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significant developments in criminological thought and action. Its diverse

participants, students and faculty, were true innovators, producing radical
social analyses of institutions of criminal justice as part of broader relations of
inequality, injustice, exploitation, patriarchy, and white supremacy within
capitalist societies. Even more they situated criminology as an active part of
opposition to these social institutions and the relations of harm they uphold. Their
criminology was directly engaged in, and connected with, the struggles of
resistance that emerged in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Not surprisingly
perhaps, they became a target of regressive and reactionary forces that sought to
quiet those struggles. Notably the Berkeley School of Criminology was targeted
by key players in the US military-industrial complex such as Ronald Reagan
himself, then Governor of California and Regent of UC-Berkeley.
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T he Berkeley School of Criminology stands, to this day, as one of the most

Who Killed the Berkeley School by Julia and Herman Schwendinger, key players
in the Berkeley School, is the first full-length, in-depth analysis, of the Berkeley
School of Criminology, its participants, and the attack against it. It tells the story
of an important infrastructure of resistance, a resource of struggle, and how it was
dismantled. It lays bare the role not only of conservatives but of liberal academics
and false critical theorists, who failed to stand up in defense of the School and its
work when called upon.
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This is a story with profound lessons in the current period of corporatization of
campuses, neoliberal education, and market-driven curricula. It will be of interest
to anyone concerned with developing resistance to the corporate campus and
seeking critical alternatives. It also stands as a challenge to social science
disciplines, including criminology, to develop a practice that identifies the roots of
social injustice and organizes to confront it.
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Foreword
“Radical Criminology Lives”

he assault on the Berkeley School of Criminology

(at the University of California-Berkeley), a hub of
radical organizing, theorizing, and action, is one of the
likely forgotten or overlooked (or never known) salvos
of Ronald Reagan’s frontal assaults on dissent and resis-
tance (particularly in domestic terms). Launched in the
1960s and carried out extensively between 1973 and
1976, the campaign against the Berkeley School radicals
would see final victory in 1977.

In this engaging and pointed book Julia and Herman
Schwendinger, two key participants in the Berkeley
School (and two who were penalized for their committed
involvement in the school and broader community strug-
gles against exploitation and oppression), provide im-
portant insights and open, honest, unflinching
assessment of these battles. They provide crucial lessons
for contemporary organizers and activists in the acade-
my, and beyond, and reinforce the great need for radical-
ism within disciplines like criminology that are
supposed to identify, analyze, and end practices (and
causes) of social harm. And speak out against the role of
power holders in generating and reproducing social
harm.
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Like the better known attack on the air traffic con-
trollers union only three years later, the breaking of the
Berkeley School would decimate an infrastructure of re-
sistance to neoliberal capitalism (and ideologies expressed
in New Right criminology in this case) in its early stages
as well as sending a message to possible allies that they
should watch their step (lest they endure a similar fate). It
also, like the air traffic controllers struggle, tested the re-
solve of neoliberalism’s potential opponents—and the
willingness of “soft supporters” or liberal forces to act on
behalf of those caught in the crosshairs. In both cases the
broad oppositional forces, and particularly potential allies
and soft supporters, were found fatally wanting. And the
emergent forces of neoliberal reaction (and New Right
ideology) gained important victories and developed new
confidence to push on.

The Berkeley School radicals identified the real sources
of social harm in society—state, military, and corporate
actions. They also insisted on calling these harms by their
proper name—crimes. They openly identified the wars
against Indigenous peoples across Turtle Island as what
they were—campaigns of genocide. The Vietnam assault
was recognized not as unfortunate war, geopolitical event,
or American crisis (or tragedy) but, unflinchingly, as a
criminal endeavor undertaken by the US state. The
Schwendingers lay out the captive place of the university
in the military-industrial-complex, detailing the depth and
breadth of corporate influence and control.

Most of all, the Berkeley School radicals, perhaps more
than any academic criminologists before or since, bridged
the false gap between community resistance and academic
labors. They immersed themselves in struggles, not apart
from or in conflict with their roles as researchers, learners,
and/or knowledge producers—but as a direct outcome of
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those pursuits. For this they were targeted by politicians
and administrators. Punished as community members
and activists, reprimanded and fired as intellectual work-
ers.

The Berkeley School stands as a model toward which
contemporary critical (even better, radical) criminology
might strive. The account by the Schwendingers offers
both a guide to organizing in the present and a caution
about steps to avoid and the lessons learned through real
struggle.

This compelling work reminds us of a criminology
not of the classroom but of the communities and work-
places. It reminds us of a criminology of active resis-
tance. It is a criminology rooted in real world responses
to ongoing concerns about social harms in communities
most subjected to those harms. This is a criminology that
is neither utopian nor ideological because it actually
identifies and names the social structures and relations
that cause social harms and which prevent them from
being addressed. And it openly confronts and challenges
those exploitative and oppressive structures and relations
(rather than accepting them merely as objects of study).

This is also a proposal and an invitation. Not only to
radicals but to those who claim to be critical in good
times but become “pragmatists” or “realists” when it af-
fects them personally (with apologies to Phil Ochs).
Criminologists in pursuing social justice will, eventually
(and must) offend university administrators, criminal
justice officials, law enforcement agents, and politicians.
We should not apologize for this nor should we hide our
analysis away in the comfort of lecture halls, seminars,
or conferences.

Compromise has become a signal word of the neolib-
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eral period (like the “consensus” of an earlier epoch). Yet
compromise tends to overlook the imbalance of forces—
of resources, of power, and of harm. It offers a profoundly
unjust equalization of (unequal) responsibility and ob-
scures the fact that certain groups (classes, strata) bear the
brunt of harms inflicted one-sidedly by another group
(class, stratum). This compromise almost always ends up
satisfying (and justifying) power holders.

The current period of New Right hegemony (in govern-
ment, media, and the academy) and the decades long pro-
motion of law and order ideology as public policy,
requires, finally, an active, organized opposition from
criminology that is based not only in (ineffectual) critique
but political mobilization in solidarity and community
with those who have been subjected to the right wing on-
slaught.

This is a crucial history, a significant example of strug-
gle. It is relevant for anyone interested in the development
of neoliberal capitalism and austerity governance. It is re-
quired reading for anyone concerned with building infra-
structures of resistance in the current context and,
particularly, linking the struggles of campus and commu-
nity in a way that might challenge dominant structures and
relations of ruling and forge and maintain connections of
solidarity and active resistance.

The assault on the Berkeley School radicals was noth-
ing short of, as the Schwendingers state it, “the repression
of a struggle for justice.” And it had lasting impacts, both
on social struggles and on the development of criminology
(which shadowed the Reaganomics of the 1980s with New
Right ideology and ‘broken windows’ class violence).

More than a work of criminology, this is a vibrant and
honest telling of overlooked histories of radical struggle
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(and the perhaps surprising, for current audiences, part
played by criminology in solidarity with movements of
the poor and oppressed). It fills in missing pieces in the
history of the peoples’ liberation movements of the late
twentieth century.

As the Schwendingers note, it is impossible to under-
stand radicalism (or criminology) without recognizing
social context. In particular it is necessary to understand
particular contexts of social struggle, social movement,
and change. The interface of social and political move-
ments, and the place of criminologists within these (radi-
cal or otherwise), is important.

In the context of Occupy mobilizations and mass re-
pression in various sites (including extensive violence
by police at the University of California-Berkeley itself)
this is essential reading for anyone seeking a deeper un-
derstanding of repression and resistance. The
Schwendingers’ recount tactics, such as early manifesta-
tions of kettling, that are perhaps too often viewed as re-
cent manifestations of neoliberal policing practice.

Readers might also note the use of demonizing lan-
guage to discredit all forms of resistance. The phantom
communist of the 1960s and 1970s has been morphed by
state capital into the phantom terrorist of today. In each
case the specter is used by governments to justify grow-
ing uses of repressive violence, illegal state surveillance,
and violations of civil and human rights.

As critical thinking in the academy is sacrificed to
concerns of the labor market or “relevance” (for whom?)
and technocratism, managerialism, and expediency drive
“curriculum,” over scholarship broadly conceived, this
story has much to tell us. This is a living and vital docu-
ment of a vital (and still living) movement and project. It
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should be read, reread, studied and, most importantly, built
upon in practice.

In the era of neoliberal austerity and “law and order”
hegemony it is as pressing as ever that criminologists de-
mystify traditional rationales for exploitation and oppres-
sion. Indeed, criminologists must address the very nature
and aims of criminology in this period of surveillance and
repression. As the Schwendingers ask, how can conscien-
tious criminology students and faculty, whose very subject
of study is crime, remain quiet in the face of state and capi-
talist atrocities? The answer remains, now as then—we
can’t.

Jeff Shant;
Kwantlen Polytechnic University

Surrey (Newton), British Columbia



Introduction
Dé/é Vu

uring the 1960s and 1970s, The School of

Criminology at the University of California
Berkeley (UCB) had more than 30 full-time or part-time
faculty members teaching upper-division and graduate
courses in criminalistics and criminology. The School
was the leading American institution devoted to
criminology. Nevertheless, it was abolished in 1977 by
California’s Governor, Ronald Reagan, and the UCB
Chancellor, Alfred Bowker.

Bowker in later years defended himself by saying the
School had become “politicized”—implying that it no
longer fulfilled its academic responsibilities. But his al-
legation was false. The School was closed because a
group of 30 students and 4 faculty members had fought
against the brutal suppression of political dissent as well
as the racist and sexist law-enforcement policies prevail-
ing throughout the country. These members also op-
posed the crimes being committed by the United States
in the Vietnam War. They enhanced the academic status
of the School among criminologists in the United States
and Europe. They did not reduce that status.

Members of this group became ‘“usual suspects” be-
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cause they joined the thousands in the San Francisco
Bay Area who had protested the crimes inflicted by the
U.S. government during the War. In fact, the events lead-
ing to the School’s closing began when they publically
expressed their outrage over the brutal suppression of
“Stop the Draft Week” demonstrations in 1967.

These members were attacked by university officials
even though they epitomized the highest ideals of their
profession. They had opposed the devastation of Viet-
nam, Cambodia and Laos because the U.S. government
was creating landscapes overflowing with land mines,
toxic chemicals, mutilated people, and corpses. The U.S.
Air Force had strafed everything that moved including
farm animals, children, old people, women and men.

Simultaneously, when political dissent erupted
through the United States after Cambodia was invaded,
civil liberties were lawlessly assaulted by the CIA, FBI,
state, and local police. In Berkeley, Reagan sent an
armed convoy of National Guardsmen to control this
dissent.

Further examples starting with genocidal wars against
Native Americans and the 1798 Alien and Sedition Acts
demonstrate that the U.S. government has never been the
entity idealized by public school civics lessons. Like
Janus, the Roman God of gateways and exits, the Statue
of Liberty, the gateway to the U.S. signals a vista of
democratic spirits and American dreams. But that vista
is periodically eclipsed by the suppression of civil liber-
ties and human rights.
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G ilbert Geis, an academic criminologist, conducted
a fantastical autopsy twenty years after the School
of Criminology was assassinated. Geis accomplished
this amazing feat even though he wasn’t at the scene of
the crime and the corpse was decomposed, so he could
not put it under his knife. Nonetheless, he was able to
scrutinize recollections and documents by onlookers and
perps who were at the scene. With such so-called “indis-
putable facts” he cobbled an explanation of why the
School was killed and who did it in.

In a section entitled, Postmortem Lividity, Geis stated,
“the School of Criminology did not fade away quietly,
though the Sindler report' virtually dictated its demise.
Torrents of words were written into the record between
the end of 1973 and July 15, 1976, when the guillotine
finally dropped by formal approval of the regents.”
However, in Geis’ view, none of the perps including
UCB Chancellor Bowker and Prof. Alan Sindler actually
committed the crime intentionally. They may have com-
mitted schoolslaughter but not murder in the first de-

1 An in-house committee, appointed by UCB administration and
chaired by Alan Sindler, wrote the report.

3
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gree, that is, not with malice aforethought. They acted
impetuously—only committing the crime after being
provoked by the radicals.

To back this verdict, Geis rounded up the usual sus-
pects.® The radicals, he declares, were in no small part
responsible because of their unwillingness to compro-
mise. Instead, they stubbornly continued to make “them-
selves highly visible and, from the viewpoint of the
university administration, embarrassingly unpopular not
only with it, but also with the local law enforcement es-
tablishment.” “They also offended California’s Gover-
nor, Ronald Reagan and Edwin Meese III, then the
governor’s legal affairs secretary, on the school’s adviso-
ry council.” Consequently, in Geis’ opinion, the radicals’
stubborn willfulness should also be blamed. These emo-
tionally charged individuals wanted to become martyrs.
They were unwilling to stay in the closet and discontin-
ue their “highly publicized acts of political protest.”

Geis took pains to let everyone know his coroner’s
report was impartial and scolded the University authori-
ties as well. He accused them of being “insensitive” and

2 Gilbert Geis, “The Limits of Academic Tolerance: The
Discontinuance of the School of Criminology at Berkeley.” In
Punishment and Social Control: Essays in Honor of Sheldon L.
Messinger. (Eds. Thomas G. Blomberg and Stanley Cohen. New
York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1995 pp. 280-281).

3 The phrase, “usual suspects” is borrowed from a remark by
Claude Raines in the movie, Casablanca. In that film, Captain
Louis Renault (played by Claude Raines) witnesses Rick Blaine
(Humphrey Bogart) shoot the German officer, Major Strasser
(Conrad Veidt). Upon hearing the shot, gendarmes rush to the
scene of the crime; but Captain Renault merely exclaims, “Major
Strasser’s been shot.” He pauses as he looks at Rick and then
casually turns to the gendarmes, saying, “Round up the usual
suspects!” The gendarmes obediently drive away and Rick gets
away with murder.
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“mulish” and, consequently, contributing to a mutual
failure at communication and compromise.

What we had, then, was a jousting match, often taste-
less, at least if dignity is the judgment criterion charac-
terized on one side by partisan beliefs and, on the other,
by rather implacable insensitivity. There was no question
where the ultimate power lay, though those who lost out
seemed astonishingly unaware of what social class and
governmental forces dominated political developments
even though these forces used their power effectively.*

How should we, as two of these radicals, respond to
Geis? Perhaps we should use stronger language to
counter his claim that the radicals were indifferent to the
School’s closing or that they wanted martyrdom. But,
with the passage of time, we will simply observe that he
trivialized the forces, motives, and actions leading to the
closing of the School. His interpretation reduced the re-
pression of a struggle for justice and an end to the
slaughter in Vietnam to a “jousting match.” His use of
psychological causes (like “willfulness” and “mulish-
ness”) is preposterous. Further, since the radicals—cer-
tainly not the administrative authorities—were harmed,
his theory blames the victims of the crime.

To warrant his reference to radical “willfulness,” Geis
regurgitated Bowker and Sindler’s cover stories. Dis-
cussing the nature of the conflict between the adminis-
tration and radicals, he says the radicals refused to
recognize criticisms aimed at the School. He validates
this false assertion with phony circumstantial evidence.
He claims that the quality of the Criminology faculty
was questionable. The integrity of their curriculum was
dubious. The academic and public services performed by

4 Tbid.
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the School needed ““shoring up.” The radicals, he added,
also needed to come to agreement with the administra-
tion about “tolerable and intolerable” behavior in class-
rooms although, of course, by his own admission,
agreement on this option was never in the cards because
each side “mulishly refused to grant legitimacy to the
concerns of the other but rather took refuge behind its
own rhetoric ...”

Geis misinforms readers when he calls Bowker’s and
the Sindler Committee’s reservations about the school
“indisputable facts.” His claim had no basis in reality.
The school was purported to oppose “professional”
goals and resist servicing the law enforcement establish-
ment. Yet the School’s program produced qualified
forensic experts. Its faculty had engaged in experiments
expanding their field of knowledge. It was consulted by
prosecutors, defense attorneys, and police. In addition,
other faculty members, such as Jerome Skolnick, ser-
viced crime commissions. Another member, Bernard Di-
amond, repeatedly provided expert testimony for
defense attorneys. Richard Korn and David Vogel con-
ducted projects aimed at educating judges. The School
sponsored a pioneering prisoner education program at
San Quentin. An LEAA funded Master’s degree program
serviced police officers drawn from various parts of the
United States. Tony Platt helped criminal-justice reform
groups formulate model legislation while Paul Takagi
served as a consultant for criminal justice agencies.
Even Herman Schwendinger contributed to criminal jus-
tice programs although he usually focused on theoretical
approaches to crime causation rather than control.’

5 In fact, he had received a research grant larger than any other
member on the faculty had received—over a half million dollars—
to pursue his investigation of illegal markets. To obtain the grant,
he was required to select someone who could monitor his
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Schwendinger taught a seminar in a Master’s program
designed for police officers and made repeated visits to
Pacifica, south of San Francisco, in response to a request
from the officer handling juvenile crime. With Takagi,
Schwendinger obtained National Institute of Health and
Welfare funds for organizing a conference on delinquen-
cy control. He had also testified in person before the
Congressional Subcommittee on Crime and the Judiciary
about federal funding for delinquency programs.. He
never divorced himself from these kinds of activities.

Furthermore, most of the research conducted by the
School’s doctoral students focused on law enforcement
policies and penal institutions. The research represented
an array of professionally oriented topics such as the
creation of drug policies to the control of prison popula-
tions. Other topics include the impact of drug control
policies on communities of urban drug users, the forma-
tion of police in the 18" century, the Benthamite move-
ment for legal reform in England, the economic
foundations of classical criminology, the rise of convict
labor in America, the emergence of prostitution in a
Western frontier community, the relations between the
police and women’s suffrage movements, and grassroots
organizations devoted to reforming the ways that medi-
cal and law enforcement agencies treated rape victims.

Geis insists that the radicals were not reasonable be-
cause they were shortsighted, highly emotional utopians.
To prove this point, he sprinkles his article by citing the
radicals themselves. He quotes Tony Platt’s writings
about the “theoretical weaknesses of radical criminolo-

expenditures because the grant was awarded shortly before he
received his doctoral degree at UCLA. Joseph Lohman, the Dean
of the School of Criminology offered to become a co-sponsor to
meet this requirement.
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gy” that indicated it suffered from short-term activism
and idealist expectations about the impact of social
protest.® Geis also cited a personal communication
where “Platt said that, if he had it to do over, he would
seek to form better strategic alliances to try to guarantee
the school’s survival.” Yet Platt, whose courage was in-
disputable, added that he has had no regrets even though
he with other radicals “were optimistic in the way that
utopians often are.”’

Geis quotes liberal authorities on the Sixties to dis-
credit the tactics supported by radicals at the School. Al-
though Todd Gitlin’s work is an inadequate framework
for understanding the breadth and diversity of protest ac-
tivity in the Sixties,® Geis says Gitlin’s “sophisticated
retrospective” provides further support for condemning
the radicals. Gitlin had observed that the early idealism
of Berkeley’s Students for a Democratic Society (SDS)
came apart because of “its commitment to an impossible

6 Geis quotes Platt’s letter: “Radical criminology in its earliest days
tended toward ultraleftism, romanticism, and a messianic
utopianism.” In Anthony M. Platt, personal communication to
Geis, October 30, 1993.

7 Geis quotes Platt who said, “Obviously, from the way things
turned out, we were misguided; otherwise we wouldn’t have done
it.” However, this statement should not be taken at face value
because Geis does not provide its context. Finally, there were
differences among the radicals that sharply contradict Geis’
interpretations and stereotypes.

8 Andrew Hunt points this out “When Did the Sixties Happen?
Searching for New Directions.” Journal of Social History. Also,
criticism of Gitlin’s thesis indicates other reasons for the SDS’
demise; for instance, see Nancy Zaroulis and Gerald Sullivan,
Who Spoke Up? American Protest Against the War in Vietnam
1963-1975. Finally, Gitlin, in our opinion, ignores significant
differences within the SDS on lower organizational levels,
especially regarding ‘violent’ and ‘nonviolent’ tactics.
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revolution” and because of its “passionate hairsplitting,
irresponsible leaders, desperado strategy, insupportable
tactics.” Geis obviously believes the Criminology radi-
cals were no different.’

Finally, Stan Cohen is brought into play as an authori-
ty on how the radicals behaved or what they believed.'
Geis claims that Cohen offers us an informative “lesson
on how the emergent women’s movement, with its focus
on rape, trashed the radical movement’s romantic por-
trait of criminals as politically oppressed, deserving of
sympathy.” Even though radicals in Criminology never
romanticized rapists and most shared similar ideas and
reformist agendas, Geis concludes:

... critical scholarship has well exposed the
problems of this original agenda, but the
very effectiveness of the demystification job
is a little embarrassing. One has to distance
oneself from those original ideas and
reforms: dismiss one’s enthusiastic support
for them as matters of false consciousness or
perhaps a product of overenthusiastic
youthful exuberance.

Geis says, “Cohen warns against radical impossibilism,
which asserts that all reforms are doomed. There is evi-
dence enough that the upheavals of the Sixties produced
meaningful change. But how does it all add up?” Obvi-

9 Geis, op. cit. p. 987.

10 According to Geis, Cohen regards his own works during the
Sixties and Seventies as “brash, simplistic, and tendentious.” This
may be true but whether they were radical is another matter — we
found no writings validating that status. When he was a Visiting
Professor (from England) at the School, his professional
associations were apolitical and he wasn’t involved in any radical
project or protest movement.
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ously, if Geis’ account is to be believed, it all adds up to
a tragedy of displaced passions and a valiant but impos-
sible attempt to scale the heavens.
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Ithough the School of Criminology’s assassination

occurred over 35 years ago and the radicals were
framed for the murder, the contract for the kill was actu-
ally fulfilled by government and university officials. The
perps even included faculty whose cowardice or com-
mitment to “friendly fascism™' was bred by decades of
McCarthyism and the Cold War.

The officials—Ronald Reagan, Richard Nixon, Spiro
Agnew and J. Edgar Hoover—provided ordnance for the
on-campus assassination team. Their arsenal of dema-
gogic injunctions, covert surveillance, police repression
and budget cuts rallied the team’s supporters, neutralized
its opposition and extorted cooperation and silence from
the faculty at large. Reagan, who had been an informer
for the House Un-American Activities Committee long
before he became Governor in 1966, had promised to cut
the budget and clean up “the mess in Berkeley.” To mon-
itor the School of Criminology, he appointed his “trou-

1 The phrase, “friendly fascism,” is borrowed from Bertram Gross,
Friendly Fascism: The New Face of Power in America. (New York:
Evans and Co. 1980), where he suggests that, unlike Germany,
police state developments will appear in stages rather than emerge
full-blown in a short period of time.

n
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bleshooter,” Edwin Meese III, to its Advisory Council.?
He also appointed people like Max Rafferty, the notori-
ously right-wing State Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion, as University of California Regents. The Regents in
turn stepped-up their opposition to campus civil liberties
and anti-war movements.

The 24 Regents and their powerful associates owned
and operated the State of California. None of the Re-
gents except Max Rafferty, whose worthlessness as a
professional had become legendary, were educators by
profession. Even H.R. Haldeman of Watergate fame was
a Regent before he resigned to join the Nixon adminis-
tration. When their stock portfolios were disclosed on
December 10, 1968, the Regents included Mrs. Ran-
dolph A. Hearst, Norman Chandler, Samuel B. Mosher,
John E. Canaday, Philip L. Boyd, Norton Simon,
William E. Forbes, William M. Roth, Mrs. Edward H.
Heller, Frederick G. Dutton, William K. Coblentz, De-
Witt A. Higgs, W. Glenn Campbell and so on. These
people served on the boards of directors or as CEOs of
The Hearst Foundation, Security Pacific National Bank,
Western Bancorporation, Broadway-Hale Stores, First
Surety Corporation, Stanford Bank, Commonwealth As-
surance Corporation, Crown-Zellerbach Corporation,
Pacific Lighting Co., and more than 20 other large cor-
porations and utilities.’

2 The word, “troubleshooter,” for Meese is borrowed from Bob
Woodward’s Shadow: Five Presidents and the Legacy of Watergate.
(See his chapters on President Reagan’s Irangate and Contragate.)

3 Including Arizona Bancorporation, Southern California Edison,
Pauley Petroleum, Del Monte Foods, Irvine Foundation, DiGiorgio
Company, Norton Simon Inc., the 230,000 acre Tejon Ranch Co.,
Safeway Stores, Bell Brand Foods, Dresser Industries, Pan
American World Airways, Western Airlines, Air West, F.E. Young
Construction Company, Kaiser Steel, Crucible Steel, Atcheson
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The Regents were plugged into transnational corpora-
tions with subsidiaries in Europe, the Caribbean, Latin
America, Africa and Asia. Their names symbolized
Who’s Who of the American Industrial Empire, with fi-
nancial holdings and directorships in industry, agribusi-
ness, mass media, financial institutions and defense and
intelligence agencies.

The raw power and influence of the Regents extended
beyond California. They were also owners or on the
boards of directors of corporations that controlled such
conservative media as: the Associated Press and King
Features Syndicate, the San Francisco Examiner, Satur-
day Review, US News and World Report and Scholastic
Publications. They also owned McCall's, Redbook, Pop-
ular Science, Good Housekeeping, Avon Paperbacks,
Harper’s Bazaar, and so on.

They held commanding positions in firms supported
by military contracts such as the Lockheed Corporation,
Stanford Research Institute, Brookings Institution, Insti-
tute for Defense Analysis, Communication Electronics
Inc., Watkins-Johnson Co., Center for Strategic Studies,
Asia Foundation and Hoover Institution on War, Revolu-
tion and Peace. Charles Hitch, President of UC and an-
other member of the Regents, had previously been
employed in military agencies and research institutes
supported by the Pentagon before Robert McNamara ap-
pointed him Assistant Secretary of Defense.

During the Sixties and early Seventies, only the radi-
cals questioned the conflicts of interest between the Re-
gents and their ties to armaments industries and think
tanks serving the Department of Defense and CIA. The

Topeka and Sante Fe Railway Company, Northern Pacific Railroad
and other corporations.
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Regents helped ensure that UCB faculties were celebrat-
ed as long as they didn’t challenge the interests of their
military-industrial empire. When these interests were
critically spotlighted in the Sixties, however, the Regents
seized the power to veto tenure recommendations—a
power traditionally given to UC chancellors.

This veto power undoubtedly affected the outcome of
one of the most notorious academic freedom cases oc-
curring on the Berkeley Campus: the case of Tony Platt.*
Despite favorable recommendations from two tenure re-
view committees, Chancellors Roger Heyns and Albert
Bowker made a preemptive strike: By steadfastly refus-
ing to grant tenure to Platt, a faculty member in the
School of Criminology, they saved the Regents from
widespread condemnation and embarrassment. Their re-
fusal also blocked the possibility for overturning the Re-
gents in the courts.

Bowker, replacing Heyns as Chancellor in the fall of
1971, headed the on-campus team of assassins. Previ-
ously, he had been Chancellor of the City University of
New York (CUNY) where his credentials attracted the
UC Regents. For instance, the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP) found that Bowker’s of-
fice at CUNY had violated the principle of academic
freedom when it dismissed three CUNY assistant profes-
sors on one campus and ten faculty members at another.’

4 An equally notorious case involved Ely Katz who was an assistant
professor in the early Sixties. He had refused to cooperate with
HUAC when it asked whether he had been a member of the
Communist Party. He was fired from the university because he
refused to answer the same question when UCB Chancellor
Strong posed it. He then sued the university and forced it to rehire
him. However, despite favorable recommendations from his
tenure review committee and Dean, he was denied tenure.

5 Bulletin of the American Association of University Professors.
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The first case involved a professor who had been an ad-
visor to an SDS chapter. He had participated in sit-ins
with two other dismissed colleagues. The second case
involved faculty support for a “third world” student
rights movement.®

In both instances, Bowker’s administration employed
shifting and dilatory tactics to cover-up the political
purges. In the so-called case of the Ten, his administra-
tors defended the dismissals by disclosing political doc-
uments from secret files compiled on the faculty.’
Responding to the uproar over the dismissals, Bowker
claimed that he had not conducted a political purge; in-
stead, the faculty had been fired solely because they had
misused their positions or had defects of moral character
or were too incompetent to meet academic standards.®
Besides, he said, a projected reduction in enrollment also
had necessitated the reduction in the faculty. Yet when

1973. “Queensborough Community College (CUNY),” Vol. 59,
No. 1. pp. 4654 and Bulletin of the American Association of
University Professors. 1974. “The City University of New York
(SEEK Center).” Vol. 60, No. 1. pp. 67-81.

6 The students forced the resignation of a Director favored by
Bowker. The Director told four of the 10 faculty, who had
supported the students’ rights movement, that he felt they no
longer had a “constructive role” to play at the Center. Students,
almost entirely African Americans and Puerto Ricans, then
successfully fought to replace the Director with a ‘third world’
person.

7 For instance, the AAUP Bulletin mentions that a faculty member,
who called for support of black workers at a Ford plant, wrote one
document. Circulation of this information was legally irrelevant
to their case and violated their academic freedom.

8 Since the case involved a mass firing, Bowker faced the
possibility of legal action. He preempted this action by selecting
three black faculty from the other faculty and rehiring them to
teach courses he had previously said they weren’t competent to
teach.
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enrollments did not decrease as expected, Bowker did
not reinstate the people he had fired.’

In addition, the American Federation of Teachers
(AFT) faculty union at Berkeley (Local 1474) reported
that Bowker was hired to add support within the univer-
sity system for Reagan’s plan to oust Charles J. Hitch,
President of the University of California (UC). Reagan
believed that Hitch had not acted ruthlessly enough in
combating the free speech, civil-rights and anti-war
campus movements. To assure Reagan and conservative
Regents that he was the man to replace Hitch and bring
UC into line, Bowker, according to the AFT, operated a
lobby effort in the state capital that rivaled and coun-
tered Hitch’s."

Sindler, the second member of the team, was dedicat-
ed to eliminating the so-called “core members” of anti-
government and anti-racist movements on campus. Orig-
inally at Cornell, Sindler had been the head of a univer-
sity commission appointed to define student relations to
law enforcement. While at Cornell, he had been enraged
by attempts to provide amnesty for African-American
students faced with disciplinary charges after conducting
a sit-in at Willard Straight Hall. During the night of the
sit-in, these students, who belonged to the Black Power
movement,'' reportedly foiled fraternity members who

9 Jeff Moad, “Bowker’s NY Past.” The Daily Californian May 16
1974. p. 5. As indicated, the so-called ‘incompetent’ faculty were
African Americans.

10 “UC Tie-Line.” University Guardian, AFT Local 1474, March
1973, p. 6.

11 Students representing the Free Speech Movement (FSM) campus
chapter joined the African American students after the initial sit-in
had taken place. Cornell had the third largest SDS chapter in the
country. For different perspectives and a chronology of the
Cornell events, see Cushing Strout and David I. Grossvogel (eds.)
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attempted to break into the Hall to attack them. Terrified
by the break-in, the African-American students obtained
arms to defend themselves. This move immediately
risked a clash with the Ithaca police who would have
employed deadly force to expel the students from the
Hall.

Certainly, the memory of the vicious brutality target-
ing African-American student protesters at southern uni-
versities must have encouraged the Cornell
administration to refrain from calling the police. A Cor-
nell dean contacted the students and promised support
for amnesty if the students left the Hall. After the stu-
dents marched out, guns in hand, the dean asked the
Academic Senate to recommend “reconciliation,” with-
out harm to the students, when the violations were con-
sidered. The Senate deliberations went through various
stages until the faculty wisely voted for reconciliation,
thereby blocking the threat of further demonstrations
and deadly responses from police.

A diary kept by Sindler’s department chair, Clinton
Rossiter, tells how the reconciliation debate at Cornell
took a nasty turn. Sindler, a foremost opponent of recon-
ciliation, felt so strongly about the issue that he publicly
threatened to resign if the Senate majority sided with the
students. His opposition provoked a Black Power stu-
dent leader to threaten him and his family in a radio
broadcast.'? Sindler rented a hotel room and left his fam-

Divided We Stand: Reflections on the Crisis at Cornell. New
York: Doubleday 1970.

12 A student who thought the radio broadcast had not begun made
the threatening comments (in an informal discussion with the
announcer). His comments appear to have been couched in the
exaggerated ‘ghetto rhetoric’ often employed by black power
students regardless whether their own class backgrounds.
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ily for a few nights. Rossiter, who was also threatened,
did not leave his residence and no one harmed him or his
family."

Despite Sindler’s efforts, the Senate approved the rec-
onciliation measure and he resigned, leaving when his
academic year was up. He accepted an offer from Berke-
ley where politically compatible administrators and col-
leagues supported his views.

Beginning in 1971, Sindler’s name appeared on vari-
ous UCB documents aimed at repressing campus radi-
cals or curtailing their support among the faculty. A
Senate committee that succeeded in expanding the rules
for disciplining faculty who acted “against the interests
of the university” issued some of these documents in
February 1971. Another set of documents included the
June 15, 1973 report (and various memos) by Sindler—
who chaired Bowker’s committee evaluating the School
of Criminology. The committee report fabricated the so-
called “indisputable facts” and ideological terrain on
which the struggle over the school’s fate emerged.

Still another document from May 30, 1972, reflected
his anti-union sentiments and would have undermined
Local 1474 of the American Federation of Teachers, the
only UCB faculty organization that consistently opposed
Reagan, Bowker and their cohorts throughout the 1970s.
Throughout the late sixties and early seventies, Local
1474 had defended UCB employees against discrimina-

13 A number of other faculty members were threatened by the
broadcast and they also spent a few nights at hotels because of
their alarm. See Donald A. Downs, Cornell '69: Liberalism and
the Crisis of the American University. Ithaca; Cornell University
Press, 1999. Also, Caleb S. Rossiter. The Chimes of Freedom
Flashing: A Personal History of the Vietnam Anti-War Movement
and the 1960s. Washington DC: TCA Press 1996.
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tory hiring policies as well as Reagan’s budget cuts, ad-
ministrative abuses and political persecution. Although
the administration and its faculty allies—including
Sindler—could not control the AFT Local, they finally
attempted an end-run around it. They encouraged the
Academic Senate to pass a resolution calling for the cre-
ation of a so-called “professional association” to “pre-
pare for the eventuality of collective bargaining.” Within
days of the resolution’s passage, Sindler and six other
conservatives distributed the resolution among the UC
Berkeley faculty and requested them to join up. Bowker
was obviously involved in this conspiracy, because a
“check-oft” form with a UC seal, clipped to the resolu-
tion, allowed faculty members to automatically deduct
membership dues from their earnings." Ironically, this
sordid enterprise was abandoned when California’s Leg-
islative Analyst, Alan Post, quickly recommended that
funds for the Academic Senate be line-itemed to prevent
any involvement in collective bargaining. Since the Sen-
ate was a state-funded agency, Post declared, it could not
“participate directly or indirectly in collective bargain-
ing.”"> To avoid conflict with the state legislature and
courts, Sindler, his conservative cohort and the adminis-
tration, abandoned their attempt to form a company
union.

Sanford Kadish, a professor at the School of Law,
was the third notable member of the assassination team.
Kadish, it is important to note, headed the faculty
“search committee” that recommended Bowker as the

14 The statement implicated administrative collusion because it
informed the faculty that they could have their dues automatically
deducted from their salaries. A check-off accounting department
form was attached.

15 “Berkeley Faculty Association Threatens Senate Funding.”
University Guardian, AFT Local 1474, March 1973, p. 3.
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new Chancellor. Although the San Francisco Chronicle,
on February 28, 1971, dubbed Kadish “UC’s Ethical
Moderate,”'® he was, in reality, a voice for the Regents
who alleged that movement professors were “subverting
the liberty” they were striving to protect.'’

Also, Kadish believed trade unionism was antithetical
to university aims and made the ridiculous claim in the
Chronicle interview that pro-union professors under-
mined the university, considering themselves “employ-
ees first, and academics second.” As student protests
rocked the campus, he protested that Berkeley was not
“a political battleground.” Nevertheless, he insisted that
conservatives “balance the liberals” when faculty com-
mittees were appointed. With Orwellian flair, he further
declared that “extremists, students and many of the pro-
fessors” were not entitled to academic freedom, because

16 Carl Irving, “What Worries Profs Most — Freedom, Tenure,
Funds.” S.F. Sunday Examiner & Chronicle, February 28, 1971. p.
10.

17 The Chronicle interviewer said Kadish “has been credited with
averting extreme stands in such matters as the People’s Park, the
course involving Eldridge Cleaver and the demands of Third
World Groups.” In actuality, prior to being appointed Dean of the
School of Law, Kadish helped neutralize the Academic Senate’s
obligation to uphold academic freedom — especially when it
involved a conflict with the Regents. Kadish was AAUP
Executive Committee chairperson at UCB when it was confronted
in 1968, with an unprecedented ruling by the Regents that
prevented the well-known sociologist, Troy Duster, and two other
faculty members from holding an experimental course scheduling
Eldridge Cleaver as an ongoing ‘guest lecturer.” Kadish convinced
the Committee and, then, the Academic Senate to adopt a
resolution that vaguely supported academic freedom but
abandoned the three faculty members who were jointly teaching
the course and who had requested backing from the Senate.
Schwendinger, who also was on the AAUP Executive Committee,
resigned because the three faculty members were not supported.
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they were “hacking away at the most precious asset on
campus - an atmosphere of freedom.”'®

In this contentious environment, Bowker, Sindler and
Kadish were participants in a counter-reformist alliance
that suppressed students and faculty who (1) supported
student participation in university management, (2)
drafted legislative initiatives for a civilian police review
board, (3) unmasked right-wing crime-fighting initia-
tives (4) advocated prison reforms and (5) opposed po-
lice brutality. The radicals who built this program were
also primarily responsible for unprecedented changes in
the racial and gender composition of students and facul-
ty within the School. Taking charge of the Criminology
admissions committee over a three to four year period,
they actively recruited students from minority groups
and women. Previously, instructors were virtually all
white males. The radicals championed faculty-hiring
policies that made unprecedented changes during the rel-
atively short period when they were influential."

Despite urgent student and faculty demands for affir-
mative action, these changes were by no means typical.
In March 1973, for example, the AFT faculty union®
published segments of the Health Education and Welfare
Office of Civil Rights report dealing with women in aca-
demic positions.?' The report accused the UCB adminis-

18 Carl Irving, op cit.

19 Platt and Schwendinger chaired the admissions committee
during most of this period.

20 Although HEW gave the report to UC administrators, it refused
to make it available to those who filed the complaint that led to
the review. These administrators also refused to release the report
on the grounds of pending legal action

21 Other segments, it pointed out, covered “Minorities in Academic
Positions” and “Minorities and Women in Non-Academic
positions.”
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tration of not complying with federal civil-rights man-
dates.” It especially singled out the Academic Senate
whose membership reflected employment policies that
discriminated against women and minorities.”. Other
publications, such as Public Affairs Report: Bulletin of
the Institute of Government Studies, showed that, in
1970, women comprised only 2.3 percent of all full pro-
fessors at Berkeley. In 1973, the ratio had not improved;
in fact, “larger proportions of women held lower posi-
tions lacking both tenure and status.”** Three years later,
in 1976, the Committee on Senate Policy reported to the
Academic Senate that only a limited number of depart-
ments were treating the issue of gender discrimination
seriously rather than taking refuge behind the myth that
affirmative action is “counter-productive to the quest for
excellence.”®

The changes produced by the radicals went beyond

22 “UCB Stalls Affirmative Action Compliance” and “HEW Report
on Women: ‘UC Not In Compliance.”” University Guardian,
March 1973, p. 4. The Local published some of the OCR
findings, noting that the administration had refused to release
these findings on the grounds of pending legal action. Litigation
brought by the League of Academic Women alleging sex
discrimination was being argued in court around that time.

23 The Senate review committees were either composed of people
who supported the administration or who were split into factions
of Dbelligerent conservatives, ambivalent moderates and
‘principled’ liberals. While, as far as we know, there were no
socialists in these committees, there were people like Paul
Seabury, who was repeatedly attacked for ties to defense
agencies, and Sindler.

24 Public Affairs Report: Bulletin of the Institute of Government
Studies V. 14, December 1973, No. 6, p.2.

25 “Report of the Committee on Senate Policy State of the Campus

Message, Meeting of the Berkeley Division,” Monday, April 26,
1976.
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the school. For instance, Takagi, who was at that time
the first and only tenured Asian American social science
professor at UCB, held the first Asian American Studies
course in the United States. He helped municipal gov-
ernments and police and probation departments intro-
duce police training, cultural sensitivity training and
research into the treatment of racial minorities. He was
repeatedly asked by the community relations division in
the Department of Justice to participate in training ses-
sions, conferences, Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration (LEAA) planning sessions, and so forth as an
expert on affirmative action and racial discrimination.
On one occasion, the director of the division, in his in-
troductory comments reported that nine out of the 10
black criminologists with doctorates in the United States
had graduated from “Paul Takagi’s shop at Berkeley.”*
Also, largely due to affirmative action initiated by the
radicals, the School of Criminology graduated at least 20
women with doctorates before it was closed down.

The UC Berkeley School of Criminology was target-
ed for additional reasons. It actually offered a politically
balanced curriculum taught by conservative and moder-
ate liberals as well as radical democrats. Out of about a
dozen professors, for most of the period in question,
only four were considered radicals and three of them did
not have tenure.”” The curriculum, as a whole, empha-
sized traditional professional courses; but the radicals
initiated courses rarely offered by criminologists else-
where. Barry Krisberg, Tony Platt and Paul Takagi, for
example, reorganized the introductory course and pro-

26 Apparently, eight had doctorates but the ninth may not have
completed his degree.

27 This would make five when Elliot Currie is included. He is the
lecturer mentioned in the list of radicals but was an Acting
Assistant Professor in the final years of the School.
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vided radical as well as non-radical topics dealing with
the causes, characteristics and control of crime.” They
designed the course for students at large, attracting
around 800 undergraduates eager to know what the field
was about even when they were not interested in becom-
ing criminologists. Like other criminology courses of-
fered by the radicals, these instructors emphasized
economic, political and social relations that determined
the historical development of crime and criminal justice.
In addition, Schwendinger taught theoretical courses on
crime and delinquency and seminars on “instruments of
discovery” that veered away from the blind empiricism
and sterile survey methods dominating the field.”

Other members of the staff also contributed to this
new beginning in learning. Elliot Currie, originally a lec-
turer and eventually an Acting Assistant Professor,
played an important role in this regard. Drew Humphries
and other female graduate students who taught courses
also contributed. Faculty such as Aviva Menkes, Richard
Korn, Lloyd Street and John Davis focused on racial and
ethnic repression, crimes against women, civil liberties
and reforms of the police and correctional institutions.

Contact with visiting professors such as Marie
Bertrand, an outstanding feminist scholar from the Uni-
versity of Montreal; Richard Quinney, a pioneer in criti-
cal criminology; Alphonso Pinckney, a noted black

28 The course description, evaluation and readings can be found in
the first edition of Crime and Social Justice. See Barry Krisberg,
“Teaching Radical Criminology: Criminology 100A-B, Professors
Barry Krisberg, Tony Platt, and Paul Takagi,” Crime and Social
Justice, 1974, 1 (Spring-Summer) 64-66.

29 This course among other things exposed students to ethnography,
sociometrics, small group experiments, and the writings of
Charles Pierce and other pragmatists interested in the
development of scientific thinking.
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sociologist from Hunter College; John Irwin, a trailblaz-
er in penal studies; and David Du Bois, the son of
W.E.B. Du Bois and editor of the Black Panther party’s
newspaper, expanded the new learning.

Speakers from labor organizations such as the United
Farm Workers were invited to relate how police harass-
ment and brutality repressed the unionization of migra-
tory workers. Finally, the School was further enriched by
campus-wide talks featuring speakers such as Ralph
Nader, who excoriated “Crime in the Suites.”

The radical faculty helped reorganize the undergradu-
ate curriculum. They encouraged a systematic approach
to criminology, encouraged internships in criminal-jus-
tice agencies and organized individual studies that
catered to student interests. It was no secret that the cur-
riculum had been influenced by this faculty but when the
School was attacked virtually every course with socially
critical content was labeled as “radical.”

Despite their small number, this faculty generated a
vibrant intellectual climate. Fundamental questions were
raised about America, about its class, gender and racial
inequality. And the interaction between radical students
and faculty generated the “critical mass” that produced
an Enlightenment-like explosion of rich theoretical ideas
about the nature of crime and criminal justice.®

Some of the students educated by the radicals helped
edit Issues in Criminology, publishing articles and
interviews that would not have appeared in major

30 The originality of their work is missed in mainstream summaries
of radical writings, which usually mistake English writings for
American even though prominent radicals at Berkeley and
elsewhere had gravitated toward political economy rather than
sociology of deviancy (e.g., labeling theory), which had become
fashionable at that time.
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criminology journals. Interviews with pioneering
Canadian and British scholars®' and some of the earliest
challenges to mainstream positions appeared there—
including Gene Grabiner’s attack on value-free science
and state morality, Barry Krisberg’s trenchant critique of
a University of Pennsylvania training program for gang
leaders, and Schwendingers’ ground-breaking article on
the legal definition of crime.** Critical historical studies
included Melanie Fong and Larry D. Johnson’s critique
of the Eugenicist movement and institutionalized racism,
Dorie Klein’s expos¢ of sexism in theories of female
criminality, Martin B. Miller’s scrutiny of progressive-
era prison reforms, John Pallas and Bob Barber’s
analysis on prison struggles, Tony Platt and Randi
Pollock’s article on public defenders, Joyce Clements’
critique of the rhetoric of repression, Elliot Currie’s
article on medieval witch hunts and Richard Quinney’s
approach to legal order.

Racism in criminal justice was further targeted by
John A. Davis’ views of black men toward crime and
law, Charles Reasons’ study of prisoner’s rights, Larry
D. Trujillo’s analysis of criminology literature on Chi-
canos, and Homer Yearwood’s critique of police dis-
crimination against blacks. In addition, in 1973, the
editors of Issues™ broke new ground by publishing an

31 Such as the University of Montreal feminist, Marie Bertrand, and
three British criminologists, Ian Taylor, Paul Walton and Jock
Young.

32 Thirty years later, in the introduction to What is Crime?:
Controversies over the Nature of Crime and What to Do about It
(Rowman & Littlefield) the editors, Mark M. Lanier and Stuart
Henry, call the article “the classic counterstatement to the legal
definition” of crime.

33 The editors included June Kress, Virginia Engquist Grabiner,
Cynthia Mahabir, Wayne Lawrence, Eleanor Evans, Susan Barnes
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entire edition devoted to women with articles by Dorie
Klein, Meda Chesney-Lind, Kurt Weis, Sandra S.
Borges, and Dale Hoffman-Bustamante.

The radical faculty published articles in Journal of
Marriage and the Family, Federal Probation, Social
Problems, Issues in Criminology, Insurgent Sociologist,
Crime and Social Justice and so forth. Works by Platt
and Schwendinger also appeared in anthologies such as
the Politics of Riot Commissions, 1917-1970, and Delin-
quency and Group Processes.

Toward the end of the Sixties, a notable proportion of
doctoral students began to conduct research that changed
the School. Many students, of course, continued to adopt
technocratic paradigms for studying crime, crime control
or managerial problems, for instance. But Lynn B.
Cooper’s (1976) dissertation scrutinized the expansion
of the “state repressive apparatus,” spurred by the Law
Enforcement  Assistance Administration (LEAA).
Richard C. Speiglman (1976) studied this expansion in
California’s prison hospital and hi