workloads were increasing by 33-100% and many TAs were being
forced to choose between providing a minimally adequate level of
instruction to their students or progressing in their studies. The Univer-
sity had at its disposal the means to meet the G.S.U. demands. For
example, at almost every other university system in the country, tuition
and fees of graduate students working on federal research grants are
taken out of that grant. UCSD, in 1975, spent $170 more per student on
General Administration than the average UC campus, and $100 more
per student than UC Riverside, the second highest campus. The G.S.U.

report recognized other potential sources for the necessary funds, as
weli:

There is no need-and no justification in the present economic
context-for the state to provide UC administrators with free, ultra-
luxurious housing on top of all their other prerequisites. The
University should not be providing million-dollar homes free of
charge to administrators whom it pays salaries of $50,000, at the
same time as it is demanding rent increases from graduate students
whom it pays less than $5,000. [t is contrasts like these that make the
University's pleas of poverty sound like the rankest hypocrisy...

*“We do not accept the notion that an administrator with 2
$40,000 salary is in exactly the same boat as a maintenance worker
or secretary who makes ten thousand a year, or a teaching assistant
who makes five. We do notthink that a *cost-of-living’ increase that
will be used to buy a third car, or a second house, or another
thousand shares of stock is at all the same as one that will be used
to buy foed, to pay rent, or to pay for child care. We take serfously
the idea that, especially in a time of economic crisis, resources
should go to the people and programs that need thermn the most, and
we think that, everything considered, those who already have the
most have less need for more..,

“In several letters between University Hall and the Academic
Senate’s University Commitiee on Budget and Interdivisional -
Relations, the Academic Senate specifieally states that TA salaries
should be given highest priority in budget proposals by the admin-
istration. Nonetheless, only half the necessary appropriation was
put forward as a highest priority item by University Hall...

“We can see no more urgent need at UCSD than the immediate
rectification of the current crisis in graduate student employment.
Money from these sources can be used right now for this purpose,
if the University of California begins to set education-and not
administration- as its highest priority, and if it begins to see graduate
student employment as a necessary means for meeting the demands
of quality undergraduate education... .

“Today is September 19th. On September 22nd the members of
our Union will have to decide what action to take in the face of
severz layoffs and unacceptable working conditions throughout our
campus... We have come here to persuade you to act-to act to stem
the immediate ¢risis whichis developingat UCSD, and toact totake
accoutt of our needs in next year's budget which sits before you.

“We know that you can help us, because we know that you have
helped others in situations that seemed much more ‘impossible’-as
when you found the money to continue paying the maintenance
costs of the Chancellors’ mansions after the Legislature refused to
appropriate it. Now we are asking you to act on behalf of the
University's most advanced students-who also happen (o be the
University’s most poorly paid employees. And the answer which
we will take back to the graduate students of UCSD from this
meeating today will not be ¢ither “They can,” or *They can’t,’ but
gither “They will," or ‘They won't."”

They didn't, and the Graduate Student Unionheld a work-stoppage
inNovember 1973, following which negotiations with the Administra-
tion bezan, The G.5.U. won yearly contracts for all graduate studemnt
employees, a no-layoff guarantee for academic year 75-76, the alloca-
tion of all work-study appointments at a 50% FTE (Full Time Equiva-

lent) level, and the mechanisms for graduate student policy making in
regard to work loads, but were unable to resolve several other issues.

In January, 1976, the G.5.U. calied for work-to-mle (work only
during paid times, etc.) and in April affiliated with the American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME).
Although the organization continued for some time, a variety of factors
led to the G.5.U. s inability to win its objectives, and those gains which
were made have since beer eroded by the Administration.

During the winter of 1982, in response to Administration efforts to
reduce the level of support (in terms of Teaching Assistan(ships} to
graduate students in the Literature Department, some students on the
Graduate Student Courncil {(and others) attempted to organize students
to fight against that proposal. The administration, backed off under this
threat, and organizing effons were unsuccessful. However, as the
University faces increasingly difficult economic difficulties it will be
tempted to cut back on T.A. funding. Graduatz Students will then find
that the orly way they can defend their interests is through unionization.
Many grad students at Berkeley have recently won union recognition
(withthe helpofan attomey who was anundergrad here during the GSU
period). TA's and RA’s at the University of Oregon have held together
alocal of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) for many years
now, greatly improving conditions and winning a succession of 2-year
contracts, TA’s at the University of Michigan and at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison, have kad more rocky (but very informative)
unton histories, 1t can be done though.

As noted elsewhere in this Manual (see page ), UCSD-and the
University of California sysiem as a whole, has a long history of
collaborating with the CIA. Many of the CIA’s actions have become
widely known, and most peopie now realize thatthe CIA was, and isone
of the United State's major instrunients of exported repression. CIA
research has been done at UCSD in the Economics department, by
Scripps Institution of Oceancgraphy researchers, at the UCSD-afflli-
ated Naval Electronics Lab, etc. In addition, the CIA has long used
UCSD as ground for recruitiment.

“CIA-OFF CAMPUS!”
1975-76

Since the mid 60s, CIA recruiters have felt obliged to make
themselves scarce, or at least inconspicuous, on American campuses.
In 19700ne was prevented from recruiting from UCSD and had to leave’
campus.In 19735, following CLA consultations with various UC pe'rSo'n'; _
nel, a UCLA secretary revealsd that the University had system-wide
plans for “affirmative action™ recruiting of women and minority .
students for the CIA. Several protests on UC campuses followed, The °
Student Co-operative prompty passed a resolution demanding full :
disclosure of all UC-CIA connections, and their termination. The
Chicano Studies Program made a similar statement, while the Third
College Council issued a staterent opposing “any cooperation withthe -
CIA.” The Academic Senate voted down, in a mail ballot called after
a “straw vote” at a Senate meeting had passed it, a similar resolution
two-to-one, and Chairperson Attiyeh of the Economics departments
admitted he was working on a CIA contract in his “spare time.” The



Aﬂll-C[A Coalttlonf 28 formed in November and 700 peop]e rallted
November 25, and- along wrth several other student groups-met thh
UC PremdentSaxonto questton him about UC-CIA ties and reany other

followed Saxon who-still pretendingi gnorance of the snuatlon-took an

' aimless 30-minute walk around campus, pursued by students chanttnc ’

“CIA Off Campus,” “Saxon Off Campus,” “Lumumba, Zapata,
Allende,” and “Asesing” (assassin). He was finally driven off campus
in a police car.

Ten students were charged with violating University regulations,
byallegedly impedingthe progress ofaUniversity official. In February,
following the refusal of the District Attorney to prosecute, they faced
University disciplinary hearings. During those hearings, over 300
students raltied in protest of ongoing UC-CIA complicity, and in
support of the ten, prior to marching to the scene of the hearings and
disrupting them. The hearings continued-at the State Building, down-
town-into March. When President Saxon testified 200 students pick-
eted the hearings. Eight of the ten were placed on University probation,
and thus temporarily constrained as activists, Ali ten were either active
in the Steering Committee of the Student Cooperative or in the Natty
Dread (now new indicator) Collective, or were active in both. They
were singled out from over 700 demonstrators, Meanwhile, the hear-
ings had diverted energy from the organizing efforts, and from the ﬁvht
against the CIA.

Following these actions, CIA reCtutttno wasquretunttl 1977, when
70 or more students protested against the printing of a CLA recruitment
ac by the Tritoa Times (now the Guardian), and then marched to Career
Planning and Placement to trash the CIA applications.

In 1978 over 700 pages of documents detailing relations between
the Umversrty of California and the CIA were released under the
Freedom of Information Act to Nathan Gardels (a UCLA graduate
student who filed the FOIA request after the Statewide Anti-CIA
Conference held at UCSD in May, I9?6) Several more documents as
we]l as large pomons of the released documents were withheld. The
Student Cooperatne Ul’llOl’I whtch has a copy of the reieased docu-
ments has noted tnat one of the' most tntetesttno things about the
documents released is the mformatmn Ihat was not, Consplcuously
ltttle ex1sts renardtnn UCSD- CIA ties. Tt is known for example that

) thhard Atttyeh (Economtcs) has done CIA research (see page ), no
. mention ofthis occutsrnthe documents. Inaddition, recentmformatton
. |ndtcates that a large grant received in 1979 may be ClA funded
anttme surveillance. .

¥ }-Vhen Richard Atttyeh was made Dean of Graduate Studies and

B through the Career P!.anntnc and Placement Ofﬁee 3
issues. After he failed to adequately respond t0 the CIA issue, students *. .

‘fRescarch |nto UC—CIA ttes contmues as does fo
\ Dtvestment-South Afnw ey
197198 T ‘, RS
, As is menttoned elsewhere inthismanual, the uc system rnmntams

substantial i investments in corporations that do business with the racist

South African regime. Almost 60% of those vottng in the 1977

Comprehensive Referendum favored divestment. Over 400 students

rallied against UC investments in South Africa-part of a state-wide

wave of rallies, sit-ins and arrests-during the first week of June, 1977.

The wave of protests was in response to the Soweto Massacre. In

November of 1977, when UC President Saxon made his first visit to

UCSD since the Anti-CIA Coalition confrpnted him in 1975, 70 or

more students picketed, protesting UC investments in South Africa,

Teach-Ins and forums have been held on this issue and picket lines have

occurred at several Regents meetings, as part of the state-wide divest-

' ment movement-a movement that continues to this day. (See the article

on the Student Movement for an update on 1984-85 anti-Apartheid
activity at UCSD.)

- Decent Daycare Now
1978-79; 1981 .

The UCSD Daycare Center, established as a result of student
initiative several years ago, is dependent on a combination of student,
state and parental monies. In 1978, the Registration Fee Committee-
with encouragement from the Administration-voted to eliminate stu-
dent registration fee funding of the Daycare Center, despite a petition
signed by more than 4,000 UCSD students. Early Spring quarter, a
small one-day sit-in at the Chancellor’s office was staged by parents,
demanding funding of Daycare. The demonstrators then marehed 10
Chancellor McElroy's home, but he was not in. e el

May 10, following several articles in the new tndtcator describing
the need for, and operations of, the Daycare Center, a three day sit-in
atthe Chancellor’soffice began. The sit-in, 1 50-200 strong, ended with
21 arrests, as McElroy ordered the office cleared. (The 21-the number
for which the demonstrators had determined there would be enough
funds to cover legal costs-ptus another pdrem arrested later, were
prosecuted thtouoh the couris.) As the arrestees were led out of the

Laty it ”4

office, 700 supporters demonstrated outsrde the Cha.ncel!or s pfﬁce
About 150 students Jammed a reg fee meettncr soon after and the bucks
came throuah o . .

' Dunnnthesummertheadmtmstmtton in abIatantactot‘retaltatton
fired Daycare Center Dtrector Josre Foulks. Well over lOO people
rallied in support durtnn the summer and onoatno protest as well as

AFSCME support throuoh the grtevance process resulted in per rem-:

statement in October of 1978. . L mne

“./[t

Students voted overwhelmtnoly tn f.rvor of conttu,ue_d and ex:

IA recruttmc
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PN n Sprtng of 1980 a move Was made by some adrmntstrators to
eltmtnate student fundmo (through Registration Fees) of the Center
The Reg. Fee Committee has persisted in refusing, every time the issue
is raised, to make funds available for expansion. And in March 1981,
the Reg Fee Committee initially rejected a request for an additional

" $16,000 atlocation to replace CETA (a federally-funded training

" program) funding for two Daycare Center staff persons, This funding

was later reconsidered after intense lobbying of student members of the
Committes, at a meeting in front of 50 daycare supporters ‘Without
adeguate daycare services many women-and many poor parents-are
unable to attend the University, and thus the administration’s lang-term
opposition to maintaining and expanding daycare services can only be
viewed as an attempt to keep working class students and women from
receiving an education in large numbers. -

‘Student Fees -

1978-79

Winter, 1978 saw the resignation of three representatives (o th .
Registration Fee Commiittee (the Administration/student body
dispenses the Registration Fee), following the failure of a walkout by
the student members of that committee to secure a degree of control
over the Registration Fee. During the summer of 1977, it had been
learned, the Vice Chancellor’s office (Student Affairs) spent Registra-
tion Fee monies without consulting the committee. The student walk-
out demanded return of the funds, 2nd concurrence of the Reg Fee
¢ Commnittee with the Chancellor prior to the expenditure of any Reg Fee
funds. The walk-out failed whenitbecame clearthat the Administration
. wouldnotyield on any points, leading to the resignations of three of the
. seven student members. The Graduate Student Council reaffirmed its
. appointment, following his resignation, and formally withdrew gradu-
. atestudents from participation pending acceptance of the demands. By
Fall, 1980, however, a few token reforms {such as eliminating the staff
co-chair of the committee and assuring the committee that it would be
consulted prior to the expendtture of funds) had restored this situation
to nortnaltty NP TERT SR -
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Tenure&Educatlon R -
1978-81 AR

[ S

17 beingdenied tenuredposrttonsbecause of politics, sexism or racism, or
| because they devotéd to§ much time to teaching. In 1973 Professor
- Madrid, therature (and also 1mportant to Chicano Studtes and Third
World Studtes) was’® demed tenure by thé Admtmstratton despite
departrnentand student supp-ort Tnthe rrudstof protests 0verthts action,

In Maﬂof 121 f;_l"Q,student groups tnobthzed to prevent re-

accrednattrondof UCSD until the }anersny showed 2 cornmnment lo
ucahhn n dddttton students protested Elitbacks in Humamttes and
RViH 147w e

Socré,'l Sidnces, & departmenfs st TAsta&ulty “Were | ﬁred ‘and the
gqmmuntcauons Program faced extmctton A large ra]ly protestmg
an the Lttera ure depa.rtment was he]d on May 27,0

thack.
f@f@tmt arly.tn Apnl 1977 ‘150 students protested cutbacks at UCSD

l_owfrg'p‘r'otests’ 'r‘esuhmc from ‘the dénial of tenure to Socrology

7 ot [

and the appearancebefore the

\ t]anght. nmong other professog? _
LI RENER: THE-3 PRIV I
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Caltforma Stnte Assemb!y Ways & Means Subcommtttee on'Educai

Tenure has longbeen a problern at UCSD, with skilled professors

StateLemsiature of UCSD student.s protestmoUC tenure pract

Aionand Assemb\y Post- Secondary Educatton Subcommntee,
by Assemblyperson Joha Vasconcellos heId hearings on educauon
dunngNovemher of 1 978 atUCSD Severat students spoke to the tssue

of dtscrtmtnatory tenure practices, ‘the phght of tnterdtsmphnary pro-:-_'
grams and the Umversuy s systematic downoradlncr of education, The =~

Students Autonomous Union (LW.W.)-which was an ad hoc group
‘formed by SCU acttwsts-presented a statement, endorsed by most
“major student orgamzattons demanding a thorough investigation into
tenure’ practices; the UC budoet and racism, sexism, and poltttcal
favoritism in all aspects of tue Un:versny a Gonidnd thatt was nu i o
addressed In May of 1979, 300 students attended a rally protesting the
‘denial of tenure to professors Robert Edelman, Mike Real, Emory
Tolbert, and Bud Mehan, Mehan and Edelman subsequent] y received
tenure, Real is now teaching at San Diego State,and Tot‘oert was anam
denied tenure i in 1981 amid much student protest. ~

But several other faculty have been denied tenure-often for1 reasons
that border on the absurd. Professors have been denied tenure at UCSD
only to be offéréd tenure positions at other institutions, such as UC
Berkeley. There is atendency for those denied tenure tobe proaresswe
and to encouraoe critical thounht by their students. Chﬂnoes can be
forced- followmo the May raI]y, and the march to Saltman’s (Vtce
Chancellor- Academtc A ffairs) office that followed, Mehan (TEP) did
receive tenure, Following student organization in defense of Claudio
Fenner-Lopez (CommumcattonsN isual Arts) he received Secunty of
Employment {the equwalent of tenure for Jecturers).

Yet the fact remains that Students have no input into the tenure
process, even thouoh itsTesults determine the type of education we will
receive by determmmo who will teach ‘And, although offi c1alIy teach-
ing, researched ‘and “comrnuntty service™ are weighed equal[y m
tenure dec15tons m fact teachtng counts only sllohtly, whtle commu-

ThlS hasjed many students to conclude that students 2ad educauon
are of only” secondary importance to the University. Six out ‘of ten
entering students do not graduate, according to official Umversu:y
statistics. This occurs desptte thé fact that-again accordtna to Univer-
sity stattsucs-most of the students who leave UCSD go on to graduate
from ‘anqther college, and that UCSD's entering students have the
highest*‘qualifications” (in terms of test scores and grade pornts) of any
entering class in the UC system. If UCSD truly cares abouteducatton
it doesn't seem't6 be doing a very good ]ob ‘of ca.rtytng itout.’ _'

" “The Western Association of Schools and Colleges’ was confronted
with these statistics-and other information-when it came to UCSDi in
February, 1981, to do jts 5 year report, part of the onuornc process of
keepm0 UucsD accredtted Thetr report contended that* Undergradu-
ate student dtscontent does not lie very far beneath the surface of 2
relattvely plac1d campus... nottna thata' al common undercurrent was
the asseruon that UCSD is run for research not educatton The report
noted that attentton needs to be patd to the needs of ¢ academu:a]ly
dtsadvantaced" students for support ser\nces and the needs ot‘ the
ttona! performance deserves greater recocnttton tn tenure decrsums

and noted that UCSD does not offerdue process protectrons o students

o~ ".'The Accredttauon team had met-as part "of their two day’ carnpus
“visit-with representattvec of the' Comrnumcattons Student’ Unior, the
Black StudentUmon MEChA “United Amertcan Indran Students dnd
the Asian Amencan Student Alljance ‘Who ‘raiséd, and docurnented

most of these lssues These groups, and other's have a Ioncr htstory of

R 8 A
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‘batﬂmg Lheadmlmsu'auon'overeducauonal issues. While the Commu-i'-orgamzed around the 1ssue ‘of tenure for UCSD Hlstory professor
‘nications  Students Umon conunued ) battle fordepanmental status for
the CommumcanonsProoram and on behalf of studenti interests w:thm'

: the" program. afﬁnnatwe action groups have’ begun 0nce avam to

vxgorously press their demands for justlcd in educat:on AR
Fight for Justice in Educahon
1579-81

Ever since the administration smashed Lumumba-Zapata College
in 1972, and intensified its campaign of attrition which has succeeded

in reversing most of the gains made prior to that point, students have .

been resisting the decimation of their programs and their faculty. In
Spring of 1979, the issue of Lumumba-Zapata began to resurface. In
balloting to chodse a name for the third college, Lumumba-Zapata
came in astrong second, and was removed from the run-off by the third
college Administration, This led to a boycott of the bailoting, and the
third college remains without an official name. Following the beycott,
signs began being modified to reflect the college’s original name. -

In November of 1979, over 200 students-mostly students of color-
rallied and marched to the Chancellor's complex to present their
demands to the Chancellor Search Committee (which was meeting
there, behind closed doors, in early deliberations to choose UCSD's
current chancelior). They were protesting the racist admissions and
hiring practices of UCSD, the administration of the Equal Opportunity
Program, etc. 60 placard-carrying students picketed the Chancellor’s
complex for well over an hour, chanting “We need doctors, lawyers
teo,” “Lumumba-Zapata will never be defeated,” and “We demand
change.” The Search Committee refused to listen to the demands,
however, until afier their meeting had concluded, at which point r.hey
aliowed the protestors in and broke up the meeting.

- Although the Search Commitiee paid no attention to the needs of'
Third World students, ultimately selecting aChancellor who stated that -

“] really don’t want to see minority programs that are in some sense
defined as more closely tied with the social sciences,” affirmative
action groups continued to organize around their needs, When the
Western Association of Schools and Colleges Accreditation Team
visited UCSD, affirmative action groups presented them with docu-

mentation pointing to the declining numbers of Third World students

-and faculty at UCSD, and spoke of the need for improving recruiting

programs, the development of support services, and the need for

deve]opmo and strengthening programs in ethnic studies. -
Th:oughout the 1980-81 academic year, the Black Student Union

Ernory Tolbert Tolbert ‘the ‘only’ Afro-American professor in the
Hxstory depanment had initially béen denied tenure two years before,
in 1979, and was coming up for his final recon51derat10n Letters of

* support from huridreds of students and student orgamzatmns were

submitted, and hundreds of students pamc:pated in demonstrnuons
around the issue,”

On May 29, 1980, members of the Th:rd World student groups
presented a set of demands to Chancellor Atkinson. These demands
addressed a wide variety of issues, including revision of the tenure
process to add input by students in the process; the establishment of
programs in Asian-American, Black and Chicano studies; the hiring of
more American Indian, Asian American, African American and Chi-
cano professors; tenure for Tolbert; the creation of a Third World
Student Center to fill a portion of the needs Lumumba-Zapata College
had once met; making University recruiting proorams accountable to
Third World Students; and other reforms.

When the Chancellor refused to senous}y consider or negotiate the
demands, students occupied his office on June 2nd. 250 students
.lammed the Chancelior’s Complex for two and a half hours; arguing
with the Chancellor, occupying the office, and demonstrating outside
in support. Chancellor Atkinson had the UCSD campus police-backed
up by the San Diego Police riot squad-make arrests at 2:30, just twoand
a half hours after the protest began. 34 students were arrested at
Atkinson’s orders, and taken to County jail for booking. A week later
campus police ﬁled charges against a New Indicator Collecnve mem-
ber who was participating in covering the events.-

" Twodays later, on June 4th, students demonstmted insupportof the
demands and those arrested. 400 students rallied on Revelle Plaza

- before marching o, the Chancellor's Complex where students sur-

rounded Atkinson, pressmo their demands. Eventual]y, the studenis
dismissed Atkinson, it having been made c]ear that he was absolutely
unwilling to even consider student demands. As B.S.U. member Dary}

Ellis ndted in 4 press conference before that demonstration:
" Coe R L : : : :

“Chancelior Atkinson has made the statement that he feels sorry
that students felt a sit-in was the only way in which they (the
studems) could get their grievances met. Throughout this year, and
previous years, we have gone (o meetings with the Chancellor, we
addressed our concerns through the proper channels, we have
written letters... We' ve had petitions circulated... Yet they still over-
looked student outcry and student demands and just went along with

- what they planned to do orignally...The arrest of the 34 demonstra-

."

-~

. tors was unnecessary..I ke had any intentions of dealing withus on




demands on asmcere lcvel he, (Afkinson) would havehadno . the dec:smn 1 tii ] .
on 1o have v$ removed..If he would have negotiated with us; - - ofloca Democra ; Party ofﬁcmls to not mount a serious’

!\hen we uld hav: e& ome ﬂme neaonauons had bcen ﬁnal- Opposmon-local orgamzmv ef'forts focused on attempts to stOpMetzger. .
; : RS -2 OOOStudemsralIred anamsnhe Klan,ard d:srupted cand:dateMerzger .
clerm  ignore student gncvanccs was inan ﬂPPeamncc at San D:ego State Umvcrszty that spring, mcludmgj ;

roved both by "his decrsxon {o termmate Tolbert despxte his quald‘ ca-" Se"eml S‘Udems from UCSD ‘Metzger won the Dernocranc Pﬂ

tions as a teacher; and his decision to press ¥"tind was defeated overwhelmm glyin Lhe -
for harsh penalities against the 35 students general elections, as students-and many -

“arrested in connection with the occupation L © 7. { in the community-continued to organize

ofhisoffice. Eventually, chargesagainstthe |~ © - = , ) . " 7+ ] notonly for Metzger’s defeat, but for the

34 were dropped, as part of a settlement | * defeat of the KKK as well.
*including probation and small fines. - B ‘ Chancellor Search
These demands have not been pressed 1979-80

since that time, and campus affirmative
" action groups have been relatively quiet.
Yet despite the abortive nature of this dem-
onstration, itrepresents the mostdetermined
effortsince the Lumumba-Zapatastrike was
broken to force the University to pay some
attention to the needs of Third World stu-
dents.’ And sinilar efforts have met with
: some success at other UC campuses, suchas
1 UCLos Angeles, and UC Santa Cruz. And
;  the issues behind this demonstration and
these demands have not gone away, but
continue to fester under the surfacé. Third §
World students are thus faced with the alter- B
natives of watching their numbers at UCSD &
decline to nothing, or uniting with each
other and with other progressive forces to
- fight to overturn the Unwcrsuy spnonucs

i Repressmn, the Klan & Polrce UCSD Chancellor, Richard “D:ck"Aleson - of Academic Affairs (then held by Paul
S L. 1979 80 . L : .71, . Saltman, no great friend of education).
But other § fssues are were contmuously bemv founht as wcll San ‘ MCE‘m)’ TEfUSf-‘d 10 B0 mto hlS reasons, MCHFO)/ 8 secrctary accused
Diego Students for Peace confronted military recruiters several tigies Saltman of mismandging research funds, and néw indicator sources
during the year-Marines, Navy, all recruiting with University resources indicated that large secret research grants-the I:fcblood ofthls 1nsu1u-
througoh the Office of Career Planning and Placement. Students Uon-lay atthe root of the conflict. The Office of Contracts aod Graan
- contifiued fo work in the tradition of the Lumumba zﬂpm deﬂl&ﬂdb, was slated for dissolution. Vice-Chancellor Saltman resigned_in re-
" and continued to oppose repression.. - - . - sponse to the loss of control over research, and appealed to fncnds in
E During Ju une of 1979, the Administration frozc the funds allocated -the Academic Senate. McElroy, forced to appear before the Senatc-a
(throuch the Student Advocate Prowram 10 thc Drrramzmcr ‘Support body he never did get along with-came off poorly, and was forccd to -
Group (S.CU.) to pnnt the 1979, Dlsonentatlon Manual—compellmﬂ retreaton his reorganization plans 'I'he Academlc Scnate in June held

the New Indicator Collective to absorb the - COStSy: and senously deplet---a@ mail ballot which voted 2-1 noconfidencein McElr oY, UCPr esident

ing its funds Following publ: At -, ) anual fsomc pmfehmrb‘ _Saxon and Chancelior McElroy announced that the vote mcantnothmo

certain AS officers and the UCSDG ardian attacked thé manual somc‘* 1o them, and McElroy resigred in August *79-effective June |930

calling for the suspensnon ofthose Studc?lts workmg on lhe manLal and ” President Saxon then instituted a secret Chancellor Search process
atar d t fo cre success- tlncludm" Ioken student, representauon) which refused to release the

‘vl f §§72 brgamza ns found namcs pf Candldales of d:scuss the selectwn ]process with any student
thelraccessto the campusrtypeseuer Xerox maé’hme ;yﬁéocmph groups $everal orcanlzaugns, mcludmnr the AS Councrl ‘protested,
machine be'ing 'res ‘Wi ad?ﬁ‘fﬁ:éﬁﬁtor’s de : L 3“9 g}\ﬁmﬁan?c Action groups plcke?ed hé Chanzellor Search Com-
-_proval over 4l miaterial 'cheral org anl Ucms i'ch';s"cd }58 ttiee pr;l vcrr}l?er -1979. Eventually, Rlchard Atkmson drrector af
' with Lhese"restncnqns“g dtlusr b sal-coq'éfngﬁwnh [’he dlft"cx!lty of*_“e Nauopay ',SC‘ nee, Foundation (l:l;e McElroy before *him) was
‘enforcemént-has resulq‘d xn"‘ﬂ}eseic"ulalldns‘fflp ; le % ncel ors wnhout evenhavmg g:tfoot oh the campus.’ After
kS s ik ‘rhls Seled any in Bt attcmpt tom"lllfy 'the. campus 'Atkmson visited

i CSD and annanccd t‘na} he. Mouldn ,t havﬂ: ’pamc:pated ina publ:c

g:.co

197940, also saw mcrcﬁed Klan ﬁcnytty{ \the Ban) 188l area. 2

CSD studenls many ,oroam;ed in ’lhc'Na‘txohiaI A'lllancc Aonmst emh PfOCC.S,S, 'anyl\le _an$ ““ ““ mitment to

HiRacist and P flmcal chressmn-orgamz:d Io sxop the Klan “and at- _nanonal secul iy W "%c- @ '

: rTempted tostop themfm hqld_igigqfclledul rally mOceanStdc Wit Students P! Letmn aﬂrocepnon honormg Chaacellar Atkinson-in
the

q,.;-

he dec1s:on of l_ocal KKK! ch?m Me[zgermrun fgrc;onaress_a'nd protest ofthe undemocranc and secret search procegs-were ejected by

SR e g S

~The Chancellor i |s the head of the
campus -the chief management honcho.
Pretty much what he says goes. Thus, it
‘was Chancellor McElroy, then Justfreshly
.| arived from his National Science Foun-
"+ ., | dation dLrectorslup,who worked wnhthcn—
| provost Watson to crush Lumumba-Za-
pata. It was McElroy who mtens:ﬁed this
campus's attention towards rcsearch at
ever-greater cost 1o the “educational pr'o_— )
gram, and jt is the Chancellor who is
charged with making sure this campus
runs smoothly. In May in 1979, McElroy
began a major reorganization designed to .
¥ climinate a challenger from his adminis-"
tration. .. .. IR
- McElroy announced that he wns 00—
ing to remove research from the purview
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Councnl and the Student Center Board (whose members were mvrted

" voted to boycott ‘the "évent,”and many ‘A:S. officers were. in_the

Chancellorasa result of outcry over the police action-in which several

. students reported unwarranted physical force or violence from police-

found that UCSD did not have sufficient revulatlons governing pohce
conduct at demonstrations. - -

That committee drafted up an extensive set of revulauons whsch
immediately drew the wrath of UCSD police chief Hugh French. Those
regulations would have restricted the right of police to use surveillance
equipment at demonstrations, would have required prior warning by

- potice before demonstrations were surveilled or dtspersed and would
have established procedures forfil-
ing grievances against UCSD po-
lice for misconductin suchcircum-
stances. Although many people
criticized the regulations as an un-
due infringement upon the rights of
students-by requiring prior notifi-
cation of rallies, giving police un-
due latitude, calling for Under-
graduate Affairs personnel tomoni-
tordemonstrations, etc.-the Admin-
istration has to date been very slow
to implement the proposed regula-
tions because of police objections
1o any restrictions upon their con-
duct at demonstrations.

Police conduct at demonstrations has long been questtoned by

activists, as has their ongomﬁ survetliance and harassment of campus
activists,

1' Police Strike Out ~ e
198081 .

March of 1980 saw UCSD police arrest graduate student Kevin

O’ Connor for posting leaflets publicizing the showing of the film “State
of Siege”” by the Committee for World Demoeracy (which sponsors a
weekly Friday night Political Film Series on ‘campus). -Although
posting on campus-other than on bulletin boards-is technically against
UCSD policy, that policy had never before been usedioarrest someone.
. Instead, the administration arranged for the removal of the posters they,
found offensive. However,in Q’Connor’s case an arrest resulted, and
he was held by UCSD poltce for overan hour before bemo released Ay
number of organizations protested this acuon of the pollce mcludmfr

such groups as the Graduate Student Council, the ASUCSD Coungil,- " " fiis

AFSCME, the Progressive Coalition, the UCSD Food Co-op and the
Chinese Students Association, to name but a few-and protested pohce
- policy requiring people to provide idéntification,on demand, contrary

Following this incident, other students came fomard g 2l of

Student Council. UCSD Pohce it seems, arbttraniy stop people who
look *‘suspicious’ -mcludtnu one woman walkmv aCTOSS theMandevt]Ie
Parking lot at 10:00 one moming- -and ask them to 1dennfy themselveb

lg'consutuuonally questionable actions, and use théir powers of intu-
i0f “in order to deter thefts *In addmon his force doss not keep

o - records of the, nurnEer ot‘ people harassed in thts man" et‘
S0 attend thé’ receptlon sp0nsored by UC Pres:dent David Saxon) had

7. : plete (szn a course‘:” and mnl-.e itu
According to UCSD Police Chief Hugh French ‘l‘us t'orce must engage

“Some orgumzanons have also rmsed the quesnon of campus pohce )

surveiltance of campus activists. Every demonstration is attended byat
: ptckethne Pohce e;ecfed the demonstration thhout issuing a warning -

or requesting demonstrators 10 leaverA committee established by the

leasttwo police officers, who arebusytakmgplcmres ofal] pamc:pants
in case anythmo happens ".These pictures, the new mdtcator revealed
years ago, are kept by campus pohce and forwarded, upon request, to
Undergraduate Affdirs which keeps detailed charts and files onthe *
activities of both individuals and groups. It appears that a good deal of
resources are thus expended keep:no track of campus activists, This has
led to a move to establish a Police Review Board to create some
community control over campus police, and redirect their priorities.

Perhaps the most spectacular abuse of police power, however,
occurred in May, 1980, when a UCSD police officer was apprehended
burglartzmg Groundwork Bookstore ‘Although the police officer ap-
jprehended resigned, Groundwork
has evidence indicating that other
police wereinvolved inrobbing the
bookstore over a long period of
time. UCSD police claim the right
to enter any office or other room at
UCSD, regardless of whether they
have any cause to believe that a
crime is occurring there, and go
through files, etc. The extent to
which this “right” has been exer-
cised is difficult to determine-but it
is a matter of concern to many on
campus.

And, in the midst of what the
UCSD Guardian termed a “rape
eptdemtc "«J:ampus palice |mt1ated an investigation into the New

\Indtcator Coliectwe at the reque,r.t of the’ Pacific Telephone ‘Company.

-~ While pohce dechned t3 investigate most of the attempted and actual

©'. irapes on campus, and remained unable t6 even begin to investigate the

burglaries and thefts that have become a part of campus life, they
vigorausly pursued their tmesttcattons of the Collective, finally rec-
ommending to thé San Diego City Attorney’s office that prosecutlon
take place. The City Attorney then filed criminal charges against one
mernber ofthe New Indicator Collective for aliegedly participating in
the publtcation of matedial a!leoed!y inimical to the profit interests of
Pacific Teléphone (then a subsidiary of ATT). As the Collective noted
‘onl une 9:“this action raises serious questions as to the motivations of
camiptis, poltce and the cfty attorney, ‘when serious violent crime goes

umnveshaated whlle tmuaI allewed infractions of the law aré vwor-

i &ously pursued " Thése charcres were eventua]ly dismissed. 7.0

Incompletes Under Attack s, R
1980810 Lo T

t.’n ,; .‘ik'lt* G

; a il o
Thed dssyes ¢ of po‘htrcal harassmem of students by the Admtmstra-
tion “Stidetis” tus process ﬁnﬂhts the 1deolooy of assemb]y-hne

Y v\_.v

%

to state and federa! laws, and enforcementof postnnc regulattops‘i‘ L kefint.attmlt id Intompletes; as” well as. the Umversuy s pracnce of

holding sectet tpeetmns were ra:sed byan unprecedented admmtstra-

¢ police harassment, including Chris Ajaau fonnerChatroftheGraduate tive attempt durmo this year to chanoe one student s orades and

- o 5

retroa’ctrvely chance Univefsity poitcres A S 5
JUngligsy; students'had been pérmitted to take a crrade of “Incom-
up. gand recetve a final letter grnde) at
any pomt pno; fo gradoauon At’the InSlanlton of the Couoncil of
ProvostSin 1977; the Acadeimid Seaate decxded 10 ‘lapse thel (whlch
appeared on the transcri pt) to.an F one quarter after the I was assnrrned

pending its replacethent with a letfer grade-a change which replaoed the
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~ viho barred access to ‘all who 'were not © mvu
students and the press contended thiat meetmgs of the CEP-and meet-’

T Every demonstrauon m attended by at lmst two pohce oﬂieers, whoare busy takmg pictures of all parudpantsi-;;:_;_
- .“m case anything happens,” 'Ihese pldunes, the new indicator revealed years ago, are kept by campus policeand , -

forwarded, upon request, to Undergraduate Aﬂ‘:ms Whl(‘h keeps detailed charts and files on the activities of bothf,' o
individualsand groups. It appwsﬂtatagooddealofresour&sarethus expended keepingtrackof campusactlmts;

earherpracttce of lapsanIs toFsonthe transcrxpts atadate agrecd upon '

between the instructor and student when the Incomplete was taken.
However, on November 24, 1980, Joseph Watson, then Provost of

. the Third College, asked the Academic Senate’s Committee on Educa-

tional Policy (CEP)tochange 8 gradesreceived by one student (through
the completion of Incompletes and the correction of clerical errors) to
Fs, alleging that the Academic Senate’s policy on Inc0mplete grades
had been violated. In the course of the CEP’s consideration of Watson's
request, the Registrar-in blatant violation of University regulations-
changed the grades in question to Fs, “pendmg action by the CEP,”
During the CEP’s deliberations it became clear that the student in -
question, Montgomery Reed (aka R M. Reed Kroopkin)-long active in
the New Indicator Collective, and in student and community politics,
and formerly a co-chairperson of the Student Cooperative Union
(roughly equivalentto a ‘co-President’ in the currént ASUCSD struc-

ture)-had complied with University policy as practiced by theRegistrar’s
office, and that his completion of Incompletes after they had “lapsed”

was in no way unusual. It was also established that Provost Watson had
long had political antipathies toward the student whose grades he had

challenged, and had prewously attcmpted to use the Incomplctes as;

political levers.

The CEP’s deliberations on this case- Wthh dt‘agged throuohout
Winter Quarterof 198 1-received much attention from the student press.
(See new indicator and UCSD Guardian back issues for ablow by blow
account. Both the Graduate Student Council and the Associated Stu-
dents Council protested the CEP's consideration of Watson's request,
stating that no changes in the processing of Incompletes should be
implemented retroactively. Ultimately, the CEP decided to change

-existing policy so that Incompletes could no longer be completed after

they had “lapsed”. !

In the meantime, the CEP began ewcuno students and others who
wished to observe their meetings, The first to be evicted was a new
indicator reporter, The next week, the CEP evicted a UCSD Guardian
reporter and a representative of the Associated Students Student
Advocate Program. February 9th’s meeting of the CEP was attended by
several students and UCSD and San Diego area journalists. These
included reporters for the local TV news affiliates of ABC, CBS and
NBC, the San Diego Evening Tribune, thenew indicator, the UCSD

Guardian and also the chairperson of the UC Student Body President’s

Council, the UCSD Associated Students President and Vice President

and other A.S. Council members as well asrepresentatives of the A.S.

Student Advocate Program. A total of approxxmately 30 *“uninvited
guests” were ordered to leavé the meeting When the students and
journalists were ordered to leave the meeting, all but one refused to do
50, which resulted in the CEP ledving 'the room and meéting ini ‘a
conference room adjacent to the police stat:on behmd a line of police
" to the méeting. The

ings ofall University commiltees-were requlred under state law, to be
open topressand public; the Umvers:ty contended thatit was notastate
agency, was not bound by the state law or the state consutuuon and

* could thus hold closed meetmos if it $0 desu-ed T \

- Student and press representatives ‘again attemptcd to attend the

CEP s meeting of Februar) 23rd, but were again barred access to the
conference room by the police station by armed campus police. The
CEP then allowed students to attend its next two riectings, where it
made the decision referred to above, and on March 9, 1981 conducted
an open hearing on the Incomplete issue. At that open hearing A S,
representatives, Provosts of UCSD's colleges, and others all spoke on
the need to reform policy regarding I grades, and move 10 a more
realistic, and flexible, policy than the interim policy adopted by the CEP
{and still in effect), The Academic Senate’s Executive and Policy
Committee then reaffirmed its committment to closed meetings, and
the CEP stated that it would eventually reconsider the Incomplete

policy. Subsequently, the CEP confirmed its dec:smn to lapse I's after
1 quarter,

- No Draft-No Wnr o
1980 82
"When the press and novemmem beoan beating the war drums,
following the seizure of hostages in Tehran, students at UCsD began
organizing to confront the racist hysteria being whlpped up and to
explainthe h:stoncalrootsof the probiem. In November, more than 400
students attended arally in defense of the rights of Iranian students, and

“inJ anuary of 1980, more than 300 people crammed intothe Humanities

Auditorium for a teach-in on Iran and Afghanistan.

With Carter’s call for draft registration, 200 students attended a
meeting called by Night & Fog Action (aSan Diego anarchist grouping)
to plan for resistance. Qut of that meeting grew San Diego Students for
Peace-with chapters at UCSD and San Diego State-which organize
around theissues ofthe draftand militarism. A February rally atRevelle
Plaza Drew 3,000 participants-mostly students but including staff,
faculty and mermbers of the San Diego community. That rally included
a march around the UCSD campus, a speech by Vietnam-era draft
resistor David Harris and several UCSD and San Diego speakers




January 20, as Ronald Reauan was’ 1nau0uratcd 300 sludents!-'

- _‘-acmss &\ecountry-m the ﬁ:st large-scale opposmon o regmstranon and attended acounter-indugural demonstration on the Revelle Plaza, That -

It oy

Von ua.-: b'!. e - "‘!?J_"f—'_

rally,co-sponsared by Students for Peace, MEChA, iheBlackStudents’r

{ as partof protes‘s across the country in- .
bR cliding one in Washington that drew [
.~ 30,000 demonstrators for a march past the D
" White House and other governmentbuild- §

ings-500 strong. In April, following the
" aborted U.S. military adventure inIran, a [
rally of 200 students was followed by asit-" |
in at the camnpus Post Office, and an occu-
pation-at San Diego State- of SDSU’s |
-R.O.T.C. office. :
" QOver the summer, students worked =
with community groups to leaflet San
Diego post offices and hold three rallies.
July 21, the first day of registration, 400 or §
morepicketerstined thesidewalksin front &
of, and across from thePacific Beach post [
office, while'the few coming in to register
" were met with leaflets and argumenis
opposing registration. Teach-Ins on alter-
nativestoregistration were held, and most
San Diego post offices were leaf-letted
during the two weeks of registration. Fri-
day of the first week saw a picket line of &%
200 at the downtown San Diego post office, and a blockade of post

Diego's draft-age mén were registering. A victory celebration August
. 1celebrating the failure of registration-at the downtown post office
was marred by the arrest of three S.D.S.P. members for trumped-up
charges such as “illegal riding.” However, less than 55% registration
was reported by the post ofﬁces for the two week period-and this figure
included dogs, children, nonexistent persons and others who registered
despite not being eligible.
: In October of 1980, the Progressive Coalition and the Studeats for
. Peace Resistance Center co—sponsored a denionstration against war
i research at UCSD, a demonstranon that culminated in a walk around

. Departmentof Defense were 1clenuﬁed About 100 people zmended that
“demonstration. ;- T

~*And November 3rd, rnembers of Students for Peace and other
ornamzatmns joined with several hundred community members 1o
rotest Ronald Reagan's election-eve campaign appearance, At that
rally four S.D.S.P, members, and two members of the National Orga-
mzauon for Women (NOW), were arrested on a variety of trumped-up
charges ‘most of which were later thrown out by the courts.

e 20

g5+ n January of 1931 ant: war activists again leaf Ietted the post

: ordmp to most’ cstlmates Tess than 75% registered. After Janua.ry.
' it 1e.ss than 70% of those reqmred to regxster had done

1. office doors, following the apnouncement that less than 50% of San.

UCSD during which offices actively engaged in research for the -

-forums and other activities concentratmg Oﬂ

Thc Revelle Co.l Iege,

: March 23 saw draft protestors marchmg in dowmown San Dlego- Umon the Women s Resourcc Center the ASUCSD Council and the .

* College Councils, warned of the dan-

§ gersaReaganpresidency represented.

H Membersofthe Progressive Coalition

=l hung an effigy .of Ronald Reagan

g from a tree adjacent 10 the Plaza

B during the ratly. Students and com-

d munity people in Berkeley had rioted

| upon learning that Reaoan had been

%1 elected. :

o In February, a week in solldanty
with the people of El Salvador, saw

hundreds of people throughout San

Diego attend rallies, teach-ins and -

other evenis. At UCSD, two rallies

H drew over 2 hundred people apiece,

opposinﬂU.S.intervcntion in Ef Sal-

: vador )

Aprl 16 & 17 saw two raihes
sponsore,d by the campus chapter of
the Moonie-affiliated Collegiate As-
sociation for the Research of Prin-"'é'_‘-‘

the affair, chantmu“U S.OutofEl Sa] vador‘ and drownmvoutMoo %}cr ¥ 5
speakers. The nextday saw aMoonie rally of 50 supporters-many gr 7
Los Angeles-confronied by 250 students wha chanted slogaas suc
“Fascists offcampus™ and “No Draft, No war, U.S. Qut of EI SaI
throughout the affair, CARP went on to sponsor two sparsely

showingsofa ﬂ!mfavonnﬂ U.S.tntervention which wer n%pru est

Inthe wake of May 3rd’s nation-wide demonstrauons 9 ’gg}'}g \_ e
Reaoan budget and U. S Intervenuon m El Salvador "demonsg'ati
: :

people (hrouc'h downtown San Diego, and cu;tt;l’y 2 _‘ n‘,&f; m

Reagan program, The Coalition which spoqso ﬂCUV“leS was
initiated by Committee Against the NewRng'ltaﬂ_d &ldems for Peace-
SDSU actmsts and many membcrs of the i D e mumty attended

pated in a day of at:tmues—desy:,rlec‘l’t y .
war in Vn:mam and the mmerr_l_eﬂ. ag Tm‘d ‘peakers pomted to the

.

ﬂ',f»-ﬁ s
how it was becommo acuve m lbc iﬁ‘iﬁ{ i El Salvador spoke of the
i*h"{ _ii

_ alvador and Ihe need 10

remember-and be proud pf-thc
In addition, the rally ktc}_ncgﬁ
Revelle Plaza in memory. Al e

himself May 4, 1970 Dﬂ. A0
el l?‘
e

PRl v

ﬂgﬂmprotesl ofthe warin Vietnam.
ed to allow the plaque to be.

Y
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plaeed on ‘the p plaza, althoucvh vanous orgamzauons mcludmg the AS.
unc:l have endorsed i §ive ORI Ll
Spnng quarter also saw UCSD students vote overwhelnungly (by
an8-1 margm) agatnst contmued subsrdlzatron of n'uhtary recrutung at

.2UCSD by student fees Desplte this® vote, the Career Planmng and -
Placement ‘office ‘continués to bring mtl:tary recruiters to campus

pubhclzes their visits, offers staff support for the scheduhno of campus’

“visits by military recruiters and the schedulmo of appointments with -

them, etc. The director of CPP has ‘made it clear-that he will not

' voluntanly cease spendmo student money to sub51d1ze mllltary recruit-
ing, arguing that he is offenno a “servnce" to UCSD students by

bringing them here. " -
- June 19, students from UCSD _|01ned the UC Nuclear Weapons
Labs Conversion Pro_]ect, the Student Body Presxdents Coungcil and

- other orgamzauon ina protest in Los Angeles opposmo continued -~ -
" University of California management of the Lawrence Livermoreand . *
Los Alamos Labs, at which every nuclear warhead in the U.S. arsenal -

has been designed. 200 demonstrators attended the meeting of the UC
Regents at which the contract was re-approved, and held placards and

chanted slogans calling for conversion of the labs to peaceful purposes
- ot severance of the University’s ties wrth them, and’ calling upon the

Regents to allow public discussion of the issue, etc. Opposition to the
University'smanagement of the labs isexpected tocontinus, ,especially
since the new 5-year contract allows the University to terminate the
contract at any time it sees fit-providing adequate notice is ctven to the
Defense Department. :

- Activities continued around these issues dunng the next year both

| on-campus and off. Demonstrations were held at UCSDagainst nuclear ‘
weapons, numerous forums and debates were held around this ques-

tion, andthequesuonofcontmuedU S.intervention in El Salvador, and
many campus activists worked with off-campus activists to ‘build
educational activities and demonstrations city:wide around the issues
of the U.S. military build-up. Although some of these activities tended
to get drawn into the trap of building with the Democratic Party's “left”
wing, and seeking to present the democrats as some sort of aItematlve
to the Republican party and Reagan.

June 12thsaw local demonstrationsin con Junctton withthe massive

Soon afterwards mdictmentsbegan eommg down agamst draft resis-

: _"\tors throucrhout the country, a]though they were brouoht against only

a hny percentace of the overone million draft reststors throughout the ¥

;eountry On August 14ara.llywasheld mBa]boaParkmsupportofBen §
'Sasway and all Draft Resisters, drawmg between 700-800 people inthe *
_ largest anu-draft rally in San Diego since the Vietnam war. Between 75
-and_ 150 protesters, tumed out for the two and one half days of Ben °
Sasway's trial, and a candlehoht vigil of over 400 people was held the
Sunday after Ben was imprisoned at the Metropohtan Correctronal
Center to await sentencing on October 4. :

Students and commumty members are COl‘ltanlﬂ“ to orgamze
resistance agatnst the draft, and against U.S. intervention abroad; just
as hundreds of youno men are refusm° i8] retrtster every week t.hrouvh-
out the countr_y S : -

i e e e e

Vtce Chancellor Search co
“Watson Equals Mobutu”

Shortly after Chancellor Atkmson arrived on campus he began
plans for reorganizing’ the UCSD adrrumstrauon Stmultaneously,
then-Vice Chancellor for Student Affatrs Richard Armitage, resigned.
The Chancellor decrded to reorganize Student Affatrs by placmc the
offices of Admissions, the Registrar and Recrunment under its aus-
pices, and gave the “new” unit the cunous title of “Undergraduate ‘
Affairs” (curious because the unit continued to deal wrth both graduate
and undergraduate students) Soon thereafter, amid rumors that contro-
versial Third College Provost, Joseph Watson, had already been
selectcd for the post, a “nation-wide search“ fora Vice Chancellor to
head the new unit was begun,

Thissearch, conductedbya Jomtstudent-facu]tycommrttee ytelded
only one serious candidate from outside of the Southern Californiaarea.
Amid continuing statements from Chancellor Atktnson that he could
not foresee Watson notbeing selected, many ! student.s began expressing
their reservations about Watson, and recalling his partin the suppres-
sion of Lumumba-Zapata College and his efforts to use his position as
Provost to harass students and faculry with whom he had had political
dlsagreements Student concerns that Watson would be unwilling to
listen to students, and to work on their behalf, became more prevalent

- Watson oz posed studentinvolvementin whathe termed the“day-to-day decision- .
- making” and promised to give student opinion what he ominously termed “proper

‘weight”” Since he assumed power, he has followed through with this “vrsron”

national demonstratlorts against Nuclear war. 250 people marched

from the Convair plant dowatown ‘into Balboa Fark, dernandnu7

conversion of war plants to peaceful production. -

- Over the summer campus activists became involved in protests
against the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and war of genocide againist the
Palestinian people 300 people marched June 28th at the Federal
Building dowritown in defense 6f the Palestinians and in solidarity with
their struggle. Chants such as “Begin, Reagan,'you can't hide; We
charge you with genocide” filled the air for an hour as the demonstrators
confronted the downtowu lunch crowd wrth the reajtty of the Israeh
genoc1de Ly L

June 30th the U S Attomey in San Dtego announced the tndtct-
rnent of local draft resistor Ben Sasway. the f'ust draft rESlStOl‘ to be
indicted since draft registration was retnstated by former Prestdent
Carter in 1980. 250 _people-including -many students plcketed the
Federal Building July 1stin opposmon tore glstrauon and the draft, and
in support of Ben Sasway, dunno the picket Sasway turned hnmself m

v b

as Watson went through the interview process.’
: Watson stated that he would not take’ action on grlevances aaatnst
Student ‘Affairs units brought to him by students, and would not
intervene on beha]f of studean in issues out.srde of his admtmstrattve
control, He opposed student involvement in "what he terrned the "day to
day decision- makmor” and promised to give student opmton what he
termed “proper weight.” ' (Since he assumed power he has followed
throu0h wrth this "ViSlOl’l ) Watson dld concede that students had little
tono mput at the Thtrd Collece wh1ch had been under hlS admtmstra-
tion since 1970, e 3
. Asa result of thetr mterv:ew wnh Watson, the Student Afﬁrmattve
Actton Commmee dtrected their representattve on the Search Comrmt- ]
tee o ot suppon Watson. When the Search Commmee made its
recommendattons to the Chancellor every student on the Commlttee
supported another candtdate over ‘Watson (as dld a member of the .,_
faculty). Watson thus failed to secure the & support of 5 of the 9 members
“ofthe search commntee whtch proceeded to unammously recommend 2




nstus A551stant Chancellor for Afﬁrmatwe Actron I uty fst.o.

1981-82 -
1981 saw a revwal of noht-wmg acuvmes at UCSD and nauon
4 e At UCSD these actrvmes have focussed upon attacks aoamst
£p gresswe groups
“The Committee for Wortd Dernocra.ey~whrch sponsors a popular
kly political film series-has borne much of the brunt of the attack.
Spring of 1981, ncht—wmg members of the A S. Council .were
i narrowly defeated in abid to eliminiate the film series’ ‘budget. Upsetby
s'and other defeats, these reactrona.nes initiated apeuuon campaign
tiempting to mobilize campus opposmon o the series’ budaet Al-
though they succeeded through a variety of nusIeadmg tacttcs in
-gaining - signatures, more people signed a CWD mmated peunon

defending the series budget, and the reactionaries were defeated.
AR Conservattves then attempted 1o make the Campus Aetrvrty Fee-
which funds a variety of activities 1ncludmg media, student orgamza-
ttons the A.S., etc.—voluntary. They succeeded in placing a referen-
um question tothateffecton the A.S. budgetin Spring of 1982, which
was defeated two to one. At the same time, however, a number of right-
ng candidates were elected to the most conservatrve A S. Councrl in
history; laroely by defau]t . ey
" These new council members mounted a renewed attack agarnst the
lm series and other budgets They soon abandoned their other targets
ncentrating their fire upon the CWD film series. As usual, thls attack '
- was carried out under the banner of fiscal conservatism, even while
these same conservatives proposed and pushed through massive in-’
creases in A.S. bureducracy and-public relattons-spendmo After much
: “debate, the A.S. Council passed a Commtttee for World Democracy
% budget containing sltaht reduction in funding from the previous year,
Not satisfied with this success, A.S. Presideat Herry Chu-elected
on the platform “Chu for You'-refusedto sign large portions of the A.S. -
hudget including the film series, an illegal action that was later
‘overturned by the administration. Chu then wenton to 1lleoally veto the
Committee for World Democracy's budget for its pohtrcal film series.
" The spring also saw the publtcatron of aright-wing journal called
the California Review. Proudly proclaiming itself to be in the tradition
of the House Unamerican Activities Committee (HUACQ), the premier
‘issue contained racist, sexist and homophobtc smears, and a notable
paucity of anything even resembling critical thou ght. The producers—
:armed with massive subsidies from nght—wmg national foundations
‘and corporations—have threatened to inflict the Review on UCSD on
.month]y basis, and hope to eventually expand to weekly productrou
e v These attacks are part of a national attackaﬂatnstprogresswes pOOr
] 'artd working people. Only through unltmg and ﬁghttng for rea] change
L Can they be stopped.
e In May of 1982, the Chancellor announced his mtentron to appomt
former CIA researcher, Richard Attiyeh, Dean of Graduate Studies
and Research This appointment drew tmmedlate condemnatton from

(al lecturer in Anthropology) for the posruon Chancel- enforemg and developmg Umverstty pohc:es regardmg research(m-
announced his seleeuon of Watson _dunng the rmddle of clud:ng classtﬁed researeh) determmes the extentto which the Uruver— -

tof hird: as Vtce Chance!lor -Atkinson wenton to appornt wherehe ts ma posrtton to exert:tse ma_tortnﬂuence onthe Unrvers:ty §%
. direction, . oL

i H.

The Associated Studenrs Counc:l passed aresoluuon C&I]ln“ on the :
administration to reconsider this appointment, as did several other
student organizations, a number of graduate students and others. The -
admmtstratton however, went ahead with the appomtment desprte the
developing campus opposition. _

Attiyeh took office July 1st, and Students were there to remmd the
Administration that opposition had not gone away. In an action called ‘
by the Student Cooperative Union (0SG), a press conference (whrch
- was well attended by the press, and received fairly good coverage) was
followed by a brief picket of the OGSR office. Activists intend to
continue to press the University on this issue; determmed not tolet this
cntrea] post be held byaCIA pamsan

Students Agamst Reagamsm

In the fall of 1984, 4"small group of student actrv:sts orgamzed
Students Against Reaganism (STAR) to prevent Reagan’s reelection, .
‘STAR worked with other campus groups (Young Democrats Black K
Student Union, MEChA, etc ) todefeat Reagan on campus, if notinthe
election. STAR also hosted anti-U.S. intervention Speakers, partici- ..
‘pated in off-campus events, and worked with other STAR chaptérs '+
across the state, coordmatmodemonsu-attons aoamstReagan:sm onth
different California campusas. Aparucrpant says, “STAR began to fal
apart towards the end of Fall quarter as the result of 1) the’ e]ectton 2) ‘@ﬁ'
finals, 3) winter break and 4) kack of tdea.s on what to do now that'the :i .
“election was over. This lack of new ideas was deﬁmte]y the btgg
problem STAR had basically decidéd od anti-intervention work, but’@ﬁ?-
we had no clear idea of how we could really be effective. We end l.l :
puttmaon afew teach-ins and had some speakers, but there was ho &‘;f'
enthusrasm for what we were doing. At one point we were domg them PR
without any clear building purpose. We also spent ltttte tm;e‘%egm

more peopte inyolved.”

L Q
+.The Progresswe Student Allrance %,.'

* After the winter break STAR changed its name’ ID}QEHPTOEP&IVQ_; .
‘Student Alliance (PSA). and hooked up with, the, 3 w33:;11 Central
_American StudentTour (CAST), formed 2 guemlla iﬁeﬁ‘ 1'3"0“?- and "

for Genil Anerican
refugees along with people from the CD'—'OPS aﬂd,?‘héfs Instead of
runningaslate for the AS elections, proc'resswcsal't‘ﬂ‘?fﬂf*ts on carnpus
from the CO-OPs, the PSA, the alternatwernedla. ?ﬂ, J.he Third World
studentorgamzanons putreferendaont theballo thg.tlcovered the issues
of Sanctuary CLAL recruttme'tt Oﬂ caranUS, CJ InVCStmemS In SOU[h
Africa, and CO- OP housing, and won them.; w:ret’erenda were then

gl odd —ae L1}
ignored by the A, S Council: (. ‘,__ LI
Coalztlon for a Fr SO Afnca W

Tt was at this point in the spnno:gg':f t.hht the PSA- Was contacted

by a student from Berkeley who ‘was down xrs:tmcr her farmly in San ,
Diego. She m]d them about what 0Ing on up north ‘and asked if

the PSA cou[d put On some Satt' ?ﬁg aﬁttons In support of the Sl[ m

t _dents as well as some faculty Opposmon The Office of Graduate and strikesin Berkcley The pcgglea__ hq‘worked onthe referenda foput -
mdtes ‘and Research (OGSR) Qversees all research and graduate on arally demandtngUC

i
C. divestment t from’ corporattons domg busi-
“A thtspomt there was rouohly ten of us none



T

.meﬂrstume ' i . —

.- . of whom had workéd on th1s issue on campus (quotes in this section are
. taken ‘from “THE STUDENT MOVEMENT- Narrative of a Pamm- )
- ‘pant” from the *85-"86 Disoriéntation Manual).” "+ - =007 L5

f}'he first ra!ly attracted around 2000 students who seemcd to come

© - outof nowhere.- After a farch to the Humanmes—Undergraduate"

lerary it was renamed the Winnie Mandela Library and 240 people
sleptoumlde in frontof the library that night. “We immediately realized
our underestimation of the leve! of commitment that students have; if
given the opporiunity they will act. We had made the mistake of

_ believing the media fostered myth that students are conservative or

apathetic and do not give a damn about anything but getting a JOb once
they get out.

The sit-in, which went from the scheduled one day to three weeks,
gave many students their first exposure to politics outside of the

boundaries of the Demacrats and Republicans. Students who had never '

‘done anything more consciously political than vote were now discuss-
ing political theory, tactics, writing propaganda, planning out rallies,
talking to the press, and discussing politics into the wee hours of the

morning. The sit-in was the most politicizing experience that most of
these students had ever had. The sit-in also created a climate that made
it permissible, even fashionable, to be politically active and progressivé
oncampus. It was alsoa very radicalizing experience for some students;
most of them were exposed to communism, socialism, anarchlsm for
i Most of these students were becommcr po]mca!] y active for the f‘ st
tlme 100. Students who one week earlier had only a faint idea of what
was going on in South Africa were now reading books, doing research
and printing up leaflets informing other students about what they had
found. Other students had found out about a way to communicate with
other anti-Apartheid activists from other campuses across the country
via computers. Some students were involving themselves with provid-
ing food and soliciting donanons outinthe commumty for the peop]e
sitting-in.”" Corela L
J+ Whythe Coa]mon declined mstead of grew is ot fully understood

. though the blame is variably puton: wrong structure, burn-out, lack of
- action, co-optatlon by the adm1mstranon racismand sexism within the

moyement, left sectanamsm liberalismi, and/or clique- ishness. But,
“ithin two weeks there was rouchly just a third of the original people
sull sleeping out. Many of the new acnwsts beoan to dlsappear orshow
up sporad:ca]ly. and the Coahuon s acuvmes were sharply curtznled ”

f

T .prosand cons of dwestmem and then p0531b1y decide whether or not to
-divest. The meeting though was actually setupto postpone Ehe des;
until July, whenthere wouldbe no students aroundto putdlrectpressure'

on them. The June meeting was held at a time when Berkeley was out

of session, and the other UC campuses were entering finals week. :

Consequently, there were not the thousands of students that the
organizers, regents and police expected; and the regents put off the

decision, as undoubtedly was pre- an-anoed until their July meeung in 5

San Francisco, -

A former UCSD aétivist educated students about | non- Vlolent civil
disobedience (CD) in prepasation for the J une recrent $ meeting in
Berkeley, butatthe demonstration, the orgamzcrs collaborated withthe
pohce: 1o prevent demonstrators from effective direct actxon. o

" TheTuly regents in San Francisco meeting had less than 200 people
but involved more militant CD, and a number of UCSD students were
arrested Demonstra:ors used shanty-towns as moblle bamcades a

symbol of blacks under Ap;mheld and when lhe pohce tned Lo round-
up demonstrators on. the, crowded streets of San Francisco, a few
passing tourists were also arcested. While the repression, continued i in
South Afnca the recrems woted o mvcsuwate the issue more

K M Sadl.

“Year Two

During the summer, members of the Coalition, and other campus and
community groups, including UCSD alumni who had been active in SDS
inthe late 1960s, organized a weekly study-group that read materials on the
civil right's movement, and Kirkparrick Sale’s book on the Students for a

._';‘t,.

‘Democratic Society, SDS, Cealition mermbers also-began organizing for

October 11, the International Anti-Apartheid, Promt"l‘msonedaysu-lkc in’
solidarity’ with political prisoners day in-South-Africa had educational
programs on Apartheid ahid the UQCconnections. The strike was relanvely
successful and it renewed pressure on the regentstadivest. On October 23,
ucsD MEChA, the Coalition; ‘arid the Friends of . Nicaraguai: Culture
dmwned—ouuhe ultra-right wing Contra, Arturg Cruz, by playing drums
and chanting slogans like, ‘JCruz, coghine, fascista y asesmql(cruz. pig.
fasmstandassassm') it "-:“L‘;._'-'. i e :1_},{']'[;.)
: OnJanuary 23,1986 MhblshopDesdmondTutu Spokemaﬁﬂlcrowd
inthe gym denouncmc U S sepport forlhc ‘\amnohorse“m SouthAfnca.
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wch a ramst preacher Brother Jed, provoked a scuffle with
leawno the gym UCSD police refused to arrest the racist. They

'7a crime that whites use to murder blacks was too much for the UCSD
- community, and massive support for Russel pressured the Dean Beverly

Dunng the ast tew years, stucents across e state an coumry '
organized various conferences to build the student movement. From a

statewide conference of university activists at Santa Barbara i in 1987 the -
California Alhance of Progressive Student Activists (CAPSA) was formed
to organize UC campuses across the state. The Alliance soon fell prey 10
sectarianism, as a small group controlled the steering commlttee A
conferenceat Rutgers University brotight together students fromall overthe
nation, but students decided not to form an umbrella organization or write
amanifestoatthattime. Third World students were under-represented at the
conference, and a student movement that started out divided was doomed
to fail. The Progressive Student Network organizes mainly in the Mid-west

Varga to drop the charges. The administration fired Varga the next year,
partly because she dropped Russel's charges. Sheis curnent]y appealing the
administration’s decision.

The Anti-War A_cuon Committee formed in response to the US
bombing of Libya and protested military, CIA, FBL and INS recruitment.
Ten to thirty students occupied the Career Center for three days. During
spring quarter students erected a shanty town on Revelle Plaza to keep the
apartheid issue visible and to bring consistent and irritating pressure to bear
on the University to divest. The shanties were occupied through the end of
June and graduation ceremonies, creating an embarrassment to the admin-
istration in the presence of all those visiting parents.

In the summer of 1986, after additional violent confrontations with
students, the regenis finally voted on a three year divestment plan. Even
though the plan was flawed, it represented a victory to UC students in the
battle for divestment.

Culture

Administrative attacks on culture increased after the United Paisley
Army (they covered the campus with red paislies) was defeated; the drums
on Fridays were harassed by police and bureaucrats, a Peep (wall-writer)
was arrested creating psychedelic art in the HSS stairwell.

However, culture thrives and diversifies. In the spring of 1988, a group
of mostly visual-art students organized a Sacred Land Dance to protest the
forced relocation ard abuse of the right to freedom of religion of Native
Americans at Big Mountain, Many UCSD artists have responded tc the
AIDS crisis by combating bigotry and incorperating AIDS education into

theirart, The people that play drums every Friday in front of gymsteps have
- organized The Rhythm Collective, and sponsor exciting educational pro-

b E% gmms People continue to risk arest to write their message on the wall.,..

Movement Building

mlema] problems, suchasmcns'nandsectanamsm a.ndsmveforahberaunb
ptocess in order to Jink struggles and build a powerful student movement
into the 1990s. i

Bite The Hand That Bugs You

pictures for the new indicator at ademonstration aaamstCL"s.‘FBI INS
and military recruitment, a crazed FBI agent grabbed t the era SU'RP
around her neck, and refused ta let go. Kristen bit the acents fi nger in
self-defense, but was arrested and charged with assau]u’_ﬁg ofﬁcer
The administration claimed to support Kristen, but they cooperated
with the FBI to allow UCSD student Patrick Scott ¢ to do an mtemshlp
with the US Attorney/FBI where his job was aamenng}nfonnatmn on
Kristen and her friends in order to portray them &S “deVlants" and
defame them in court. Spying for credit! .7, i

The UCSD commurity was outraged at the condct ofthe FBI, ar:d
the Kristen Crabtree Defense Fund was orﬂamzed to help “"'-h lhe cost
of attomeys. After lengthy pre-trial rnouons Where aton 13“3“1t the
judge threw the case out and condemned the agent! Krlsten finally
accepted adeferred prosecution (wuhour' dmmmﬂ gutlt she promlsed
not to commit any crimes until this Sep_‘ember when her case wnll be
dropped, after that who knows whp she ii blle next.. r’) RERI

Between 1989 and 1991 Lhe admm:strauon has ordered the Ché
Cafe closed on four OCCZISIOHS for no venﬂable reason. The coltecuve

has remained open with the suPPOft of the campus and community, but
is ctirrantly haino cansored. A ban has bean nlacéd on stHChé nrouram- -




6 .
%ﬁmg (dances, benef‘ ts Iectures etc ) wuh the threat of pohce force
‘ roimhe admm:sh'anon The presrdent ot the Amencan erl Lrbemes ;
S Umon in San Diego i is now workmg w1lh Collecnve membcrs ona
,_mulu-mrlllon dollar lawsu:t against the admlmstrauon for polmcal

discrimination. The money from the suit should adequately pay fora

* new multi-level highly-modern restaurant, with a fifty-foot rnural of

Ché Guevara facing La Jolla Village Square.

If you have witnessed specific instances of political dxscnmmatron
against the Ché, or you have been discriminated against yourself
because of your association with the Ché, please cbntact the Ché. Co-
ops have been attacked, but while defending themselves they have
united and grown stronger. In spring of 1989 the fourth consecutive
Coop Referendum passed by an overwhelming margin on the student
baliot. The referendum called for autonomy for the coops from the
University Center, making the old student center the Student Coopera-
tive Center, and setting up an independent Student Cooperative Center
board comprised of representatives from each of the coops to runit. But
the administration ignored the student mandate and went ahead wuh its
plans for the opening of its new Price Center.

The (ngh) Price Center - '

On April 21, 2 group of about 50 students rallied at the Hump to
protest the grand opening of the new 20 miliion dollar Price Center. A
pressing issue for many demonstrators was the way the administration
closed down the Triton Pub to give the supposedly only liquor licence
on campus {(what about the Faculty Club?) to Round Table Pizza. But,
students also recognized their complaints as part of “a continuing
struggle to force the administration to respect student rights,” as one
organizer described it. This excerpt from an open letter from the United
Cooperative Assocaatron (newmd:cator February 89 was read during
the rally:

“The Price Center was conce:ved draﬁed and packacred by the

“In spnnu of 1982, over two-thrrds of students respondmcr  the
College Review Committee questionnaire approved of the Student
Center ASIS (the highest approval of the nineservices s queried). Amere .
six months later vice-chancellor of Undergmduate Affairs Joe Watson,
lamentmOthelackof a ‘first-rate’ student center, convened a task force
to give ‘serious and thoughtfut consideration tohow intéraction among
students faculty and staff might be achieved.” (Naturally, the new
Faculty Club stands this rhetoric on its head.) Given that the students
were to be taxed to fund this new ‘University Center,’ we were
graciously allowed two seats out of eight on the task force, chaired by
current student center director Jim Carruthers.

“The resulting proposal, poorly reflecting student needs, interests
(and budgets) was made available for public review for the incredible
duration of two days before vice-chancellor Watson *fully adopted the
conceptual foundations’ over the obJecnons of 30% of those students
reviewing the proposal. '

“Byspnncof 1983, after a nation-wide search TommyTucker was
hired by the powers that be to implement the Administration’s Univer-
sity Center, Tucker ran a campaign which led to a referendum on the
issue. According to student activity procedures new fees must receive
a67% afﬁrmatwe vote from at Jeast 25% of the undergraduate and
graduate student population. After an unprecedented five days of
voting (there had never been before of since more than two days
allowed for voting), complete with (current assistant vice-chancelior)
Tommy Tucker’ ] |]Iegal elect:oneennc song and dance the results
werein.

“In spite of the hard-sell camparon ‘when faced ‘with such an
unimaginative, insensitive plan, student’s could manage only acollec-
tiveyawn, The requrred numberof studenls failed to appear at the polls,

+ plus the measure lacked the requrred percentaoe of affirmative votes.
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Lo .watson. in an-amazing feat of democratic double-standards, declared
" that the referendum had passed with only a21 % student tum-out at 54%
approval, failing thelegal litmus teston both counts. The administration
rationalized that the fee proposal was merely an increase of the existing
fee, requiring lower percentages of both turnout and affirmative votes.
Tonoavail students countered that tripling anexisting fee, changing the

Carruthers and Tucker escorting a student who was caught
having more than his $37.50 worth of fun at the P.C. opening,

fee's name, and reprioritizing the fee’s purpose in ordar to construct a
$20 million new complex was hardly just a fee increase. But the
bureaucratic juggernaut could not be halted. From start to finish, the
new (High) Price Center appears to have been an exercise in cynicism,
adding valuable resume lines for the career bureaucrats at ourexpense.”

Students were enraged at the blatant hypecrisy of the administra-
tion, and they marched to the Price Center with signs and musical
instruments to make their voice heard. The police tried to prevent the
demonstrators from entering the Price Center, and they tried to get the
demonstrators’ megaphone. To the amusement of all attending, the

police chased Arnie Schoenberg across the grass as he shouted slogans '

through the megaphone. Many police {Keystone Kops) slipped and fell
on the wet grass and into the fountain , but they were unable to get the
megaphone from Schoenberg. Finally cornered by the police,
Schaenberg handed the megaphone off to another demonstrator, and
the police went on a berserk scramble for the megaphone, shoving
anybody in their way, demonstrator or not, to the ground. In total, four
students were brutaliy arrested (not brutal compared to what happened
to Cara Knott or Saigon Penn, or what happens daily in the many parts
of San Diego, but the benevaolent image of the UCSD police was

abruptly shatte;ed).

The four arrested and Schoenberg were charged under the student
conduct code for charges ranging from battery on an officer to vandal-
ism (“popping balloons and running on a newly hydro-seeded lawn™).
During the judicial board hearing of one of those arrested, Jeffrey Kyle,
an abundance of witnesses testified that UCSD Police Officer David
Rose fabricated his police report and lied during the hearing. Kyle was
found innocent of battery and guilty of obstructing an officer, and he
was given a written reprimand by the Dean, After an appeal the written
reprimand was reduced to a verbal warning. Jeffrey Kyle is now living
in exile in India.

Though the student conduct charges against Arnie Schoenberg
were dropped, he is being singled out as an organizer of the demonstra-
tionand is being charged with resisting arrest and vandalism by the city
attorney. The pre-trial date is set for October 11. '

Cultural Unity Day of Awareness (C.UD.A.)

OnMay 25, up to 500 people took part inamarch and rally that brought
the nationwide anti-racist and anti-sexist movements home to UCSD. The
event was organized by a coalition of SAAC groups: the Women’s
Resource Center, the Movimiento Estudiantil Chicanode Aztlan (MEChA),
the Afiican-American Swudent Union, and the Asian-Pacific Islander
Student Union, and other groups gave statements of sol idarity.

The event sparked awareness of institutional racism and sexism on
campus, which is demonstrated by the low enrollment and retention rates
for students of color and the lack of classes dealing with people of colorand
all women, and the lack of a full-time coordinator at the Women's Resource
Center. Chancellor Atkinson consented to hear students demands’ at an
unscheduled meeting but we have yet to see results. The event was partially
inspired by an 11 day hunger strike at UC Santa Barbara which succeeded
in winning an ethnic studies requirement there. Here at UCSD, if the
demands forethnic studies and gender studies are denied by the administra-

tion, students will be left with no alternative but to turn to more militant
tactics. '

Any questions...?

sponsored by the “Isn’t it tiime you quit?” partnership fora caffeint=free Ainericit



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

