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[Interview 1: July 17, 2000] 

[Tape 1] 

 [Interview begins with an initial conversation about oral history] 

Rubens: I would like to start with how you came to Berkeley in ‘64 and what your 
academic interests were in my writing. Then let’s move to how you first 
came into FSM, literally just observations about it: your first response. 
Then I thought maybe we’d drop back and look at any political experience 
you had before; a bit about your family--that can be longer another time--
and then really go back to your observations as the FSM movement started 
to cohere. What was your decision and how did you come into a 
leadership position. And then some very specifics, if we have time, 
questions about the charges of liberals selling out and the Jo Freeman 
roundabout. 

Goldberg: Tell me about Jo Freeman because she actually just in this past week was 
here and asked me a lot of these same questions. 

Rubens: Oh, she did? Oh, because of the book she’s writing, probably. Yes. 
Actually, I’m not going to spend too much on the FSM. The FSM isn’t as 
interesting to me-- 

Goldberg: Just tell me very quickly, is she reliable? 

Rubens: I think so. Some people apparently have always derided her. a) They hated 
her from the time of the sit down around the car, they considered her a 
sell-out, and b) some say she’s peculiar. I have not read her book, Women 
in Politics, but she came up to our office and just Xeroxed a million things 
and left on the computer for two of us to read her book, which I haven’t 
read. This book she’s now working on, it’s basically an autobiography--
growing up in Los Angeles and her political travels, especially in Young 
Democrats. She’s a really thorough historian--looks at every document. I 
don’t think she’s interested in social history in any way. But I like her very 
much, I think she’s a good historian, and I think her book will be 
published. 

Goldberg: But she’s not evil. 

Rubens: Absolutely not. 

Goldberg: She can be a pain. Is that what you’re saying? 
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Rubens: Yes, yes. But it turned out that she was just wonderful to us in the office 
and quite--non authoritarian; I can’t think of the word some people have 
used “imperious” She was not so with the staff at The Bancroft, in the 
Oral History Office. But she is a determined, focused researcher; she’s just 
so set on getting what she wants. 

Goldberg: I can see she doesn’t have great people skills, from what I’ve seen of her. 

Rubens: Do you remember her? 

Goldberg: No, not at all.  

Rubens: Anyway, and then whatever you want to talk about. 

Goldberg: The thing is at some point--this has been in the back of my mind--that I 
feel I ought to write something, but I can’t say I really want to or 
necessarily--I have other things that I want to do and not necessarily write, 
but anyway--so I didn’t want to lose control over what I say. 

Rubens: You have full control here. You can even pull it, at some point, if you 
want to, for some reason. You could pull it from the university. 

Goldberg: Oh, I was thinking I could say “not in my lifetime” and then change it. I 
suppose that extensive passages can’t be used without explicit permission.  

Rubens: If that’s what you want. At any point in the tape recording, you can tell me 
a story: for example, I hated so and so; I always knew she was a sneaky, 
and say, “I want that sealed. I want the rest of the transcript be seen.” 

Goldberg: Okay. 

Rubens: But that won’t be seen. 

Goldberg: Fine. 

Rubens: Or you can tell me, “Cut it out. I don’t even want it there for later.” Then I 
want to assure you that the next round is you do read it, and it’s your 
decision-- 

Goldberg: Do I have to sign-- 

Rubens: You have to sign off on this. This will not be final until you sign off. And 
then what I understand clearly is that the copyright going to the university 
is ultimately really to protect the interviewee from having the work used 
without being cited, and it also saves the letter going to you every time. 
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But it does not preclude--in any way--you using any and all of that in your 
own publication; it is yours. 

Goldberg: And the only reason I ever thought about that was because I know there 
was something that Mario had written which then he was told he couldn’t 
use. It seemed a little weird. And I can’t tell you what it was. I mean, it 
was some article. He was interviewed and quoted and was told that he 
couldn’t use it. 

Rubens: By the university? 

Goldberg: It wasn’t the university. Something else. 

[cross-talk] 

Rubens: You know, Lynn Hollander and Michael Rossman who really drove that 
FSM-A, were very reluctant to work with The Bancroft. They remained 
suspicious of the university, number one, and upset that the big gift went 
to the university rather than their archives. 

Goldberg: Steve Silberstein’s? 

Rubens: Yes. 

Rubens: So there’s quite a few stages in the oral history process. Are you 
comfortable? 

Goldberg: Yes, more or less. 

Rubens: All right, so Suzanne, I just would love to hear where you were in 1964. 
How did you identify yourself?  

Goldberg: Just as a graduate student, actually. I was not political. I mean, I was not 
not political in the sense that I had been a philosophy graduate student in 
New York. After college I worked and finished my last semester up in 
Boston, Cambridge, and then came to New York to do this master’s 
degree at CUNY. It had just become CUNY, the City University of New 
York. It was CCNY before that, and CCNY joined with Hunter in 
Brooklyn and formed CUNY, which is now in more places, but anyway.  

 They had this really excellent philosophy program with A. J. Ayer coming 
in, whom we had all read in our classes and whatever. And it was a very 
small group of people. I got to know one of them, who was a radical 
political sort of person, who really was a philosopher more than a 
politician, but he knew a lot of people that were in very left-wing groups 
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and whatever. And so I had gotten involved in some anti-war 
demonstrations back in 1962 maybe. It was before I came to Berkeley, and 
I came to Berkeley in ‘63. 

Rubens: That academic year? 

Goldberg: Before the FSM, the year before the FSM was my first year. 

Rubens: So ‘63-’64. 

Goldberg: As opposed to ‘64-’65, which was the FSM year. So before that, and I 
can’t tell you whether it was ‘61 or ‘62 or whatever, but I was in some 
demonstrations in New York City-- 

Rubens: --probably regarding Cuba, I would think, also the missile crisis. 

Goldberg: Well, the missile crisis was very powerful, but I think the particular 
demonstration had to do with the Vietnam War way back then. What got 
me into philosophy was the Cuban missile crisis. Somehow what I 
remember of it was that I was in Cambridge when that happened, and I’ve 
had this dream--which I still remember--and sort of thinking that if you 
could rationally explain to Khruchev and Kennedy what was right, that 
you somehow rationally could be a victor in this; you know, that people 
were just acting irrationally. And little did I understand about what made 
people work--and at that point in my life I was very naive--and that sort of 
drove me to philosophy, to ethics and interest in understanding “the truth” 
and using reason to make sense of things to people. 

Rubens: Making sense to people in conflict? 

Goldberg: Yes, in conflict situations, thinking that somehow reason could prevail, 
and could be used. 

Rubens: Had you formulated this in college? 

Goldberg: This was before graduate school, after college. 

Rubens: So let’s do that. Where did you go to college? 

Goldberg: Cornell. 

Rubens: Four years? 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: And what did you do? 
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Goldberg: The last semester I think I had three credit hours to take, and I came from 
a not very well-to-do family, so to save money I left there and got a job in 
Cambridge and took my last three credit hours at Boston University and 
got my degree from Cornell, because I had taken everything but the last 
three credit hours. 

Rubens: I’m sure there’s much to talk about, but in terms of the highlights of what 
formed you-- 

Goldberg: You know, the Civil Rights movement had begun sit-ins in the South, and 
I knew somebody who had been involved in that, both a professor and/or 
instructor and a student, but I hadn’t really been involved in that. I was 
sort of observing it from the side. I wasn’t that involved. 

Rubens: I assume you were a good student? 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: I’m not supposed to make these assumptions. And was it philosophy? 

Goldberg: I majored in philosophy and I minored in pre-med and had one of these 
classic experiences in that era. It was an interview I had with a recruiter 
for a medical center, Down State [part of NYU]. He came to the Cornell 
campus to recruit candidates or whatever. An older man with a shock of 
white hair. At the end of the interview he put his arm around me and said 
in effect, “You don’t want to go to medical school. You want to have 
kids.” 

Rubens: What was your response? 

Goldberg: What was my response? I was very naive. I was just sort of embarrassed, 
and I didn’t know quite what to make of it. He was, on the one hand, 
affirming me as feminine and attractive and whatever, in his way, and 
denying my ambition. And this was before women’s consciousness 
raising. I was just confused. And that’s a whole long story that-- 

Rubens: Sure, sure. 

Goldberg: --I don’t particularly want to get into. I could say a lot about it-- 

Rubens: We’ll come back if you want. But I’m just wondering: At Cornell, did you 
have women instructors? 

Goldberg: Yes. Not a whole hell of a lot. I remember one history professor. 
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Rubens: What I’m trying to get at is-- 

Goldberg: In terms of models? 

Rubens: Models and, on the other hand, how you would characterize yourself as a 
student. Did you have any inhibitions about talking? Did you talk in class 
easily? Were you conscious in other ways or had you encountered any 
other similarities where someone at some point said, “Well, listen. You’re 
going to get married and have kids anyway.” 

Goldberg: No. Most of my classes were large lectures, so there wasn’t the 
opportunity to have much discussion. There were some classes that were 
smaller but still were too large to have much discussion. It’s something I 
don’t remember really engaging. That’s one of the faults of Cornell. 
Cornell has changed a lot. By the time my stepdaughters went to Cornell, 
they had small classes from freshman year on. But when I went there were 
sections. They never were that small. I don’t remember much participating 
in discussions. 

Rubens: But as a student, how would you characterize yourself? Did you feel-- 

Goldberg: I felt competent. I was a slow reader, so in that sense I didn’t feel--I mean, 
I probably was somewhat obsessive. I wanted to read everything and 
didn’t understand how you weed out what’s most important from what’s 
not really most important. I would never get through things, so I never felt 
totally prepared. So I don’t think I knew how to apportion my time, but I 
mainly got good grades. I didn’t get all A’s; I got mostly B’s or something 
like that. 

Rubens: But you were able to get into CUNY and then transfer? 

Goldberg: Yes. I had done very well in high school, so I thought of myself as smart. I 
had a lot of self-confidence about my intelligence or ability to think, but at 
Cornell I struggled in terms of the volume of material. And then I would 
take these very hard classes. I took physics for physics majors, instead of 
physics for pre-med students; or I took advanced calculus or finite 
dimensional vector spaces. I remember taking this course in math. You 
know, I loved it, and I think I loved it for the philosophy of it, but I really 
couldn’t do it. I couldn’t do it very well. So I was always struggling in that 
sense, too. But I did okay. 

Rubens: And in terms of philosophy, did you-- 

Goldberg: I took philosophy-- 
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Rubens: Was there a certain field of philosophy or time period? 

Goldberg: There wasn’t much choice in Cornell. I took philosophy courses. I did 
very well in philosophy courses. And then I went to Cambridge, as I said. 
Actually, then first was reading Freud and thinking a lot about myself, 
whatever--in terms of psychology. But I was interested in ethics, as I said. 
And I enrolled in this program at City College, and then the fad was 
linguistic analysis: Wittgenstein, whatever. And so the good got reduced 
to how do you use good in the English language, and that was kind of 
dumb, I thought. There were some professors who want it like that, but 
there was a wonderful course on Hegel. I remember being taught by 
somebody who was a woman, actually, at Hunter. But a lot of it wasn’t 
really what I wanted to do. So I applied to Berkeley. 

Rubens: Yes. So how did that come about? 

Goldberg: Well, that came about for several reasons. By and large I don’t think it was 
because I knew enough, really, about the kind of philosophy that was 
done. It sounded like Berkeley was a beautiful place. A very good friend 
of mine had been out there and was describing the weather and the beauty 
of it and so on and so forth, and I said, “It sounds pretty nice.” 

Rubens: You didn’t have friends out there. 

Goldberg: No. 

Rubens: Family? 

Goldberg: My boyfriend actually was applying to Stanford and got into Stanford, and 
I went to Berkeley, but that wasn’t particularly why-- 

Rubens: That wasn’t it, right? 

Goldberg: No, it was not. You know, it sounded like an interesting program. 

Rubens: Had you seen Operation Abolition? You know how many people say, 
“That was it. I saw that movie and I said, ‘I’m coming to Berkeley.’”  

Goldberg: We were really pretty apolitical--I mean, not apolitical totally, but I wasn’t 
an activist at all. 

Rubens: Did you think you were going to become an academic? 

Goldberg: Yes, I thought I would teach philosophy at a university. 

Rubens: That had already been pretty formulated by the master’s program. 
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Goldberg: Yes.  

Rubens: And since you mentioned your parents--you stated that since you didn’t 
come from a well-to-do family--do you want to just characterize-- 

Goldberg: They were not political, really at all. My father was very cynical 

Rubens: What was your father’s name? Just so we know it. 

Goldberg: Charles Goldberg. And he thought all politicians were cheats and liars, I 
think, with both parties.  And both of my parents were fairly prejudiced, 
racially prejudiced and religiously prejudiced. I worked at a department 
store, in the packing department of a department store, when I was sixteen. 
It was Macy’s. There were blacks and whites working together, and I think 
I started questioning my parents’ attitudes in high school. And when I was 
in New York and sort of got involved with some of the people who were 
involved in left-wing political organizations, it’s like I would have 
arguments with my parents. That sort of thing. But they weren’t really 
political; they were just sort of middle-class suburban prejudiced. 

Rubens: So tell me your mother’s name, so we’ll just have that. 

Goldberg: Nettie Goldberg  

Rubens: And her maiden name. 

Goldberg: Spritzer. 

Rubens: And had they grown up in New York as well? 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: Where did you go to high school? 

Goldberg: Well, I was born in Brooklyn, but my parents moved to Westchester 
County when I was four, just before my fourth birthday, and then they 
moved to Ossining, New York, and then they moved to Scarsdale, New 
York, and then they moved to Westport, Connecticut. So there was a lot of 
sort of hopping around for some particular reason. Craziness. They 
moved--it wasn’t all craziness. They moved out of the city to provide my 
sister and I with a good education and Scarsdale schools were excellent. 
Most of my school years were spent there. But that isn’t the first place 
they went. I think they just found a house they could rent that they could 
afford and it was out of the city and they wanted to get out of the city. 



9 

Rubens: From where did you graduate as valedictorian? 

Goldberg: Westport. I actually would have been the valedictorian of Scarsdale, but 
they left--for my senior year, which was probably for no particular reason, 
because they found this house they liked and they liked Westport and they 
bought there. 

Rubens: And what did your father do? 

Goldberg: He was a lawyer. He had an office in the city. 

Rubens: Private practice? 

Goldberg: Private practice. 

Rubens: Did he specialize in anything? 

Goldberg: Not really. He was an insurance broker as well as a lawyer, and I don’t 
know exactly what kind of law. I think it was a general practice. I mean, I 
know it was general practice; I don’t know what most of his clients were 
like. But I know that there were stories--I suppose in terms of growing 
political awareness or social awareness--that in the tugs of my family, my 
father would pay some of his poor clients’ policies and never get paid for 
them, my mother was much more business minded. She would yell at him 
because the family wasn’t doing well. 

Rubens: Did your mother work? 

Goldberg: She worked with him, worked in his office, helped him out. 

Rubens: And your sister? What was her name? 

Goldberg: Cecile. Actually, I have two sisters, but one of them I really grew up with. 
Her name is Cecile. 

Rubens: Is she older? 

Goldberg: She’s two and a half years older. 

Rubens: And then I guess just a couple of more things about her. Did Cecile go to 
college? 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: And did that have any influence on you? 
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Goldberg: No, because she always did much less well in school and was treated 
much worse than I was treated and had a much harder time growing up in 
my family. 

Rubens: Generally, why was that? Okay, very complicated. 

Goldberg: It’s complicated, although I suppose there, too, in terms of my sense of 
justice, I used to defend her and wanted to intervene. As a younger sister, 
it was a little peculiar. And I also would explain my sister to my parents 
and my parents to my sister and my parents to each other. That’s why I 
ended up as a therapist! Seriously. I think from the time I was very young, 
I was sort of the moderator in the family. 

Rubens: Was the presumption that all the children would go to college, though? 
Your father was a lawyer. Had your mother gone to college? 

Goldberg: No, she had not. In fact, I don’t think she actually graduated high school. 
She says she did and my father says she did, but I don’t think she did. She 
may have gotten an equivalency degree finally someplace. She read a lot, 
up to a point, but she wasn’t very well educated. My father was in the 
sense that in those days you could go to law school without going to 
college, so I think he actually--you just asked me if he went to college. He 
didn’t go to college. He went to law school right after high school. I think 
he wanted to go-- 

Rubens: Law school right out of high school. 

Goldberg: Yes, sorry. But he read a lot, and he read all sorts of things: non-fiction, 
fiction--so he was much more aware of the world. 

Rubens: Did you grow up with a lot of stuff in the house in terms of magazines or 
discussions of contending positions? Obviously, you started talking about 
the civil rights movement. 

Goldberg: Yes, but no. In fact, there was a dearth of books, I would say, in the house, 
and there weren’t many children’s books, so that--I learned how to read 
very early, and I was reading things way beyond my age because there 
was nothing else around in the house to read, so there were books, but they 
weren’t appropriate or very much selection. 

Rubens: Did they have strong opinions about where you should go to school or 
what you should major in? 

Goldberg: Well, my father thought that teaching was a good career for a woman, and 
then he also had this thing about chemistry--chemistry being what life was 
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all about! So I don’t know if he wanted me to be a chemistry teacher or 
not, whereas my mother actually wanted me to be a doctor, I think, and I 
think it was like she wanted me to be “her son, the doctor” except she 
didn’t have any sons; she had three daughters. But she gave me the sense 
that I could do anything I wanted and I ought to. She wasn’t well 
educated, so it didn’t have the kind of respected force that it might have if 
she were, but she was a very competent woman in many ways, and she 
gave me a sense of competence, which was very important. 

 Rubens: Yes, critical. And finally, when you went to California, was that “Oh, 
you’re going to be so far away”? 

Goldberg: What was that with them when I went to California? I was already sort of 
estranged from them. I remember them seeing me off on the plane when I 
went to Berkeley, but I don’t think there was anything in particular 
because I wasn’t close enough to them. 

Rubens: And your estrangement must have been-- 

Goldberg: Had to do with sexuality and their becoming aware that I was having 
boyfriends. 

Rubens: And doing more than a good girl should. 

Goldberg: Right, that sort of thing. 

Rubens: From my family, it was always “You will ruin your reputation,” You must 
keep your reputation. 

Goldberg: I can’t remember specific words. 

Rubens: But you knew what it was. 

Goldberg: Yes. I think it started when I went to Boston to finish those last three units 
and didn’t go home and went to live by myself. It was like a statement: 
I’m outta here. 

Rubens: All right. So I don’t think we--I’m sure there’s more, but that’s enough for 
this purpose. I want to ask just one last question, again, without detail: 
Was there a Jewish identity in the household, particularly? 

Goldberg: Yes, but not religious really. Very much a Jewish identity and very much a 
“Jews are better than other people”--that’s one of the prejudices, 
particularly Catholics. And so when I married Mario it was like not a good 
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thing. That, amongst other things. But they weren’t very religious. I mean, 
we went to High Holidays and celebrated-- 

Rubens: Did you do Passover? 

Goldberg: Yes, did Passover. 

Rubens: Here’s the measure: Did you have a tree or no tree? 

Goldberg: No tree. And my parents thought that was terrible to have the tree. I went 
to Sunday School and actually was interested in religion and interested in 
being a rabbi when I was really young. 

Rubens: Philosophical? 

Goldberg: That was the philosophical-psychological step, I think, and sort of wanting 
to advise people. You know, the roots were there, but women then could 
not be rabbis, even in the Reform congregation, so I was very 
disappointed, and I think that had something to do with why I never 
continued going to synagogue or anything like that. 

Rubens: But your parents literally went to it for the High Holidays. 

Goldberg: They went for the High Holidays, and as I say, we’d celebrate Passover. 
Not Chanukah, really. 

Rubens: Yes. So your first year in Berkeley is ‘63-’64. Do you remember where 
you lived? 

Goldberg: Oh, yes. It’s not there anymore, on Blake and Ellsworth. One of my first 
memories is walking down Ellsworth to the campus and smelling the 
jasmine on the way. It was incredibly beautiful. Actually, the first memory 
of the Bay Area is staying with some people who were friends of 
somebody I knew in New York who lives in San Francisco, in North 
Beach, and of the view of the Bay and then driving in with this man, who 
was a friend of the family’s, over the San Francisco Bay Bridge. It was 
just spectacular. It’s like I thought I was in heaven. You know, going out 
to the campus and going to the philosophy department office. 

Rubens: And this isn’t going to be invasive: Did you have a fellowship? Did you 
try to work any of that out? 

Goldberg: Oh, yes. I suppose it’s one of the reasons I went to Berkeley, along with 
whatever else I said. I can’t remember where else I applied to graduate 
school. But they offered me a TAship. 
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Rubens: Oh, right away. 

Goldberg: Yes. Yes, I think that’s how I paid for being there. 

Rubens: Earlier you said there wasn’t a particular school of philosophy or someone 
that drew you, but once you knew you were going there, did you think 
about who you wanted to study with? 

Goldberg: Well, I remember I was interested in taking a course with Louis Feur, 
although I don’t think I was a Marxist in any particular sense, but he at 
least had a social-philosophical bent. The first year. Who did I even take 
courses with? The person who was probably the best teacher I had, I think, 
at Berkeley was Gwil Owen, who was a visiting professor from Oxford. 
He was wonderful. He taught Aristotle and Plato, and he was just very 
learned and funny and interesting and thoughtful. I think those were my 
best courses. 

 He was a visiting professor, and he was somebody whom I got to know 
personally and saw in England afterwards and so forth. He’s dead now. 
Unfortunately, he died a number of years ago. But he was wonderful. 

Rubens: So for that year were there any teachers-- 

Goldberg: It was more about--? 

Rubens: Friends, particularly? 

Goldberg: Oh, yes. 

Rubens: And were you engaged in anything that you remember that happened on 
campus? 

Goldberg: No. I had a lot of friends. I loved it. I loved where I lived. I loved Aristotle 
and Plato courses, and I don’t think I loved anything else. I think it was 
sort of disappointing because again there was a lot of the linguistic 
analysis sort of stuff, except a little bit here and there that wasn’t, but at 
least more diverse than the CUNY program. 

 Well, the CUNY program had some good people, like this woman who 
taught Hegel, who was very good and certainly wasn’t into linguistic 
analysis. 

Rubens: In New York, you mean. 
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Goldberg: Yes, yes. And I took John Searle’s class as his TA the second year, the 
year of the FSM, and my memory--it’s already a long time. 

Rubens: It is a long time. 

Goldberg: So did I take this course the first year? Somehow I don’t think so. I think I 
really got to know him as his TA. 

Rubens: Of course, you’re only taking in graduate school about two classes a 
semester? And then your social life. I mean, was that a prominent part of 
life. 

Goldberg: Social life was very important. For a while I was still involved with this 
friend from-- 

Rubens: Who was at Stanford? 

Goldberg: He went to Stanford, and I made friends in the philosophy department 
particularly, and then, you know, the university then was very much 
department-oriented. You didn’t really meet people particularly in other 
departments, I guess, unless you were involved in some outside activities. 
Did I ever participate in any political that first year? 

Rubens: Even political-- 

Goldberg: Like a demonstration? 

Rubens: Were you challenged by others? 

Goldberg: I wasn’t really challenged. Again, I can’t quite remember. 

Rubens: --it was the March on Washington, where I think some people came back 
and talked about it. Malcolm X came to the campus the fall of ‘63. 
Madame Nhu, I think, came in the spring of ‘63? 

Goldberg: Anyway, I can’t remember whether I participated in the Mel’s Drive-In 
demonstrations or not, if they were taking place there. I might well have. 

Rubens: There was a Lucky’s Shop-In. People say that’s about the most--many say 
that’s the most they did. They were at Mel’s and then the Sheraton Palace. 

Goldberg: I wasn’t there for the Sheraton Palace, I came later. 

Rubens: And then finally did you observe--were you in any classes with Mario? 
Did you see him or-- 
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Goldberg: Only in the fall of ‘64? 

Rubens: Yes. 

Goldberg: We were both in Searle’s class--I was the TA in Searle’s class, and he was 
a student in Searle’s class, but I only met him during the FSM, and then 
we sat together, you know, once everything happened. No, I did not meet 
him. 

Rubens: Right. Well, I’d love to just hear when did you become aware and really 
how you became aware there was some brouhaha going on. 

Goldberg: Well, in the fall of ‘64, I saw this group of people walking through the 
campus, stopping at different places, particularly Mario speaking, and 
would listen for a few minutes and then go on about my business. And 
there was something about the way the group and he conducted 
themselves that made me listen more than I might have and respect him. 

Rubens: Did you realize he was the guy in your class when you saw him speaking? 

Goldberg: No, no, no, no, no. I didn’t know--no, I didn’t know he was the guy in the 
class. I mean, I didn’t sit with him until after I knew him. 

Rubens: So Searle’s class must have been pretty big. 

Goldberg: It was big. Oh, yes, it was a huge lecture class. 

Rubens: So you’re noticing him and you’re also paying attention now to these-- 

Goldberg: The character of the-- 

Rubens: The character or the content? 

Goldberg: Well, both, but a lot of people speak and say things and whatever; you 
don’t necessarily want to bother. This man, something about the character, 
the way people spoke that made you listen to what they were saying, and 
what they were saying sounded important, and I agreed with what they 
were saying, with their position. But I was pulled in by the character, I 
think. When I got involved was when the students had been told they 
couldn’t--they had set up tables in front of Sather Gate, and several 
students were cited--this was Brian Turner, Sandor Fuchs being cited for 
defying the university’s ban or whatever. And so the tactic then became, 
well, everybody is going to sign a petition saying they were sitting there 
too, right? 
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 And so I signed the petition because something about the moral imperative 
of I couldn’t walk by. I think it had to do with personal liberation on some 
level. Who knows? But there are so many times in one’s life, you say, 
“Oh, I’m not going to bother with that” or “I have other things I need to 
do” or whatever. And there was just something in the air--I don’t know. 
Probably because I had listened to these people and respected the way they 
sounded. They didn’t sound like they were just rabble rousing. They 
sounded like they were very intelligent and thoughtful. 

 And that I couldn’t live with myself and just walk by. So I signed a 
petition and went in to present it to the deans or whatever, and sat in at 
Sproul. 

Rubens: Yes, September, I think. 

Goldberg: Yes. So that’s how I got involved. And then I wanted to get more 
involved, and I knew that the Graduate Coordinator-- 

Rubens: Why did you want to get more involved? 

Goldberg: Why did I want to get more involved? 

Rubens: Did Mario ever--I’m wondering if other students did, too. Sometimes they 
did, and sometimes they didn’t, speak in class. “I have a brief 
announcement I just want people to know” or “Here’s a position paper.” 
Do you remember that? 

Goldberg: No. 

Rubens: Okay. And were you reading about it particularly in the Daily Cal? Once 
you were drawn to it-- 

Goldberg: Probably did, but I don’t remember. 

Rubens: Okay, all right.  

Goldberg: I guess I would have. 

Rubens: The question on the table is why did you want to get more involved? Were 
some of your friends? 

Goldberg: No. In fact, no, not at all. I probably want to come back to that because 
I’m not sure I can give an honest answer at this point. 

Rubens: Yes, sometimes what happened-- 
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Goldberg: Yes, and I think I could come up with an answer, but I’m not sure it’s 
right. 

Rubens: No reason to do that. Only is something particularly--you know, a lot of 
people say. “Oh, well, my friend walked in. I didn’t know what was going 
on.” 

Goldberg: You know, as a matter of fact, I don’t think that anybody from the 
philosophy department that I knew well got involved early on, but there 
were a couple of people who later did get involved, but they weren’t 
people I was close to. One person from the philosophy department writes 
regularly for The American Prospect now, and various other places, and I 
think was involved in the FSM--John Judis? 

Rubens: He was on the campus? 

Goldberg: He was definitely there for a while. 

Rubens: You know he was? 

Goldberg: He was there the first year I went to the philosophy department. 

Rubens: Because his name doesn’t come up. I think he’s a smart guy. I actually 
wrote for him for a while, so I’ll check that out. What’s your memory of 
him? 

Goldberg: I remember he was in the philosophy department, and I’m pretty sure he 
was somehow on the periphery. He wasn’t an official member on campus, 
you know, Executive Committee or something. 

Rubens: So presenting the petition, sitting in the first sit-in, you’re taking steps to 
be more active. 

Goldberg: Yes, and it felt very liberating. It was worth saying, “This is more 
important than all of this other stuff.” Probably it crystallized some of my 
disaffection with philosophy because, as I say, I went into philosophy 
because I was interested in ethics, and then the kind of philosophy I was 
doing wasn’t answering any questions, any moral questions. You know, 
they were interesting intellectual questions, but I would fall asleep in the 
library a lot of times. I would fall asleep in the library! And really, without 
my knowing it, I was bored because it wasn’t really answering anything 
real. And that probably had as much to do with why I got involved as 
anything because suddenly this had real meaning. It was immediate. It was 
dealing with important issues, and it was doing something about it instead 
of talking about it. 
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Rubens: Do you remember the next step? Do you remember going to an Executive 
Committee meeting? 

Goldberg: I went to the Graduate Coordinating Committee meeting, and at the 
meeting they asked for--they were trying to get representatives to go to the 
Executive Committee, as delegates to the Free Speech Movement, and I 
thought--I think that’s probably how I got involved--This is a good idea. 
Why not? And I know David Goines’ book, which I hate-- 

Rubens: I was going to ask you what you thought of that. He tarnishes a lot of 
people, but he doesn’t fail to tarnish you. I don’t know if tarnishing is the 
word, but-- 

Goldberg: No, no, no. I think it’s disgusting, as a matter of fact. 

Rubens: You showed up with Jack Weinberg at some point. 

Goldberg: Well, he says all kinds of things in that “treatise.” And he actually had sent 
it to me as a--it’s to some extent my fault--he sent it to me before he 
published it, and it was so trashy and adolescent that I didn’t read it, so I 
didn’t know--It was more adolescent. I didn’t read it, and therefore I didn’t 
protect myself, because otherwise I would have corrected it and said, 
“Hey, David, this”--because he was a friend and-- You know, I always had 
liked him, but I didn’t know him very well. But I never said anything to 
him because when I got the book [after it was published] and I looked up 
in the index, the references he used, to check it out--because I wasn’t 
going to read the whole book--I was disgusted. 

Rubens: I did, just before the interview, just to give you the opportunity. He 
doesn’t say too much about you, the three times there’s-- 

Goldberg: He says I’m a bimbo. That’s my sense. To be a representative from the 
Graduate Student Coordinating Committee because--oh, I don’t know-- 

Rubens: Jack Weinberg wasn’t a student, I think. 

Goldberg: Nobody else wanted to do it or--it was just something like it wasn’t 
because I had made a presentation or--you know, I mean, I had spoken and 
made a presentation and wasn’t stupid-- 

Rubens: To the philosophy department? 

Goldberg: No, no, no, to the graduate students. 

Rubens: Once you came there. 
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Goldberg: There was a group of graduate students that met from all departments. 
And from that group they chose delegates, and I presented myself and 
spoke there. It wasn’t like I did anything to get elected. Anyway-- 

Rubens: You’ve established that well. So let’s also just finish up with--where’s 
Jack Weinberg vis-a-vis you in that? 

Goldberg: I met him at meetings and was somewhat involved with him very very 
briefly. 

Rubens: After you’d begun--I think it’s an important distinction. You met him 
there. 

Goldberg: Well, not only after, but it was after I was on the Steering Committee, not 
just Executive Committee, and we were meeting in closed quarters and 
whatever, and it was very brief. 

Rubens: Sure. But I think the fundamental distinction that will be here is that he 
didn’t bring you to the GCC. 

Goldberg: No, no, no, no, no. 

Rubens: --and the Executive Committee, and that’s the implication. 

Goldberg: Well, the other implication was that I never had anything to offer to this 
Steering Committee and that I only repeated what Jack Weinberg and 
Mario said, and something like that. They would say something, and I 
would mouth the same thing. In fact, it was the reverse. And that’s, again, 
where sexism comes in. 

Rubens: Yes. Well, let’s just look at that. 

Goldberg: There were a lot of times where I would say something or formulate a 
position at the Executive Committee or the Steering Committee. Although 
I think this happened maybe more the Executive Committee meetings. 
And people would say, “Yeah, well,” and it would never be taken up. And 
a half hour later, either Jack or Mario would say exactly the same thing, 
and the group would say, “Oh, yeah, that’s a great idea.” So it was really 
the opposite. That always stuck in my mind. And then I thought, Well, 
maybe I didn’t enunciate very well or I wasn’t eloquent enough and they 
were, and that’s why people didn’t listen and didn’t pick up on it or 
whatever. 

 And at the twenty-fifth reunion, I think--maybe it was the tenth reunion. It 
was the first reunion. Jackie Goldberg came up to me and told me that she 
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used that as an example in street theater that she did in L.A., and she said, 
“No, you were perfectly eloquent, but you were just ignored.” And that 
was an example of the sexism that she dramatized. So that was very 
validating for me, and it wasn’t that I--because I was naive, and I hadn’t 
been politically active or whatever, and I didn’t know how I came across. 

Rubens: Was there anything else--I’m saying that’s suspicion--I understand that. 
Did they talk louder? Were they bigger? 

Goldberg: Well, sure they were bigger. I don’t know, you’d have to ask other people. 

Rubens: But in your own mind, when you would say, “I’m not eloquent enough or 
not articulate enough,” would you think, “I wish I could speak like 
Mario?” or “What is it about Jack?”? I’m just wondering. You may not 
have articulated that to yourself. 

Goldberg: I think I was frustrated with why didn’t people listen to me, and I would 
be annoyed--more than annoyed!--when people would say, “Oh, yeah, 
that’s a great idea” when they would say it. And I probably turned it 
against myself to some degree and thought, I wish I had said it as well as 
they did, although I don’t think Jack necessarily spoke so well. Mario did. 
And sort of the same thing is this interviewer at Down State Medical 
Center. You get confused and think, Well, maybe I didn’t come across 
forcefully enough, and this, that and the other thing, and you kind of put 
yourself down and internalize that negative feedback, as opposed to, this is 
really sexist and disgusting. And it wasn’t until the women’s 
consciousness raising, when I was in a group in 1970, that I started 
realizing what was really going on. I guess you take in so many messages 
that aren’t fully conscious, so you feel the frustration, but you don’t quite 
know what to make of it. 

Rubens: So the other women on the Executive Committee were Bettina and-- 

Goldberg: No, Bettina was listened to probably more than I was, and she came across 
more masculinely than I did. And I think I attributed it to both that and to 
the fact that she came from a pretty political family and was certainly used 
to speaking. 

Rubens: Sure. And then Jackie? And did you become friends? Did you and Bettina 
become friends?  

Goldberg: Oh, yes. I can’t say we ever--we never became close friends. So much 
time was spent in meetings that we all bonded very closely with each 
other. Jackie Goldberg wasn’t on the Steering Committee for very long, 
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and she was very different somehow. She had been in a sorority--not that 
I--I had been in a sorority at Cornell, actually. 

Rubens: Really? 

Goldberg: Yes. I deactivated from it. 

Rubens: What sorority was it? 

Goldberg: AE Phi. 

Rubens: Oh, and those were Jewish--the top Jewish girls. So did she seem to you 
like a sorority girl in some ways? 

Goldberg: Well, she seemed more conservative in her lifestyle or something then, but 
not that she necessarily was. She obviously has changed a lot, as we all 
have. But I didn’t feel a real rapport with her. I think I felt much more a 
rapport with Bettina, but I also knew her better because I had more 
intimate contact with her. 

Rubens: Certainly as it went on. 

Goldberg: Yes. Once I got involved in the Steering Committee there were meetings 
nonstop. 

Rubens: I wanted to ask you about this. Now this is a personal question. I have no 
doubt that the majority was sexism, but these meetings went on so long 
and sometimes I’d observe that the first position people almost come back 
to, but they’ve got to through every damn position till--There was never, I 
guess, in your--in this discussion, a reference back to--Well Suzanne said-- 

Goldberg: No, it was only what Mario or Jack said. And even if people went back to 
the position after three hours, when Mario and Jack said it the first time 
there was much more recognition than when I said it the first time. I’m not 
saying that there wasn’t an element of what you just said, but there was 
more. 

Rubens: And then I wanted to know if there was any sexual tension in general 
floating around. I don’t have to ask this question, if it doesn’t come out 
right, but did Jack in any way harbor--was it easy to have a thing and then 
not have a thing, that it was just part of the air? 

Goldberg: I don’t know-- 

Rubens: But it didn’t color, or rather, did it color? 
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Goldberg: It didn’t color what happened-- 

Rubens: -- or any that kind of thing? 

Goldberg: It colored nothing of what went on during the meetings. 

Rubens: Yes, yes, good. How did you start identifying what was your language for 
splits in the Executive Committee. You observed that, I guess, socially or 
almost characterologically you saw Jackie Goldberg as a more 
conservative person. 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: I want to branch out now from that and talk about were there others that 
you saw who were trying to make deals with the university. Jo Freeman 
was just cast out once they learned. 

Goldberg: You know, I don’t remember Jo Freeman at all, and I can’t tell you where 
she was on that. I remember Brian Turner. Was she associated with Brian 
Turner? 

Rubens: Yes. They had tried to set up an independent consultation with Kerr, and 
they felt they had some ear to him, and so they were going to settle, make 
an agreement. I don’t know what it was. I don’t think Kerr ever intended 
it, but was going to meet with them. And Mario and his faction, so it’s 
said, found out about it and just tore into her, and then in fact the meeting 
never happened, not that they withdrew. But they were never really trusted 
after that, and they were accused of being the conservative left side. They 
were Young Democrats. 

Goldberg: I don’t recall exactly what went on--I remember that, but I don’t know the 
details of it, unfortunately. I met with Brian Turner here at some point 
several years ago and found out that he was here and whatever, and he has 
a lot of bitterness about that. You should probably talk to him 

Rubens: I guess so. I guess so. So, Jo wasn’t clear about it. She just was asking 
you-- 

Goldberg: She didn’t tell me anything about her role in that. She just asked me 
merely about my background, not much more. She didn’t ask me those 
questions. 

Rubens: And then there were big conflicts with Art. 

Goldberg: Yes. And Art left at the same time that Brian Turner did. 
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Rubens: Do you remember--you don’t have to go through detail, but how did you 
characterize it? How did you solve that in your mind? Describe it. 

Goldberg: I don’t know that I can. I remember them being a faction that I disagreed 
with, and I don’t know that I even knew all the details of what was going 
on. I remember their position as they presented it to the committee, and I 
remember disagreeing, but I don’t know--and I guess I would have 
characterized it as more conservative than radical, and there certainly were 
groups like-- 

Rubens: There were the Young American-- 

Goldberg: Students for Goldwater. 

Rubens: Yes, Mona Hutchins. 

Goldberg: Mona Hutchins, right, and whatever. 

Rubens: You don’t have a clue where she is, do you? 

Goldberg: No, no, no. Someone said she was in London at some point. But Mona 
Hutchins was a decent person who had a lot of integrity. She had real 
conservative values, as opposed to--excuse me--bullshit values, like a lot 
of Republicans do, like Trent Lott and DeLay and whatever, who are 
really hypocrites. So I think we respected her. She became much more 
radical as time went on. 

 Yes, there were people who were more doctrinaire. Let me make a 
distinction. There were people who were doctrinaire and had different 
Marxist, Marxist-Leninist positions or whatever, and Mario--Bettina at 
that point, even though she came from this Communist background, really 
isn’t a doctrinaire person at all, and so there was a kind of camaraderie, I 
think, in the people who--as the Steering Committee evolved, who weren’t 
doctrinaire. It was a different kind of--, I mean, I came from, as I say, a 
nonpolitical background--Mario really came from a nonpolitical 
background. He got politicized going down South. He came from a 
religious background, but it wasn’t really political. But they were 
thoughtful, intelligent people with a lot of moral integrity, not doctrinaire, 
not having rhetoric that they fell back on. Really was conceptualizing 
things anew and not being in vogue, as opposed to, you know, imposing 
concepts on a situation, which I think--there’s a lot of distrust of the 
Marxists and Communists or whatever in the sense of they seem to be 
putting ideas on a situation, as opposed to really looking at it and seeing 
what it was. So I would make that distinction. 
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Rubens: All right. And the other question I want to ask you-I want to flip the tape 
now when you do that--is did you ever seek out faculty or adult-- 

[Tape 2] 

Rubens: I actually gave you two questions at once. Did you ever have this feeling 
We need to check this out? 

Goldberg: No. 

Rubens: Are there wiser minds? 

Goldberg: I think we felt very competent amongst ourselves. I think it was an 
extraordinary group of people. You know, I don’t know how I would feel 
looking back and seeing where people have evolved and so forth. I can’t 
say I’d have the same feelings about everybody now that I did then, but it 
was an extraordinary group of people: highly intelligent and thoughtful, 
and there was something extremely--I can’t think of the word but certainly 
invigorating and exciting and nourishing about being in that environment. 
Again, I could never go back to philosophy after that. It was just so real 
and immediate and alive. 

Rubens: What did happen to your studies that fall? 

Goldberg: Well, you know, I couldn’t--I actually tried to keep up my commitment to 
Searle’s class--he was the person I was TAing for that semester--and I 
think I finished that semester and then dropped out for the spring semester. 
I couldn’t because-- 

Rubens: The fall was just a heady time. 

Goldberg: I can’t say--I can’t even remember if I really finished out the fall semester. 
I’d have to go back and look at my transcript. 

Rubens: Do you remember having any discussions with Searle? 

Goldberg: Well, Searle took a very ambiguous position then because he became a 
sort of faculty or administrative--what’s the word?-- 

Rubens: He became a dean of students. 

Goldberg: He became a dean of students, but before that he was on this committee, 
this faculty committee, and he was an apologist, I guess, for the 
administration in some ways. He wouldn’t see himself that way. I think he 
was really trying to do the right thing, but he certainly wasn’t in favor of 
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us; he was somewhere in between, and so that caused estrangement. I had 
really liked him before that, and I think that’s what made our relationship 
more difficult. 

Rubens: Was there ever a time that you had to say, “This is what I’m doing”? Or 
did he come to you and say, “This is interfering with your work”? Or was 
it just not addressed and not an issue? That you remember. 

Goldberg: That I remember? I don’t remember it being an issue. I probably at some 
point said that this was interfering and I couldn’t really do it, but I’m not 
sure about that. I might have actually finished the semester up. That’s why 
I don’t really remember. It wasn’t a big enough thing that I remember it, 
other than knowing I had to leave after that semester. 

Rubens: Now, this is going to seem like such a segue, but just before it starts to 
really get heady, I just want to ask you: what did you wear to these 
meetings? Did you think about what you should or shouldn’t wear? And 
did you ever wear pants? I don’t think women--most women were not 
wearing pants then, so I’d just love a picture of it. 

Goldberg: My picture is of a red corduroy dress I wore. I don’t know what I wore. I 
probably mainly wore just some dresses I would wear to class. 

Rubens: There are pictures of you--so you wore dresses. 

Goldberg: I think so. Did I ever wear jeans or anything like that? I don’t remember. I 
could well have, but I don’t picture that. 

Rubens: Right. And there are many lovely pictures of you, but in some your hair is-
- 

Goldberg: Long. 

Rubens: --curly-- in back, and at other times it’s kind of standard set that people 
had. Did you ever have issues with your hair? 

Goldberg: Oh, I’ve always had issues with hair, from way back when I was a little 
kid, but I mainly wore it tied back. 

Rubens: So did you straighten your hair at times?  

Goldberg: No. Well, it depends on the weather, how curly it is. No, I didn’t 
straighten-- 

Rubens: Do you have memories of sleeping with those rollers, those huge rollers? 
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Goldberg: Yes, but that was before-- 

Rubens: Before you were at Berkeley. 

Goldberg: I don’t think I ever did that at Berkeley. I can’t remember. I mainly can 
picture pulling it back. It’s possible that I set it. 

Rubens: Maybe it was just one picture of you. They’ll wonder what this is about, 
but I’m trying to think of all the ways that the social mores of the times--  

Goldberg: Yes, the times. 

Rubens: Yes, that people are going to ask about, because one of the worst things 
that happens is there is this conflating in the late sixties and the early 
sixties; it’s such a shock to see pictures and how “straight” people were. It 
was a preoccupation at times--not always, but where they were going to 
get their hair straightened, and you can tell their social class. Not their 
political position because politicos really were, in some cases, trying to 
dress better at the time to not draw attention to themselves. 

Goldberg: I don’t remember it being like that. 

Rubens: I don’t think it was. I think it was an unspoken issue. 

Goldberg: I think I’ve always been conscious of trying to dress attractively without 
making a fetish out of it.  

Rubens: Let’s just leave that, since we’re here, and then we’ll get back to more 
politics to end this last session.  

 Do you remember good times in the sense of parties, where the issues 
between the FSM and the campus were not discussed? Did some people at 
some point say, “Let’s go for a drive,” “Let’s dance,” “Let’s see this 
movie”? 

Goldberg: I’m not sure that that never happened, but that is not--certainly, we’d go 
out and get dinner together or something, but the first time I remember 
partying as such was that New Year’s Eve when Mario and I got together 
that Goines writes about in a quite obnoxious way, which is not--I mean, 
the implication is that we were having sex in front of him and Marty 
Royscher, and that’s not true. Blanket not true. It doesn’t mean that we 
weren’t kissing in front of them. 

Rubens: Is that the first time you “sparked?” 
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Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: That looks nice.  

Goldberg: But it was the first time-- 

Rubens: You acted on sparks that seem to glow in between? 

Goldberg: Oh, yes, but I was going to say it was the first time that we partied. I don’t 
remember. I think it may have been a Christmas party or something like 
that. This is already after the FSM was over, but through the FSM we were 
working all the time. 

Rubens: Which is probably one of the reasons Art got pushed more to the side, he 
said. Firstly, he’d like to go to bed early. That’s why he wasn’t in the sit-
in. And he also said, “Yeah, we danced and we drank, and we had to have 
a good time.” He probably left meetings to let down or get up or whatever 
it was. 

Goldberg: No, this was a life as far as the people who stayed anyway. It was just--
and we liked each other. So when you say were there good times, I think 
we enjoyed it. It wasn’t, like, just serious, gloomy or something like that. I 
think we really liked each other and really respected each other, and it was 
heady in that way. 

Rubens: Then there were also such incredulous mistakes that the university made, 
just dramatically I think that would give a certain levity. 

Goldberg: But I don’t even know--I think we certainly took advantage of their 
mistakes, but I don’t think that that was a big dose of the levity, the source 
of the levity. It was more just the camaraderie we had with each other.  

Rubens: Just a couple of more questions on who rises to leadership. I also 
interviewed Brad Cleaveland. Did you know him? 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: And had you known him well before the FSM?  

Goldberg: I think Brad Cleaveland was somebody who was hard to take completely 
seriously, if I can say that. I don’t want to hurt his feelings, but I didn’t 
think of him as intelligent as these other people, like on the Steering 
Committee. 

Rubens: He wasn’t a student. 
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Goldberg: But I don’t think it was even whether he was a student or not; it was just 
the way he spoke. And he had good ideas. It wasn’t like he was--he’s 
nobody’s fool, but he came across as--how did he come across? He 
certainly came across as having his ax to grind or whatever, but he didn’t 
come across as somebody I felt as respectful of as I did--that’s what got 
me involved with FSM. 

Rubens: I think that’s well said. And an engagement with a kind of arguments 
formulated in a way-- 

Goldberg: Yes, the way someone speaks. It isn’t like I could say, well, this he said 
and this didn’t sound right, but it was just the whole tone that wasn’t quite 
at the level that some of the people spoke at. So I think that’s why he 
didn’t rise to whatever. 

Rubens: I certainly want to cut this out, the formulation. We’ll see what answers 
come up. But he also was quite militant, and there have been other claims 
of this, too, that there were a lot of Jews, but there was something about 
New York and Jewish, articulate, sophisticated people who seemed to 
dominate. Of course, Mario was Catholic. 

Goldberg: And Mike Rossman was not from New York. 

Rubens: No. Exactly, exactly. 

Goldberg: Jack Weinberg, I don’t think was from New York either. 

Rubens: No, but that’s Jewish. Did that cross your mind? Did you notice? 

Goldberg: No. I don’t think so, particularly because Mario wasn’t. 

Rubens: And that set the tone? 

Goldberg: No, it was just like such an obvious--but he seemed to be the most 
powerful. He was the most powerful spokesperson, so he represented it 
more than anybody else, so, you know, because after all Art Goldberg was 
also Jewish and he didn’t dominate. And Marty Roysher was involved 
with the Steering Committee for a long time. He’s not Jewish or from New 
York. 

Rubens: I was going to ask you about Steve Weissman? 

Goldberg: And other people, too. Ron Anastazi was on the Steering Committee for a 
while and did not dominate it. But he was definitely a member of the 
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Steering Committee and articulate and whatever, and he was not Jewish or 
from the East.  

Rubens: Weissman. And not from the perspective of having to address that issue--
East or Jewish--but what do you remember of Weissman’s role, or his 
effect on you, or your interactions with him? I have to just get clear 
because he really forms the GCC or he’s attributed as having formed that, 
and so this inter-group that you represented, I think, of graduate students 
initially was probably different than the GCC. 

Goldberg: No, no, no, no. 

Rubens: It was the GCC? 

Goldberg: Oh, yes. He was there at that meeting when I was chosen to be a 
representative. In fact, it may have been he and I were chosen at that 
meeting.  

Rubens: Oh, so that’s the GCC as an institution and then different departments also 
had reps. That didn’t necessarily mean you were part of the GCC. 

Goldberg: But they didn’t come to the FSM. 

Rubens: Do they have a--Henry Mayer from the history department and Bob Price 
from poli sci? 

Goldberg: I remember Henry Mayer being involved in FSM. I don’t remember Bob 
Price’s name. 

Rubens: What was your thought about Weissman? Did he have a particular impact 
on you? Did you have a particular engagement with him? 

Goldberg: I had some engagement with him. But it was nothing very much. 

Rubens: But I meant in terms of intellectual arguments. Some people say he was 
such a strategist, you know. 

Goldberg: Weissman? 

Rubens: A tactician--that Mario was the one end and he was-- 

Goldberg: Jack Weinberg was a tactician. Weissman may have been somewhat. I 
don’t remember him very strongly. Probably that’s true, that Jack 
Weinberg--I really don’t know. I mean, I think he was smart. He had a dry 
sense of humor, I remember. 
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Rubens: And then Weinberg is accused--not accused, characterized as having just a 
very driving and focused role in public meetings, that he could be very 
eruptive and also emotional at other times. There were scenes between he 
and other people. I don’t mean Mario or you. I wonder if that rings true at 
all. 

Goldberg: No, it doesn’t ring true. He seemed more--I mean, certainly he was driving 
in some ways, and he had a definite point of view and a clear vision. 
That’s why we always thought of him more of a tactician and more 
manipulative than some, in terms of tactics, whereas Mario was sort of all 
out there. We didn’t think of Mario as somebody who would engage in 
any machinations about anything, whereas Jack-- 

Rubens: He changed his mind at times. One of the places where the debate is going 
on a lot, I think, is over strikes, and that the GCC really starts pushing. 
They wanted to have a strike, and the Exec thinks it’s not time, and in fact 
there was a premature, as it turned out-- 

Goldberg: Strike. 

Rubens: --strike. And I remember that’s why Buddy Stein got involved. He was 
very upset about that. And he said, “If you’re going do it, you have to have 
it together,” and then walked in and said-- 

Goldberg: He’s available. 

Rubens: I’ve interviewed him, yes. That was nice. That was nice. 

Goldberg: I just got in contact with him--I don’t know--a year or so ago, and now I 
don’t know where he has gone. 

Rubens: Yes, it’s listed. Let me ask you--because I just am aware of time--this is 
just a jump: One of the things we have the last information on and I’m 
really interested in is the speaking tours. Do you have a memory of going 
down--I think the first one was going to Santa Barbara over Thanksgiving. 
Do you have any memory-- 

Goldberg: We went to Michigan, we went to Chicago, and we went to New York. 

Rubens: Were you on the TV program in New York? There’s one reference to it. 

Goldberg: I have that in my FBI file. 

Rubens: Here? 
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Goldberg: You know something? I’m not sure I still have my FBI file. I gave it to 
Seth Rosenthal, who’s in the Bay Area.  You know, I don’t know if I 
didn’t give it to him without Xeroxing it, but I might have. Oh, you know, 
I do have it because I think what it is is I gave him permission to get it. I 
don’t think I gave him my copy. 

Rubens: I’d love to find out the TV program because one of the things I’m really 
focusing on is how did news spread? There’s a delightful interview with 
Barbara Epstein--Easton at the time--where she was in SNCC and got a 
call and they protested at Harvard the next day, and the Harvard 
chancellor says, “Yeah, you can hand out posters. That was the end of it. 
So I’m interested in news coverage. 

Goldberg: Mario was on--I don’t think [I was] on a TV program. Mario was, and I 
went to New York with him. It’s possible I was, too. I don’t remember. 
There was the “Mort Sahl Show” in L.A. There was speaking to students 
at Roosevelt College in Chicago, at the University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor. 

Rubens: Do you know who made these arrangements? 

Goldberg: No. 

Rubens: Some of them know somebody.  But the decision was to take this on the 
road. Can you see when those plans were being made? 

Goldberg: No, because I don’t think--the FSM didn’t plan it. I think these people 
asked for us to speak. It wasn’t like the FSM decided to take it on the road. 

Rubens: And who was it? You, Mario, Jackie one time? We have this whose cache 
of newspapers about someone going to Santa Barbara. I thought it was 
Mario.  

Goldberg: I remember going to Ann Arbor, and I remember speaking there. I 
remember going to Chicago and speaking--Columbia.  

Rubens: Did you see your parents when you were back? 

Goldberg: I don’t think so. 

Rubens: That I would love--if anything comes up in your memory around that--
about the speaking trip. 

Goldberg: The speaking tour? I can remember doing it. I don’t know-- 
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Rubens: If there was NSA [National Student Association]--the NSA students 
wanted you to talk to them or--how that happened, how there were names 
that were contact people. I’m sure it was Tom Hayden at Michigan.  

 You flew on these trips, right? Must have been that the FSM collected 
money. 

Goldberg: No. You could never use student contributions or something like that. I 
know when we went to Selma, which was the spring after the FSM, I used 
my own money to fly. 

Rubens: Mario and you went together? 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: When were you married? 

Goldberg: We were married in May of ’65. Where did the money come from? I don’t 
think we paid for it, I think whoever invited us paid for it. It was just the 
opportunity to share our experience with other students. He thought it was 
important. And it wasn’t an attempt to get better publicity or anything like 
that; it was just these people were eager to know. That’s how I understood 
it. People wanting to know what had gone on. 

Rubens: I didn’t want you to speak for Mario, but you had a strong feeling about 
the FSM? 

Goldberg: I was just more concerned about him, what it was doing psychologically to 
him, and I knew he couldn’t handle it. And he knew he couldn’t handle it 
and didn’t want to be put in that position and didn’t want all these 
demands made on him, and was really against--he had been so identified 
as the leader and became more and more the figure representing the FSM, 
and he was very concerned with preserving it as a democratic movement 
without a, quote, “LEADER,” in capital letters. It was becoming more a 
cult of personality, I guess, and he hated that. That’s why he stepped 
down. Whatever other people--he wasn’t against people organizing 
anything, but he didn’t want to be involved in perpetuating something 
permanently that-- 

Rubens: Had this kind of reverence for a leader. 

Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: Devotion. 
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Goldberg: Right. 

Rubens: Yes, yes. Did you have a position on--protecting Mario, but should there 
have been an organization that continued with free speech issues, or did 
you see enough flaming up around you--the war, et cetera? 

Goldberg: I think it transpired into the war issues and all of that sort of stuff. I think 
that Michael Lerner of Tikkun blamed me for influencing Mario to step 
down or something. I mean, he sort of apologized to me fifteen years later, 
whatever--I can’t even remember--but he thought that I was evil and the 
reason Mario stepped down had to do with my influence over him, and 
that’s absolutely not true. It was completely Mario’s decision, and-- 

Rubens: Why would you want him to step down, in Michael’s point of view? 

Goldberg: I wouldn’t anything. I just wanted him to do what he wanted to do and 
what he felt right about. I wasn’t into telling him what to do. 

Rubens: Is that kind of a sexist statement, on Michael’s part? 

Goldberg: Yes, yes, as you know--and we can talk about whether we want this 
included or not--Mario had a lot of problems, psychological problems, and 
I was blamed for everything without people really knowing what was 
really going on. 

Rubens: You mentioned that you had seen Gleason few times. He was a big--Ralph 
Gleason was the-- 

Goldberg: Ralph and Jeannie Gleason were very good friends of Elsa Knight 
Thompson. Thompson was kind of a mentor. She was not a faculty 
member; she was KPFA. And she’s somebody we both became very fond 
of and close to and stayed with for some time, when we first came back 
from England and whatever. 

Rubens: But how did the original connection--covering it--? 

Goldberg: No, she was a friend of Oscar Pemantle and Frances. You know them? 

Rubens: I know Oscar. 

Goldberg: Well, Oscar is weird. And when I got involved in the FSM he was furious 
at me because I had been living in their garage, actually, in exchange for 
taking care of Robin, their son. 

Rubens: That was the second place you lived? 
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Goldberg: Yes. 

Rubens: So you would talk to him about that, the FSM. You knew what was 
developing. 

Goldberg: Well, when I sat-in on the first--around the car, I didn’t come home to take 
care of little Robin, and Oscar was furious with me because I had this 
responsibility. That was sort of the end of my relationship to Oscar. But 
anyway, Thompson was a friend of theirs, and I had met her at their house. 
I think it was for their son’s first birthday. 

Rubens: And you liked her. 

Goldberg: Yes, yes. I don’t remember how it developed, but anyway-- 

Rubens: And then it’s through her that you met Gleason? 

Goldberg: Yes, through her I met the Gleasons, but I was closer to Reggie and 
Elaine. Reggie and Elaine became essentially life-long friends. I mean, I 
haven’t been very close to them in recent years, but I was very fond of 
them. 

Rubens: So those are the people. 

Goldberg: Yes. And there was a little bit of--like, Larry Levine, whom I’ve actually 
become closer to recently--he’s been in Washington some of the time, and 
there were other people. 

Rubens: Sure. 

Goldberg: But it was really Reggie and later on and Richard Lichtman, some others. 
There were people on the faculty who we definitely became friends with 
later on, but during the FSM it was really Reggie. 

[End of Interview] 

 


