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ing money to ald projects not directly connect-
ed with some authokized activity of the Univer-
sity, except ...that the Chief Campus Officers
may authorize a limited number of fund-raising
campaigns by reco;nized charitable or public
service agencies.” The authorized exceptions
have included only relatively noncontroversial
projects such as the Bay Area United Crusade,
Cal Camp, and the J. F. Kennedy Memorial Lib=-
rary. In the present cases, alleged money rai-
sing was carried on for the University Friends
of the Student Non-viogent Coordinating Commit-
tee (SNCC),the Young Socialist Alliance, and
apparently non-profit funding of the SLATE"Sup-
plement to the General Catalogue" which contains
commentaries on courses and instructors at Ber-
keley. It seems clear that raising money for
SNCC and YSA, no matter how laudable thﬁ%bject-
ives, 1s expressly prohibitéd by the Regulation
in the absence of specific authorization by the
Chancellor. Doubt exists whether the Regulat-
ion properly interpreted forbids "sale" of SLATE
Sapplements. But in view of the recommendations
which we make in this report we find 1t unneces-
sary to decide that question.

REQUEST BY THE DEAN

The second charge common to these six stud-
ents 1s that they falled to respond to requests
to come into the office of the Dean of Students
to discuss their alleged violations of Univer-
sity rules. Thespecific written policy invok-
ed for this charge 1s of a most general nature.
In essence, it states that the University will
take appropriate action when a student neglects
his academic duty or engages in "misconduct".
"Misconduct" as defined by the Administration
is the basis of this charge. The word "miscon-
duct" is very broad and under certain circum-
stances might not fairly warn a student that
conduct he is about to engage in 1s punishable.
Failure to confer with a Dean when requested,
however, would not seem to r&ise such problems
of notice and warning.

The committee ruled at the outset that it
was not competent to rule on claims that any
University regulation violated rights of free-
dom of expression protected by applicable Fed-
eral and State Constitutional provisions.

ADMINISTRATION ACTIVITIES ON SEPTEM-
BER 30th

This committee does notknow in specific de-
tall what occured among adfministration offic-
ials during theafternoon and evening of Septem-
ber 30th. We have been told that Dean Williams
conferred with the Chancellor and presented to
him various "working papers" outlining the act-
ions taken by the eight students whose cases
are here under review. In any event, at 11:45
p.m. the Chancellor issued a statement in which
he announced the indefinite suspension of these
eight students from the University. No actlion
was taken against the signers of the petitions

or against those who were sitting in Sproul Hall.

(No attempt was made to obtain the names of the
latter group.)

The procedures followed here were unusual.
Normally, penalties of any &consequences are
imposed only after hearing before the Faculty
Student Conduct Committee. Such procedure was

not followed here withagthe result that the stu-
dents were suspended without a hearing. This

must be set azdinst the extraordinarv circumstan-

ces created by the sit-in and thecited students'
refusal to confer with Dean Williams except on
a condition unacceptable to him. One of Dean
Williams' purposes in asking for such confer-
ence was 1in fact to explain the hearing proce-
dures available Before the Faculty Student Con-
duct Committee, although this purpose had not
been explained to the five students involved,
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Nevertheless, and in hindsight, it would have
been more fitting to announce that the students
were to be proceeded agalnst before the Faculty
Committee rather than levying summary puntsh-
ments of usch severity. We were left with the

impression that some or all of these elght stu-

dents were gratultously singled out for heavy
penalties summarily imposed in the hope that

by making examples of these students, the_Univ-
ersity could end the sit-in and perhaps fore-
stall further mass demonstrations.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

Throughout these cases two large lssues
seemed always to be present: On the one hand,
it seems clear that the students violated re-
gulations and interpretations of regulations.
That their behavior was motivated by high prin-
ciple may influence tbeheverity of punishment
recommended, but does not cause the violations
to disappear. On the other hand, the procedure
by which the University acted to punish these
wrongdoings is subject to serious criticism.
The relevant factors are: first, the vagueness
of many of the relevant regulations; second,
the precipitate action taken in suspending the
students sometime between dinner time and the
issuance of the press release at 11:45 p.m.;
third, the disregard of the usual channel of
hearings for student offenses--notably hearings
by the Faculty Committee on Student Conduct;
fourth, the deliberate singling out of these
students (almost as hostages) for punishment
despite evidence that in almost every case ot-
hers were or could have been easily ldentified
as performing similar acts; and fifth, the choice
of an extra-ordinary and novel penalty--'"indef-
inite suspension"-- which is nowhere made expli-
cit in the regulations, and the fallure to re-
instate the students temporarily pending act-
ions taken on the recommendations of this com-
mittee..

We do not bellieve or suggest that the Admin-
istration was motivated by malice or vengeance
in 1ts reliance upon these LCractices. Indeed,
we are sympathetic to the consideration that
the unprecendented and potentially menacing con-
text of events was instrumental in shaping 1ts
conduct. Nevertheless, it is an especlally
heavy responsibility of a distinguished in-
stitution to make sure that its acts are in the
finest#radition in th#administration of Justice.

We have enumerated the felt shortcomings in the
confident faith that the University Administra-
tion will be as desirous as we are of correct-
ing them.

PENALTIES
The penalty of indefinite suspension should
be expunged from the record of each student.
Instead, the penalty for each of these six stu=-
dents should be recorded as that of "censure"
for a period of no more than six weeks.

We recommend that the suspensions of Messrs.

BGoldberg and Savio should be for the specific

pegiod of slx weeks beginning September 30,
1964,

The imposition of academic penalties on these
elght studemts would amount to additional pun-
ishment, and of a severity disproportionate to
the offenses. We recommend that, so far as is
feasible for each student, he be permitted to
complete his course work for the present sem-
ester, without academic penalty. We further
recommend that each, at his option, be permit-
ted to drop one or more courses, or to withdraw
for the‘balance of the semester, without loss
of academic credit or the imposition of other
academic penalties.



