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1 

[Interview 1: May 1, 2001] 

[Begin Tape 1, Side A] 

Goldstine: When the first protest went on, the first one I can remember I think was 
1957 with the House Un-American Activity Committee. 

Rubens: In 1964, what was your status at the university? 

Goldstine: 1964 I was a graduate student in psychology. I’d been at Berkeley since 
January of ‘58. 

Rubens: As a grad student? 

Goldstine: No, as an undergraduate I came. My first semester had been at UC Santa 
Barbara. There were--not exactly a quorum of interesting people. I don’t 
mean to sound like some elitist but, I wanted interesting people to learn 
from, to interact with, to talk with. 

Rubens: How had you gone to Santa Barbara in the first place? 

Goldstine: Because I wanted to be at least fifty miles from my parents. I came back 
after six months, realizing that the only interesting people were Vietnam 
vets and much older people, and that was discouraging and kind of 
frustrating. I didn’t want to be a frat boy. I didn’t want to be out of it, I 
mean I think I was pretty conventional, but I had certain ideals that I was 
kind of dedicated to, that I would like to think that my life bears some 
relation to even now. But I certainly knew what I wanted, and it wasn’t at 
Santa Barbara.  

  Coming to Berkeley in ‘58 also consisted of looking for and finding 
people who were interested in some of the same things I was, which 
involved civil rights and economic justice. I always felt to be a child of 
privilege, not that I felt particularly wealthy, but just that I was fortunate 
and I thought the world, of course, could be run a better way. I wasn’t sure 
what that was but I knew it didn’t just represent increasing nationalism 
and the desire to illuminate forms of Communism or socialism. 

Rubens: Had you been active in high school, particularly in civil rights? 

Goldstine: In high school there wasn’t very much activity. 

Rubens: You went to a good school? 



Goldstine: When I tried to organize people to come protest the House on Un-
American Activities Committee, at Lowell High School in San Francisco, 
certainly none of my friends showed any interest in it whatsoever. That 
felt pretty discouraging. I remember being asked with a couple of other 
kids, if we were interested in wanting to go to Harvard. And when these 
two people from Harvard interviewed us, one of them turned out to 
actually be quite a decent guy. The other one was such a snooty-toot 
character I said, “If this be Harvard, University of California is where I’m 
gonna go.”  That probably had as much to do with why I chose the UC 
campus as anything else. 

Rubens: And your brother? Did his choice have any influence either? 

Goldstine: He was already at Berkeley, but he wasn’t very interested in political 
things. He was much more interested in the arts, or in being maybe a little 
more of an intellectual than I was. 

Rubens: HUAC was here in 1957? They came before ‘60, which was the big 
demonstration when they were washed down the steps? 

Goldstine: Yes, that was later on. I can certainly talk about that, because I was one of 
the organizers of that.  

Rubens: Well, let’s get to that soon. 

Goldstine: Okay. There were a couple of other rallies. One of them I think had to do 
with picketing restaurants and things of that sort that didn’t have any 
African Americans working in positions of responsibility other than being 
like a janitor. I remember a Woolworth’s protest, I don’t remember the 
year associated with that. I remember a protest against the Korean 
consulate, and what I remember about every protest prior to 1960 is that 
we were a motley crew.  I mean, if this be revolution, capitalism had 
nothing to fear. We were idealistic and such totally wonderful people, 
don’t misunderstand me-- 

Rubens: Were these protests done through organizations? Did you belong to any 
groups? 

Goldstine: No, I had a friend in school named Doug Wachter, and he was a friend of 
my roommate, but he didn’t seem any more politically active than any of 
the rest of us. Doug was singled out to testify before the House Un-
American Activities Committee. I said to my roommate, “Well, shouldn’t 
we do anything about this, you know--” 

Rubens: Is this in ‘60? 



Goldstine: This is the spring of 1960. And I remember the first organizational 
meeting. It was in Wheeler Hall. I can even remember what I was 
wearing; I was wearing blue and white plaid-ish Bermuda shorts, you 
know, none of this all-in-black, or looking particularly revolutionary. Even 
though I assiduously avoided fraternities or sororities which I had great 
disdain for, I probably looked like one of those people. I mean, I didn’t 
have any desire to look like I was weird or out of it. I remember Imogen 
Cunningham, who was kind of like my adopted grandmother, took a 
picture of me that I recently ran across, literally this year, and in that 
picture I look much more Bohemian or intellectual than I ever remember 
myself as being. That is, I had a black turtleneck on, and I had glasses. I 
had kind of short hair, and looked semi-intense. That is certainly not my 
remembrance of myself. 

Rubens: Where was this meeting? 

Goldstine: In Wheeler, and there were certainly not more than six or seven of us.  

Rubens: When you say “us,” do you mean just undergraduates, people you saw? 

Goldstine: Undergraduates. I think Bob Scheer might have been there, maybe--maybe 
a couple of others who would be recognizable. Maybe Carey McWilliams, 
Jr., I don’t remember. But none of them were well-known orators or that 
kind of thing, at least then. And we went down and said, “Let’s make 
signs and do things,” and we wrote signs and marched around and said, 
“Come protest the House Un-American Activities Committee.”  

 Probably the only illegal thing that I actually remember any of us doing at 
that moment was we befriended a woman from a Baptist church who was 
somewhat virulently anti-Communist, and we kind of pretended we were 
supporters, but concerned about freedom at the same time. She felt she 
would help us by showing us that the committee just wanted to expose 
Communism, and so she gave us her pass, if I recall. Along with another 
student, two students, George Hand, and Jeffrey Bern, I remember we 
somehow got that and made photocopies of it. 

Rubens: You didn’t make Xeroxes, but you did something. 

Goldstine: And all of a sudden, we had passes into the committee room. I could say a 
number of more things about all that if you would like. 

Rubens: Well, maybe we’ll come back to it. You go into the committee room-- 

Goldstine: --and we’re there. I’m with my friends George Hand and Jeffrey Bern, and 
these were two transfer students from Dartmouth who came out to 



Berkeley because it was a happening place. How they knew it was 
happening in 1959 or something when they came out would be odd to me, 
since they were lively and funny and kind of guitar-playing, folk-singing, 
and so forth. One of the tiny little remembrances is when we were on the 
stairs and this lady had given us the pass or something to that effect, and-- 

Rubens: Your signs weren’t up yet? 

Goldstine: Yes, we were protesting, but we were also talking to her, and she said, 
“Why didn’t you go back to where you came from?” And George Hand, in 
his best New England accent, said, “Ma’am, my family has been here 
since 1623. When did your family come?” She looked kind of surprised 
and whatnot, and backed off. 

Rubens: What was the implication from her? 

Goldstine: Oh, that only foreigners, not true Americans, would be here protesting in 
the name of the Constitution of the United States. And that we were 
“Johnny-come-latelys” and that she and the House Un-American 
Activities Committee represented true American values. 

Rubens: Were there many black women taking that position? I mean, not women 
per se, were there many blacks? That was very unusual, it seems like. 

Goldstine: There were no African Americans at all in the protests. 

Rubens: Did I mistake? Was she black? 

Goldstine: No no no, Southern Baptist. 

Rubens: Southern Baptist, I’m so sorry. 

Goldstine: White, definitely white. Caucasian, and definitely of the right-wing 
persuasion.  

 What I also remember is a wonderful sheriff of San Francisco--very sweet 
man--by the name of Matt Carberry. The sheriff tried very hard to be fair 
to everybody and keep things calm and so forth. And had [he] not been 
sick a few days later, there would have never been a riot in San Francisco. 
I mean, I watched Matt Carberry and one of his lieutenants, and I can’t 
remember the gentleman’s name, but I do remember that he was on duty 
that day, when Matt Carberry wasn’t there. It was the sheriff’s duty to 
guard the court in city hall, and this guy had a very hot temper, and 
seemed very paranoid. I remember, he was in charge that day, and he 
ordered the police to wash students down the stairs, and created the riot. 



Subsequently, he seemed like quite a troubled man. This was my 
observation, and he actually called in the riot troops and all of that, and he 
subsequently committed suicide. 

Rubens: It sounds to me with all these packed halls, there’s rumors, or people are 
saying things. It was combustible. 

Goldstine: It was combustible, but it was really this one [guy]. There would have 
been no riot with Matt Carberry in charge. 

Rubens: Despite anything that went on inside the court. 

Goldstine: Nothing that was going on inside the court would have done it. And it was 
simply that this guy, the wrong man was in charge and the right man 
happened to be ill that day, had the flu, whatever it was. 

Rubens: That’s one of the claims about the FSM, too. 

Goldstine: That changed everything. 

Rubens: So were you politicized out of that in terms of was there a kind of bonding 
with more people at Cal? 

Goldstine: No, well, it was part of what got Cal going, and I can remember the front 
page of the [San Francisco] Chronicle taken up with this riot at House Un-
American Activities Committee, and people being washed down the stairs 
and all of that kind of stuff. But actually something happened subsequent 
to that that certainly changed my attitude about a lot of this forever. That 
was, there was a meeting afterwards, where everybody got up and 
basically said, “We’ve defeated the House Un-American Activities 
[Committee]. They’ll never be; we’ve exposed them to the world,” and all 
of that.  

Rubens: This was at Berkeley? 

Goldstine: This was at Berkeley, and I believe it was at either Stiles Hall or the co-op. 
But there were probably--it could have been as small as fifty, it could have 
been a hundred fifty or two hundred, but it was a large number and 
everybody was sure. Then I got up kind of from the side, but kind of from 
the front, and I said, “Nothing of the sort! I’m sorry to discourage people, 
but my opinion is they’re going to say this was a Communist-led riot. 
There will be movies, there will be reporters. There will be everything 
showing how the Communists led all of this, and so forth and so on. And 
if you think you’ve defeated them, they’re going to make propaganda of 



this like something--.” And I can remember the whole room turning on 
me. Nobody wanted to hear that. 

Rubens: Plus you’re a freshman-- 

Goldstine: Well, they were older and clearly more radical, and things of that sort. But 
then I wasn’t a freshman. That was spring of ‘60, so I was probably a 
junior. But what I can remember was the intensity of never disagree with a 
mob, or a large group where they all wanted to believe. And there were 
some very smart people saying they had destroyed the committee. Michael 
Rossman, who was a long-time friend-- 

Rubens: Had you been friends with him yet? 

Goldstine: Yes, and while we certainly disagreed about many aspects of politics--but 
he was one of the people sure that that was the end of the committee. But 
Michael was by no means—well, certainly a leader, but he was by no 
means the only person saying that. Everybody was saying it. In fact, the 
only person I remember saying anything to the contrary, [chuckles] was 
my perception of the event. And it was very alarming to me that one, that 
there seemed to be such a mob rule quality to it all, and that they were so 
off. They so much wanted to believe, they had convinced themselves of a 
number of things that were very relevant, and I concluded, watch out of 
just following these people blindly, because they didn’t have a lot of 
sense. 

Rubens: Could you, at that point, make any distinctions that there were some 
Communists, there was SLATE that tried to take a middle role, there were 
social sects, there were Young Democrats? Did that seem visible to you? 

Goldstine: What I certainly knew there--I had met, I think, Archie Brown--I had met 
a number of these people who openly said, “Yeah, I’m a Communist, what 
about it?” You know, they’re the only people interested in economic 
justice. It didn’t bother me one wit that anybody was anything. 

  How did I reconcile that with say the Hungarian revolution, or things 
like that? I had no doubt, at least in my own mind, how bad Joseph Stalin 
was, or Communist movements in general, and how ruthless--but then I 
also thought, well, if you ask a Native American, or if you ask an African 
American what kind of justice is there in America? The difference is that 
there was at least an ideology and it was certainly fundamental in, I think, 
almost every protester, except maybe the most radical, but even those 
people all gave more than lip service to the idea of the American 
Constitution, and how important that was. Or that freedom really was, and 



meant something worthy. None of us had any illusions that you had 
freedom in the Soviet Union, or whatnot.  

 I had been to Europe and-- 

Rubens: Oh, you had already been to Europe? 

Goldstine: I remember going into East Germany and going into Czechoslovakia, and 
you could palpably feel the aggression. The difference later on was 
confirmed going from Romania to Hungary. Romania was this confirmed 
Communist country, and Hungary was this--you know, they had 
independent ideas. 

Rubens: Let me ask this quickly because it may bear later on: you had Joe Yuhas as 
a friend and you’re using this--and no one has mentioned the Hungarian 
revolution which was-- 

Goldstine: No, I remember that, and the debates and the fights about it. A very bright 
sociology student, Maurice Zeitlin, was defending the Soviet Union, as I 
recall. He was maybe defending Cuba--I may have mixed a couple up--but 
there were these kinds of debates on the Berkeley campus about people 
who said, “Look at what the students from Hungary are saying, and look 
at what some early Cuban refugees were saying.” Then there would be big 
debates. But at one of them I remember Maurice Zeitlin literally foaming 
at the mouth, I mean foam came out of his mouth, [chuckles] he was very 
bright and incredibly intense. 

 At that time, there were factions and different groups which adhered to 
different ideals, but there were really interesting dialogues. And if there 
was something that epitomized my affection for Berkeley, it was that there 
were these dialogues that led to, what I called at the time, real education. 
You weren’t just reading it in books, you were talking to people who lived 
in Hungary; you were debating with people who had lived in Cuba; there 
were these refugees and stuff, and then there were American radicals 
trying to tell them what their own experience was like. I remember 
Hungarian students screaming, “Grow up!” you know, get real. So 
Berkeley was a wonderful and fascinating place to be. It seemed natural 
that this protest--and I don’t remember when the protest of the Korean 
consulate was because when I look back on all this, that also went in with 
the same movement.  

Rubens: Well, the war is ‘53 to ‘55, isn’t it? 

Goldstine: No, no. This was what was going on: there was a student leader who was 
going to be executed. And we were a very motley crew. I was sure there 



was more FBI and TAC squad, although I’m not even sure the TAC squad 
existed at that time, watching us than there were those of us who were 
protesting. 

Rubens: How did you get this information? Was that in the Chronicle? Or other 
people had it? 

Goldstine: There was something about student riots and we went to the Korean 
consulate. It was on Clay Street at about Laurel, or something like that. I 
remember it was on a corner. We were far outnumbered by agents of 
various information or FBI or whatever it was. We were protesting, with 
signs, and they sent out a TV crew or something, but I didn’t feel like we 
were going to do anything successful. 

 Then one student who was working at the ILWU [International Longshore 
and Warehouse Union]--I think he was a graduate student at Berkeley--he 
had gone to Swarthmore with some friends of mine, which is how I had 
first met him. He came up with the idea that he was going to try to get 
Harry Bridges, who was an infamous labor leader, of course--accused of 
being a Communist--and they tried to export him, and I think they did. 
They certainly imprisoned his lawyer, Jim McGinnis, and Vincent 
Hallinan. He was going to get Harry Bridges to shut down, or refuse to 
unload any Korean goods. I remember feeling great success at the time. 
Though he was due to be executed, we had in fact postponed his 
execution, or changed it to life imprisonment. Oh, we saved this guy’s life, 
and you know-- 

Rubens: Was this before ‘60? 

Goldstine: I don’t remember the date. I could name you some of the people, or what 
they looked like. I remember this mathematician guy had a Jewish name 
like Levine. This was student, a very bright guy, and he was disabled. 
What I remember being so moved by--it was painful for this guy to walk. 
And I remember thinking, God, you know, for some of us, we felt we 
should be doing something, but for others--you could see, he had a thing 
on his leg so he could move it at all, just walking was an act of pain. I can 
remember being so moved by that. 

Rubens: You know the disabled movement is going to start in ‘62, with a guy up at 
Cowell Hospital. 

Goldstine: Ed Roberts. Well, he was a friend, I knew him. I was on a board with him 
and stuff. But the big thing, what I can remember, is one of the first senses 
of that it was actually possible to win something and not just protest 
something. 



Rubens: Now, let me pull you back because I think you are beginning to make a 
distinction that is really interesting. You remember that, after meeting of 
the HUAC protest where everyone is saying, “We’ve won, we’ve made a 
chink into Communism, and you’re feeling one lesson you have learned is 
not to speak up in a mob, when it seems to be going all one way. So what 
does that mean? How does that affect you? 

Goldstine: What it did is, if it was a question of protesting, that there were blacks 
waiting on you, or given a chance at decent jobs, that you could have that 
kind of victory. You could get an individual store, or an individual 
something. International House of Pancakes, I remember that was another 
protest-- 

Rubens: The big ones in spring of ’63 were Auto Row and the [Sheraton] Palace. 

Goldstine: Well, I think these were before that. 

Rubens: I think you are right. 

Goldstine: When we saved this guy’s life, instead of being sentenced to death, he was 
sentenced to life imprisonment. 

Rubens: So the impact, though, of being against the mob, I just want to follow that. 
That you could see them turning on you-- 

Goldstine: Oh, very frightening. I mean that actually, if there were a couple instances 
that changed my life around that, one was a protest in San Francisco where 
I got spat upon and someone hit me on the head from behind, and I got 
kind of knocked down. Whenever that was, that scared me, because that 
made me decide I was not going to risk my life in the South, because I had 
been planning on protesting in the South. I said, “San Francisco is one of 
the most liberal cities in America, and if they spat on you and hit you--.” I 
just don’t even know what it was, but something from behind my head, 
enough to knock me. It’s maybe why I was so bourgeois or whatever, but I 
remember saying, “Imagine what it must be like to be in Alabama or 
Mississippi.” 

Rubens: It’s around the time of this review of the HUAC demonstration? 

Goldstine: Well, my guess is this was after HUAC, but I’m not positive. 

Rubens: But let’s stay with this HUAC meeting. You have this vivid meeting, and 
the image of them turning to you, and are you going to say that’s the 
second thing that changed your life? 



Goldstine: Yes, those two things certainly made me reflect on the dangers and maybe 
the folly. What made me want to do more of those things is I just felt any 
sense of justice, any sense of integrity, and sense of personal courage that 
was fulfilled in this manner was so meaningful. 

Rubens: Like the Korean student. 

Goldstine: It actually saved the life of this Korean student. It just kind of blew my 
mind. Then it gave me a whole different sense of power. I mean Harry 
Bridges said [that] from San Diego to Anchorage, no Korean goods would 
be unloaded. 

Rubens: Did you hear him say that? See him? 

Goldstine: I think I read about it. I don’t think I heard him. Maybe I heard him in 
retrospect on the radio or something, but I had no idea that it could be so 
effective because they immediately gave him life imprisonment. 

[Begin Tape 2, side A] 

Goldstine: They had been cattle buyers in Germany. They weren’t impoverished. 
There were certain parts of the family that were wealthier, but hers in 
particular. There were other parts of the family that had come earlier. 

 I remember my mom telling me of various relatives. One was an infamous 
protestor named Gary Davis whose father, Meyer Davis, led society 
orchestras in New York for debutantes, and on various American shipping 
lines and maybe the Queen Mary or whatever it is. I mean he was a 
prominent society orchestra-type person. His kid, named Gary Davis, 
declared himself a citizen of the world and issued a passport, and he was a 
cousin of mine though I certainly never met him. But this was in the late 
forties, early  fifties. 

Rubens: The kind of lore of the family though--this was looked at as a good thing? 

Goldstine: Right. 

Rubens: Just talk about your father very briefly. 

Goldstine: My father was first generation born in the 1890s and his family had come 
probably again in the 1880s. He was born in Indiana. 

Rubens: He was born is Terre Haute, is that right? 

Goldstine: Fort Wayne, and lived in Terre Haute, Indiana. 



Rubens: And I know a little--that he had become an engineering student, and was 
literally brought out to work for this big firm in San Francisco. 

Goldstine: Well yes, his best friend ran a company called Beratin Health and came 
out after he finished at MIT to be general superintendent or build 
buildings, and he didn’t want to be just a regular engineer and be stuck 
indoors all day long. He was very clear about that. 

Rubens: So the climate of your household in general was liberal? 

Goldstine: Well my father already talked very conservatively, but most of the time he 
couldn’t bring himself to vote for Republicans. And my mother was much 
more liberal than that. They had lots of friends who were professors at the 
university. 

Rubens: Here in Berkeley? 

Goldstine: Right. They had a wide variety. The most conservative professor was 
someone who, in fact, somebody had tried to get fired because they said 
he was a Communist, and he was by far the most conservative Republican 
friend. He had been a very good friend of Admiral Strouss. 

Rubens:  Who was he? 

Goldstine: A man by the name of Samuel Lepkovsky, and he was one of the 
discoverers of the Vitamin B complex series. Even though he was very 
conservative, and in praise of all kind of right-wing people, he had earlier 
in his life had been a radical, and decided they were not to be trusted and 
so forth.  

Rubens: So you would say your parents knew intellectuals, scientists? How come 
they knew people even here in San Francisco? I mean, from San Francisco 
that they knew Berkeleyans? 

Goldstine: Because there were small numbers of Jews and they all knew each other 
one way or another, and people had friends. And then, almost every Friday 
night, my parents had dinner with a quite brilliant biochemist, who while 
working for a small company really discovered and patented all the basic 
organic fertilizers and was also one of the early people in pesticides. He 
was very left-wing and he was a friend of Harry Bridges, and my father 
and he would debate politics every Friday night. 

Rubens: Who was he? 

Goldstine: His name was Bob Cohn. 



Rubens: And at the university? 

Goldstine:  No, he was at Standard Oil, working for a company called Ortho. He 
virtually invented all their chemicals when he was a young man, and I 
think had more patents than anybody at Standard Oil in California, later to 
become Chevron. 

Rubens: Now see, I’d love to open this up, but this is something we’ll get back to, 
too. 

Goldstine: He was an old lefty, and a friend of J. Robert Oppenheimer. 

Rubens: Did your family know them too? 

Goldstine: My family did not know Oppenheimer, but certainly had friends who had 
friends-- 

Rubens: But was it your father who was interested mostly in the arts? Or is it your 
brother who got that connection with [Ansel] Adams, and Imogen, and 
[Edward] Weston? 

Goldstine: Well, my father was interested in photography and my mother was 
interested in maybe art in general. What I remember was that they just 
were interested in lots of things and certainly would go to the opera and 
the symphony and drag me to every museum show there ever was as a kid. 
My brother would love it, and I would less than love it, let’s put it that 
way. I met Imogen when I was about nine, in the late forties and I loved 
her, and I could see she was a really interesting person. 

Rubens: So you really do grow up in an environment that was at least discussing 
issues of the day, and you’re seeing debate. Then you see it at Berkeley. 
Let’s just get right back to that meeting. 

Goldstine: That was in Stiles Hall. 

Rubens: Yes, so this is spring of ‘60, and the impact on your life was to be more 
cautious. But so then what happens. Let’s get you up to ‘64. 

Goldstine: Well, had it not been for that meeting, I think I would have continued on 
in a stronger vein, and I would have been a little more brave. But it made 
me a little more dubious--not about the virtue of the causes, but, you 
know, who were you listening to, and who were you following, and who 
was worth following, and so forth. And Martin Luther King was really not 
on the scene in a very conscious way. He seemed to arrive later. 



Rubens: ‘63 is the March on Washington. 

Goldstine: This was clearly before all that. 

Rubens: But the Freedom Rides had started, 1960 and ‘61, Woolworth’s--. So 
that’s in the atmosphere. 

 By the way, were you engaged in your classes too? For some it was really 
hard to do their work and be at a rally. 

Goldstine: Well, it never occurred to me that there was much of a conflict. One felt 
much more important that the other to me. While I was a notoriously 
inconsistent student, just when I would be half-flunking out of school or 
something, I’d have a semester and I’d get five A’s. I remember taking a 
graduate class when I was a freshman or sophomore, and getting the 
highest grade in the class. Actually one of my favorite stories I tell about 
myself--that I probably take too much pride in even today--is I had 
thought that maybe I was going to finally be in trouble with the 
inconsistency of my grades or something. I asked a professor who liked 
me a lot if he could help me. 

Rubens: Who was this? 

Goldstine: This was William Ray Denis, who was a wonderful man, and when I got 
the highest grade, being an undergraduate in his graduate seminar, had 
considerable respect for me. So I was very awkward and I said to him, 
“Sir, could you help me?”, and I was kind of stammering a little bit, 
because I had to acknowledge to him that I maybe was going to flunk out 
of school one semester or something. Whereupon he said, “Well, I’ve 
already done it.” I said, “Done what, sir?” He said, “Well, I’m chairman of 
the Rhodes Scholarship Committee, and I’ve nominated you to be Rhodes 
Scholar.” I remember just thinking, Oh my God!, and I said, “Well, that’s 
not quite what I had in mind.” And I finally got up the courage to tell him 
of my predicament, and he said in this wonderful way, “Oh dear dear,” 
and he picked up the phone and called [College of] Letters and Science 
and had me restored to something or other. He said some very 
praiseworthy things about me and I felt, you know, cared for, so I never 
had quite the alienation from the administration or professors of the 
university that so many other students felt. 

Rubens: What field was he? 

Goldstine: He was a philosophy professor, and he was dean of the graduate school at 
Berkeley. And he had once been offered actually the presidency of the 
university. He had once also--I’d only learned these things from other 



people, he never told me that--he had also been an administrator on the 
Manhattan Project, where he tried to keep the scientists and the army from 
killing each other in their various disputes. He was, I think amongst the 
first American Rhodes Scholars. 

Rubens: Did he remain an influence in your life? 

Goldstine: Oh yes, even though I had these very inconsistent grades, he got me into 
graduate school. There were a number of professors who had been very 
nice to me. Another one was a man by the name of Sherwood Washburn. 

Rubens: Oh, in anthropology? 

Goldstine: Right. I had taken his class, and it proposed a series of experiments that 
ten or twelve years later, somebody else did and won a Nobel Prize for. 
And he remained a kind of lifelong friend and supporter, and he had asked 
my to present my ideas to his graduate seminar. I was very flattered by 
that, and how supportive--. He was a man who we, as students, would 
applaud after his lectures every day. 

Rubens: Was that common? I took Washburn and he was applauded every day. 

Goldstine: Well, he was one of the great lecturers and one of the great teachers. 

Rubens: Were there other teachers that were applauded? I mean, it was not what 
one did. 

Goldstine: He was the only one that I particularly remember who, as a matter of 
course, people would applaud after his lectures. He would take on active 
issues of the day and give lectures about racism. His presidential address 
to the American Anthropological Association in about ‘62 or ‘63--
somewhere around that--was on the fallacy of race, and basically showing 
that there is so much more differentiation within any so-called racial group 
than there is between any racial groups, that the basic universal genetic 
base of homo sapiens-- 

Rubens: I haven’t looked up his role in Free Speech. I’ll get back to him. I’m just 
anxious about having about twenty minutes, so I wrote back to these 
things to come back to. You have got to tell me about the twelve 
experiments. 

  So you get into graduate school by what year must it have been? When 
did you start? 



Goldstine: I really started graduate school in ‘61 or ‘62. And I was a graduate student 
in philosophy and methodology of science. I was interested in, among 
other things, the scientific basis for claims of the social sciences. 

Rubens: Seems to me so cutting edge. What made you interested in that? 

Goldstine: Because these were all philosophical problems that had practical 
implications, and then I was interested in neurophysiology; because I 
thought, for a while at least, that neurophysiology and physiological 
psychology were going to answer some age-old philosophical questions 
about ideas and how things are learned and how the brain works. I thought 
that the current conceptions that were famous at that time--a kind of  
extreme form of radical empiricism and radical behaviorism--were very 
misleading and did great injustice when you have the same theory explain 
the behavior of an amoeba and the behavior of a homo sapien. I thought 
you have lost a lot of information. They could not just be explained by the 
differences in anatomy, but rather in the cortical structure and the kinds of 
thoughts and conceptions and abstract ideas. 

 One thing that is interesting historically anyway for me is my first debate, 
which I must say, I trounced Arthur Jensen, who later went on to have 
fame saying that African Americans were not capable and were deficient 
in abstract conceptual--. He was a professor in the education department at 
Berkeley. At the time, he said everything could be explained by S’s and 
R’s and other weird stimulus and response, and there were no such things 
as conceptual thoughts. I said, “Sir, you are either a fool or you are so 
badly misoriented,” pointing out the nature of homo sapiens’ greatest 
achievements: lyrical poetry, mathematics, music, so forth. No S/R theory, 
stimulus/response theory or form of behaviorism could explain such 
things. Then a few years later, he went from not believing in conceptual 
thought to not only believing in it, but saying that African Americans were 
deficient in it. 

Rubens: Where did this take place that you said this? 

Goldstine: The psych department. By then I was switching to psych graduate school 
in psychology. I think it was ‘62--actually, the fall of ‘62, because I 
officially transferred in ‘63. By then-- 

Rubens: Why don’t you say why you transferred? I think that will carry this 
pedagogical thread and then we can-- 

Goldstine: Well, one of the reasons I transferred was one of my intellectual heroes at 
the time had been a guy named Carl Popper.  



Rubens: For the record he-- 

Goldstine: For the record, he kind of single-handedly defeated logical positivism as a 
knowledged-based way of looking at and determining truth in both science 
and philosophy. He was really a philosopher of science, and very brilliant, 
but then it turned out he was a visiting professor at Berkeley. And he, in 
fact, was a living contradiction to what his philosophy was about. He was 
a person who spoke of freedom and the need to be able to falsify notions 
in science and so forth, and how fundamental and important that was, 
which was very appealing to me. 

Rubens: To falsify? 

Goldstine: To be able to falsify, yes. Everybody else was trying to come up with how 
you adjudicate or how you discover truth by piling up evidence. 

Rubens: That’s what logical positivism is? 

Goldstine: Right. He said, “No, you simply--.” To simplify it greatly, his student Paul 
Fireoven, who was an incredibly exciting professor, who along with some 
other Berkeley professors were really the most exciting people I had ever 
been around intellectually. A thousand ravens all being black, does not 
mean all ravens are black if you find a single white raven? 

Rubens: That was called? You used a word. 

Goldstine: Falsifiability. 

Rubens: That’s an example of falsifiablitiy. 

Goldstine: Yes, that a single negative instance could bring down a whole scientific 
theory. It was very relevant for the notion between Newtonian physics and 
Einsteinian physics. 

Rubens: And you are going into psychology because you can get at that kind of 
thing? 

Goldstine: Well, you can get at the thing from an empirical point of view. And at the 
same time the promise of what science could discover seemed a much 
more interesting alternative than dealing with a very brilliant professor 
who embodied in his personal behavior the opposite of what he was 
distinguished and famous for. 

Rubens: Popper was in philosophy? 



Goldstine: Yes, and he was rigid, authoritarian, arbitrary. I remember a wonderful 
professor, Arnie Mess, who was visiting here from the University of Oslo 
saying that the Nazis had been more polite when they interrupted the 
classes in Vienna, than Carl Popper had been when he interrupted me 
when I was presenting a paper in his seminar. 

Rubens: You know, I’m not going to push this, because this is too exciting, and we 
have to come back to this. I’m interviewing a man named Hans Mark. 
Hans Mark for years--starting in ‘31, a student of Teller--ran the Lawrence 
Livermore Lab, and was the second head of nuclear physics. A very 
conservative guy, just believed in defense, and went on to do all sorts of 
things. One of the most fascinating men--just back at Texas now having 
left the research division. [He had been] head of research for Technology 
and Research for the Defense Department--twice been in the defense 
secret service. He says that the difference between Oppenheimer and 
Teller was right along those lines. Oppenheimer was very imperious and 
judgmental teacher. He was not nice to his students. I’m just saying what 
he said. 

Goldstine: People had different views. He was certainly imperious at times, and 
distant and removed at times. But Teller, who was a charming man and 
incredible teacher, but was also a mad man, and simply made up facts. 
What I remember is telling a friend, my friend who had been this 
Hungarian refugee, Joe Yuhas, who said even though he had a lot of fights 
with his father, he figured his father couldn’t be all bad if he was wanted 
when both the Communists and the Nazis wanted to execute. 

Rubens: That’s what this guy said, Hans Mark. 

Goldstine: But he had gone to school with Teller. They had literally been in the same 
classes, my friend Joe Yuhas’s father. Teller was a mad man even as a kid, 
very brilliant but very fanatic, and excuse the vernacular, but a guy clearly 
capable of what another friend of mine used to call FTF: Fuck The Facts. 
[He had] an attitude of, if the data doesn’t fit my conceptions or beliefs, 
hell with the data. And that’s what Teller was like in many of his ideas. 

Rubens: So what was your attraction to psychology? 

Goldstine: Because it was making new discoveries, not debating just ideas, where 
evidence would actually count. I mean, that goes back to a certain theme 
or ideal when everybody said we finished off the House Un-American 
Activities [Committee]. I said, “You wait and see. They’ll call this a 
Communist-led riot. They’ll make movies, and all of that, and just the 
whole room hissing, like nobody wanted to hear. Well, I think, if I 
remember their was a movie called Operation Abolition that was made 



within months of my having said these things were going to happen. It was 
like, did anybody ever say--and these were all my friends—”Gee Danny, 
you were right,” or something? I mean, I’m sure I had many foolish 
conceptions of my own but I wasn’t naive about propaganda and so forth, 
or the meaning of that. When you’re so idealistic, as at least I thought of 
myself--I don’t know whether I really, because I know I wasn’t very brave 
after I got hit in the head, and spat upon. But to have a whole room turn on 
you, it’s a kind of scary experience, or it certainly was scary to this kid. 

  

Rubens: I was going to ask you about that, in terms of not having an organizational 
base. Would you claim that? And many students didn’t, and so who do 
you turn to? 

Goldstine: I think, in that sense, I was much more adrift because I refused to embrace 
some of the organizational bases because I felt personally you had to 
compromise too many things I believed in. 

Rubens: Well do you think that’s adrift, or--? 

Goldstine: I mean, I was a left-wing guy who subscribed to Carl Popper, who was 
part of the philosophical underpinning of the whole right-wing Republican 
movement. All the great people that had come from Vienna that were 
hired at the University of Chicago, that were represented by an economics 
by Milton Freedman, Leo Strauss, a great philosophical and political 
scientist of a very conservative nature.  

Rubens: Now, I want to challenge you here because, is the issue adrift? Maybe it is, 
and you felt that and had this analysis, but can it be both? One thing that 
will develop, at least the terminology out of ‘64, will be “The Movement” 
and the point of the new wave was that people weren’t organizationally 
affiliated. 

Goldstine: Well lots of people were, or at least trying to. This friend Michael 
Rossman coined this term. We are the ‘New Left’. He was the first person 
I think who ever used that term. 

Rubens: In this period. Not before ‘64? 

Goldstine: No I don’t think so. To the best of my knowledge, it was Michael who 
said, “We are the ‘New Left.’” We’re not just remnants of the thirties or 
something in America; we represent something new and different. 

Rubens: When had you met him? 



Goldstine: I met him when he came here from the University of Chicago where he 
had been a math and physics students, ‘58. ‘59? We were probably both 
chasing the same girl friend-- 
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Rubens: Well, you may have been chasing women, but he ended up with Karen 
Rossman, Karen McClellan--wasn’t she a friend of yours? 

Goldstine: Yes, she had been the editor of the Lowell High Newspaper and a 
cheerleader at Lowell. I kind of abandoned her because I thought she was 
going to be too conventional, and her mother had a certain dislike for me, I 
think, because she thought I was going to lead her daughter astray. Later 
she said, “Whatever happened to that nice boy Danny Goldstine?” when 
her daughter was with a far more radical person. 

Rubens: See that’s a very interesting thing, too--the use of the word radical. You’ve 
used it consistently and it’s as if because we are almost the same 
generation we know what we mean. But thinking back again, what did 
radical mean to you? 

Goldstine: I used to say things that would get me in a lot of trouble at the time like, 
“If you love Communism, then I’m sure you must love the bureaucracy of 
the University of California.” I mean, I don’t know whether I had read 
Weber or just heard about him, at that point in my career. Later, I know I 
did. But the idea that he described why Communism was going to fail, 
because he said the bureaucrats were simply replacing the capitalists or the 
plutocrats or the money-guys and would start accumulating power in their 
own right. That is by who gets jobs and who gets how much, and 
controlling bureaucracies and that it would all fall under it’s own weight. 

Rubens: It sounds to me like radical means that you were challenging both the 
Communist-oriented or Communist groups that were saying this is the 
dream, as well as the conservative bureaucratic--be it democratic, 
Republican administrations. 

Goldstine: Yes, and some of that clearly came from listening to debates between my 
father and some professor friends who were professors of economics and 
other things at Berkeley. They’d come over to dinner and there would be 
these various debates.  

Rubens: Well, radicalism seems, in this case, to be challenging, not confrontational 
in the sense of militant in-your-face, but to have ideas that are 
independent.  



Goldstine: Well, or for me, it was the thing that there was a much better system and 
we all know it, called Socialism. And all we have to do [is] have a kind of 
democratic socialism to overcome the evils of authoritarian Communist 
forms of that, or the right-wing conservative lack of compassion that 
embodied strictly entrepreneurial capitalism. 

Rubens: Did you have a hero? Where there people that did bring this alive? 

Goldstine: Well one of these people was Carl Popper, until I ran into him. And 
certainly people like John Maynard Keynes-- 

Rubens: Who is the other big socialist, I can’t think of-- 

Goldstine: Oh, Norman Thomas? 

Rubens: Yes, did you like him? 

Goldstine: Yes, I certainly liked Normal Thomas, because I actually saw him in a lot 
of Roosevelt’s ideas. I mean these are hardly original thoughts with me, as 
the things that saved capitalism. 

Rubens: Did he come to campus? Do you remember seeing him? 

Goldstine: If he did, I don’t remember it. I don’t remember Norman Thomas coming 
to campus. 

Rubens: Did you participate in Auto Row, or the Sheraton Palace to your 
knowledge? 

Goldstine: I remember that, but I think I went home at some point. Then they were all 
arrested that night, or something, or in the morning. 

Rubens: And you’re still basically unaffiliated. It’s a movement when the 
demonstration is happening, you’ll go. 

Goldstine: Yes. Well, it made me dubious of self-appointed leaders.  

Rubens: No one stuck out? I asked you who were the biggest influences? 

Goldstine: Well, the most articulate--I mean Mike Tigar and Carey McWilliams Jr.  

Rubens: In what capacity do you remember them? 

Goldstine: Because they were incredible speakers. What I remember being astounded 
to find out was that Mike Tigar was the commandant of the Naval Cadet 
Corps. That was amazing. 



Rubens: Any other speakers? Any Hallinans? 

 All right, so fall of ‘64, you are a graduate in psychology, you are a TA. 

Goldstine: Yes, sometimes I was a TA; sometimes I had a NIH fellowship. 

Rubens: To do what? 

Goldstine: Clinical psychology. 

Rubens: You had a wonderful reputation as “Danny the TA.” Anyway, there you 
are, taking graduate classes or preparing for exams? 

Goldstine: Both. 

Rubens: And when do you first know there is a to-do about free speech? 

Goldstine: Well, what I basically remember is the university, in its usual fashion, 
kicks all political activity off campus, and by kicking off all activity--. 

 Oh, I remember what I was going to tell you about, was we were going to 
have a philosophy society, and talk about philosophical ideas, and they 
were so afraid that we were going to be a leftist political organization or 
something, that they wouldn’t allow that. So then we came up with the 
name, Cathametics society, which is Greek for “sit on your ass,” and they 
approved that. 

Rubens: Did you need a faculty sponsor? 

Goldstine: Yes, something like that. But when they thought we were going to do 
philosophy, they got very distressed. 

Rubens: Who is ‘they’ at this point? 

Goldstine: Administrators, Dean of Students, stuff like that.  

Rubens: Who was in that group? 

Goldstine: Oh, these were just philosophy graduate students. 

Rubens: Does the society do anything particularly? 

Goldstine: No, but it was an indicator or a sign of how paranoid the university was. 
They wanted students to be completely passive and don’t do anything that 
will draw attention to us because they remembered how destructive the 
University of California--. What had happened when they had the loyalty 



oath, which split the university. Tons of talented people left because of the 
loyalty oath, and that was in the early fifties. 

 The university administration clearly didn’t want anything that could bring 
attention to the campus. They said, “Well, they’ll start messing with our 
budgets.” 

Rubens: There must have been some outspoken good people, who were known to 
be in politics? In the philosophical society?  

Goldstine: In ‘64 John Searle, who is now quite conservative, was very radical in 
those days. 

Rubens: Did you know him? 

Goldstine: Yes, I took the first class he ever gave at Berkeley. 

Rubens: Was he a good teacher? 

Goldstine: Oh, phenomenal, one of the great teachers. Totally wonderful teacher. 
Gifted. 

Rubens: So the philosophical society you are using as an example-- 

Goldstine: --of how paranoid the university was. 

Rubens: So we’re trying to figure out what you’re doing in the fall of ‘64. 

Goldstine: I was a psych TA, I’m pretty sure. 

Rubens: So how do you come to have any opinion of what’s going on? 

Goldstine: Well, what it was is there were all these card tables around campus to sign 
up for these things, and all of a sudden they made them all illegal. So 
Republicans and Libertarians and Democrats and socialists and so forth 
were being deprived of the rights to organize and freely associate with 
people of their choice to achieve their political and philosophical ends.  

 What I remember is all these people who had been more courageous than 
I, and had gone down South in the summer of ‘64, they were not in a 
mood to be told by some administrator that some action that was basically 
guaranteed by the constitution of the United States was not going to be 
allowed to take place on a university campus. The administrators who 
participated in that decision were just pathetically ill-informed and out of 
touch with the feelings on campus. So all of a sudden we went from being 
this fringe group to an incredible degree of involvement. 



Rubens: What do you mean by “we”? 

Goldstine: Well, people used to show up at these--. I mean, when we saved this life of 
this student leader, we were doing that because he was a student leader 
and we thought that was worth saving a life--that they shouldn’t go after 
people for expressing their views. And the idea that if they could do that in 
Korea, we felt nothing much happened in Korea that the United States 
didn’t have it’s finger on the pulse. The irony of course is this young man 
whose life was spared is now the president of Korea, this very moment. 
We saved this student leader’s life, he emerged out of jail in ‘92 or ‘94 
from a lifetime sentence, and he was one of the people let go when they 
had the dictatorship overthrown in the early nineties. The first thing he did 
is run for office. 

Rubens: So when I ask you, who is “we”, you said, we go from this fringe group. 
Do you mean a general association? 

Goldstine: Well, you know I can’t even remember all the names and so forth, but 
what you’d see at one demonstration if there were 18 people, I knew 15 of 
them. At the next demonstration, the same 15. It wasn’t that necessarily all 
of us were so radical. Some genuinely were, but it was just a question of if 
you say you believe certain things, are you willing to act on those things 
and what risks are you willing to take. 

Rubens: Can you see yourself talking to professors about it? 

Goldstine: During that time? Oh, absolutely. 

Rubens: Did your department generally support it? Did you convert people? 

Goldstine: Yes, well, by the time of FSM, the campus was completely split in half, 
although more than half, because most of the people were on the student 
side. So all these incredibly distinguished people, many of whom had not 
been overwhelmingly brave during the loyalty oath, all of a sudden were 
tenured and full-professors and whatnot. There had been some, like 
Charles Muscatine, who had been incredibly brave without any money, 
without any anything, just on the principles of what freedom was about. 

Rubens: Did you know Muscatine at that point? 

Goldstine: Yes, I had known him because he is one of the great Chaucer scholars of 
the last few hundred years, and I had friends who had taken his class. I 
never had enough nerve to take his class because I’d have to learn how to 
read middle English, and really study, but I audited him and listened to his 
lectures and he gave this incredible class. I can remember taking at least 



two classes of Chaucer, one was with Alan Renoir and one was with 
Charles Muscatine, but I never took them for credit, I just sat in on them. 

Rubens: Renoir was the son of--? 

Goldstine: Grandson of the painter, son of the filmmaker. 

Rubens: Did he distinguish himself in any way? 

Goldstine: Well, he was incredibly nice to students, and he was a charming and 
interesting lecturer.  

Rubens: Tell me about psychology professors. 

Goldstine: David Kresh I remember being quite radical. Another one of my 
professors who was pretty conservative was Frank Beach, but really 
brilliant. But you could contrast them by their interest in politics. 

Rubens: Some grad students say their departments called a meeting and said, “We 
don’t want any of you participating,” or they asked for the faculty to vote 
on what their position was. Are you aware of how riven the psychology 
department might have been? 

Goldstine: No, but by then Edward Chase Tolman had died. But he was a leader in 
the fight against the loyalty oath, and because of his personal courage--. 
First of all it was a big thing to name the psychology department Tolman 
hall. But the other thing was, he gave a lot of courage to a lot professors to 
stand up for what freedom was about. 

Rubens: All right, so I don’t want to belabor that. I just want to see if there were 
any other professors that you remember particularly speaking well.  

Goldstine: The most articulate and most outspoken, at least that I remember, would 
be David Kresh. 

Rubens: Then there was an organization called the GCC [Graduate Coordinating 
Committee]. Steve Weissman organized representatives to a separate 
council than the Free Speech Movement Steering council, and it’s the 
sense that they are a little more radical, or they want to push the 
contradictions, they want the graduate students to go on strike. I haven’t 
looked up who the psych reps were to the GCC, I don’t know if you were 
aware of elections? 

Goldstine: Oh yes, I was aware, but I knew Steve Weissman’s family. 



Rubens: How come? 

Goldstine: Through my wife’s family, they were partners with them. And so here’s 
this guy, he came from an extremely wealthy Canadian family, his uncle 
Percy Weissman was literal partners with my father-in-law in copper in 
Canada.  

Rubens: You happened to know this? 

Goldstine: Yeah, I mean everyone’s got to have a mother and a father. 

Rubens: Did you have an opinion about Steve? Did you talk with him? 

Goldstine: Well, I remember sometimes questioning people’s motives in the sense, I 
remember this great expression; I think it was from Kurt Vonnegut: To be 
a successful revolutionary you need to have a genial willingness to shed 
other people’s blood. I never forgot that at one organizing meeting 
protesting the Vietnam War, Jerry Rubin said, “Now you guys go up there, 
and I’ll stand back here.” You know, like he was happy to have other 
people’s blood shed, but not his own. 

Rubens: I heard one person say they had observed Weinberg in a meeting--Jack 
Weinberg who was the guy encircled in the car--and that they had heard 
him say, literally, “Look, I can make these people do anything.” 

Goldstine: Lot’s of them spoke like that, but the only one who--even though he was 
quite outspoken, he had a level of sincerity and genuineness that just awed 
me--was Mario Savio because he had such personal integrity in a way that 
a lot of the other people didn’t. 

Rubens: How did that manifest itself? How did you have that opinion? 

Goldstine: There was just something about his character where he was less interested 
in self-aggrandizement, not that I knew Steve Weissman so much, but 
certain numbers of those people were always taking care of themselves, 
and Mario had no interest in making himself famous. If anything, he was 
embarrassed. If anything, he was excessively modest. He just felt this 
moral urge, and he didn’t come from a rich family, he wasn’t this 
sophisticated person. He was just pure raw talent, and integrity. 

Rubens: Mario’s character stood out. 

Goldstine: There was a level of genuineness and non-aggrandizement. 

Rubens: Did you ever go to a meeting? To see him operate? 



Goldstine: Campus meeting. 

Rubens: Why? In what capacity would you go? 

Goldstine: You know about organizing this or doing that, I mean--and to participate 
and get a sense of who I wanted to support. I didn’t like just being told 
what to do. I liked the idea of reflecting and thinking about--and it brings 
out all kinds of things in people. There were some people whose personal 
integrity and commitment to a cause greater than themselves seemed to be 
the highlight and the principle upon which they took action. In contrast, 
those people where the events themselves provided a platform for them to 
meet pretty women, things of that sort. 

Rubens: Weissman you weren’t particularly willing to take a stand on, you just 
didn’t know. Did you have a feeling about him? 

Goldstine: I was a little more suspicious of him. 

Rubens: Do you have any way of remembering yourself, who were leaders among 
your graduate psych people? 

Goldstine: I’m not sure there were. I mean there were plenty who were very 
supportive. I don’t think we had any great leaders. 

Rubens: This is a back look, I meant to ask you. Mario was in philosophy. Had you 
known him or heard about him the year before? 

Goldstine: I’m sure I had not. 
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Rubens:  Rossman had been a friend of yours, you had known him. He had become 
very involved. 

Goldstine: He was an example of someone whose basic decency and personal 
integrity, and not using people, or whatever--and his willingness to do 
things even though we had great philosophical differences, but his sense of 
decency and so forth I never questioned. 

Rubens: Do you remember a particular philosophical difference? 

Goldstine: Well, a lot of it had to do with his commitment to rhetoric and theoretical 
stuff versus actually taking a look at the effects we were having and what 
was going to be helpful. He was more interested in a more abstract 
conception than what’s going to get student support, or what’s going to be 
helpful to get voter rights. 

Rubens: You know the great claim is that it was starting to go downhill a bit and 
then the university drove a cop car onto the campus and created that sit-
down. And again it was beginning to go down when the kids come back 
from Thanksgiving and more people had been expelled from the 
university. I mean, at critical moments, the university helped to-- 

Goldstine: [pause] Well, what I was spinning off in my head about was, it’s true: if 
the university had done absolutely nothing, I’m not sure it would have 
gone very far. It was so much in reaction to what the university did, and 
the muddle-headedness of it all. 

 By the way, John Searle was very active in supporting students in ‘64. 

Rubens: That’s what I hear. Did you ever, by the way, know Clark Kerr? 

Goldstine: I had met Clark Kerr a couple of times. 

Rubens: In what capacity? 

Goldstine: Oh, there was Founders’ Day, no--a dedication of something and 
somehow I ended up, because I knew somebody who was interested in 
agricultural economics, and that’s what he had done his Ph.D. on. Then 
my recollection was that he had transferred from Stanford to Berkeley to 
get his Ph.D., after coming from Swarthmore because there was a 
wonderful economics professor who talked about the rights of farm 
workers, and had done economic analysis of the plight, Paul Taylor. 



Rubens: Yes, Dorthea Lange’s husband. 

Goldstine: I guess I had probably met him with Imogen Cunningham. 

Rubens: Yes, did you know Dorthea Lange? 

Goldstine: I had met her, but I certainly didn’t know her. 

Rubens: Danny, the thing that is so extraordinary to me in doing this history is that 
some people are so clear that Kerr was a line-cur, that he was one of those 
liberals who played every side of the deck. And the more left people think 
of him as being just a trapped person. 

Goldstine: Well, one of his very good friends who I should probably not name, 
simply because he told me this in confidence. He was a very distinguished 
at Berkeley, who had gone to Swarthmore with Clark Kerr, said that Clark 
Kerr was the most manipulative person he had ever met, bar none. But he 
said all of it was aimed towards a good cause. He just didn’t think you had 
to do open and honest in order to achieve good ends. He just thought that 
if you do naive, you will be crushed and eaten up, and that clearly you had 
to know how to play things and forces of society off against each other in 
order to achieve good ends. He was very sincere in his attempt to have 
good things come about.  

Rubens: Did you have a strong opinion one way or another? 

Goldstine: Well, what I remember is that he had done good work for farm laborers 
and things of that sort. What I remember also is this professor who left 
Berkeley and went to MIT, saying to me that Clark Kerr was going to, 
somewhere in the next year or two, going to be fired by the Regents. He 
said there would be hard-edged embittered cynical newsmen having tears 
stream down their face when he resigns from the presidency, and he will 
go out as a great martyr to freedom or something like that. Sure enough, 
that is exactly what happened. He invented, basically, the California plan, 
which is now virtually the national plan, for higher education, that you 
would have community colleges, state colleges and then you’d have great 
universities. 

Rubens: And no tuition. That was part of the plan initially. 

Goldstine: And the idea of having all of this without tuition, and the top ten percent 
would go to universities, the next thirty percent or whatever would go to 
state colleges, and the others would go to community colleges, all to have 
a more enlightened society. And the same time to provide opportunities 
for people--no matter what they did in high school--to have the 



opportunity to go to a university if they later caught on and worked hard 
and did well. 

Rubens: In regards to some of these abstract or theoretical discussions with 
Rossman, I think Rossman particularly took on Kerr’s notion of the 
multiveristy. 

Goldstine: Well, lots of people did. They started looking in his writings for 
denouncing him, and for finding reasons why he really wasn’t committed 
to good, or things that would expose him so to speak. It was quite clear 
that with a man having written so broadly, on so many topics, you could 
go in and find evidence that he was a radical, that he was a conservative, 
that he was a liberal, that he was this, that or anything. And I’m sure it 
bothered Clark Kerr not one wit, as long as he achieved what he thought 
was good. 

Rubens: All right. So let me fire a few things at you. Do you remember where you 
were regarding the car incident? Can you see yourself coming across the 
car? Tolman Hall was the other side of campus.. 

Goldstine: No, but everybody came to Sproul Hall to see what was going on. I mean I 
certainly remember being there and so forth. I remember the police 
surrounding and the students surrounding the police, and all of that kind of 
stuff. And sometime in the afternoon, I guess I went home. A lot of 
people, including the vice-chancellor for legal affairs, who I did know 
then, Mike Smith, who’s the vice-chancellor now--you know they were 
arrested for sitting in-- 

Rubens: Oh, now you’re talking about Sproul Hall--the night they walked in? Was 
Mike Smith arrested? 

Goldstine: Absolutely. 

Rubens: Was he in law school at the time? 

Goldstine: I don’t think so; I think he was an undergraduate. 

Rubens: How did you know him? 

Goldstine: Mutual friends. He might have been in law school then, but I don’t think 
so. 

Rubens: So, do you remember going into the building? Did you go into the 
building? 



Goldstine: No I think I had gone home that afternoon to grade papers, or whatever I 
was supposed to do. I thought I had made a commitment to do my work, 
and you should keep your commitments. 

Rubens: Effectively, that’s the end of it. There’s going to be two more events. Kerr 
and Robert Scalapino are going to hold the university gathering at the 
Greek Theater. 

Goldstine: Yes, I certainly remember that. Yes, I think it was a very unwise choice to 
align himself with Scalapino, who, while a genuinely knowledgeable 
scholar about South-East Asia, was literally the only scholar on the 
campus who actually knew something about South-East Asia who actively 
supported the Vietnam War. I think anybody else of any competence was 
against it, and so as far as we were concerned, he was just straight on the 
payroll of the Pentagon, which may well have been for all I know. Not that 
it matters, but he clearly, if not an architect, was a major supporter of all 
kinds of theories that basically were forms of the Domino theory. I 
remember asking him--I mean, I was just one of countless people—”How 
can you say the Vietnamese were so closely aligned and part of the 
Domino theory, when they hate the Chinese--” hate them--a historic hate 
that goes back seven or eight hundred years. Much of what had formed my 
politics and a lot of other people’s, was a pamphlet that Bob Scheer wrote 
against the war. I can’t remember what it was, but it was thin, with black 
on the outside, and it really was one of the more articulate things, if my 
memory serves me right, that Bob Scheer ever did. 

Rubens: Now we’re going to have to check into this, because few people--I mean 
graduate students and others knew about the war in Vietnam, but it wasn’t 
going to escalate until April of ‘65. And that’s when the teach-ins begin 
and the marches, but Scalapino was already-- 

Goldstine: No, no, I knew of Scalapino’s views. I remember where he lived. I 
remember the pamphlet, I had known Bob Scheer. And again, while I 
disagreed, you know, he had this big theory about repression and sexuality 
and how the Chinese represented freedom of expression and non-repressed 
society. I just said, “Bob, get fucking real, you know, it’s another 
authoritarian society when they dictate what you want to do,” and I said, 
“At the same time they are basically very prude,” except when it came to 
Mao Tze Dung, who had chased after women for years. I mean I just knew 
some of these things. 

Rubens: What was Scheer? Was he an undergraduate? 

Goldstine: He was a graduate student of sociology. 



Rubens: You worked hard on his campaign, I remember that. I mean, I remember 
hanging doorknob things with you. That’s in ‘66. 

 All right, so the next event will be after the Greek Theater, if you have any 
particular comment, or know who you were with, otherwise then it’s the 
December 8th resolution. 

Goldstine: Well once again, you know, the university was so stupid. [chuckles] I 
mean dragging him off there. Now, at least that one was the one time that I 
actually saw Mario provoke trouble. It just felt like he had to present an 
alternative view. When he went out there and he dragged him off by his 
necktie-- 

Rubens: Well, he collapsed. 

Goldstine: He went limp, yes, but it they hadn’t dragged him off, the whole event 
would have been different. Don’t give your enemies photo-ops. 

Rubens: Right. [laughing] That was a photo op. 

Goldstine: They just said nobody had a sense of the pictorial realization and 
exploitation that would be made of those kinds of scenes. 

Rubens: Well, this is absolutely true. I mean this was the first, non-northern, and 
white student movement that was televised. People would go home and 
look at it--especially your friend Michael Lerner--would look for himself 
on TV, and of course TV was only fifteen minutes, it was not a full half-
hour even of news. 

Goldstine: Now I do remember, actually--now that you mention Michael Lerner--
Michael Lerner showing me, I guess, either a telegram or a letter from his 
father, who was some kind of magistrate or federal judge or something, 
but he was a big politician. He was very important to Kennedy getting the 
New Jersey vote at a crucial time. 

 “Don’t be a dupe Michael, you’re being mis-lead by Communist agents.” 
And of course the university was listing Michael as this well-known 
Communist agent provocateur. So the contrast between this kid’s father. 
He was a graduate student in philosophy, between his father telling him 
not to be duped because he had direct evidence that they were being mis-
lead, or something, and this young man, who was in fact one of the big 
misleaders. The irony--by that time, I had become pretty cynical, I think. 

Rubens: Speaking of fathers, Mike Rossman said to me at one point, “We, at 
points, were looking for father-figures, we wanted adults to counsel us.” It 



came up because I said, “How did Joan Baez get to campus? How did she 
know about it?” And he said, “You know, we were hanging out with 
Ralph Gleeson,” the critic. He said he was really that kind of father figure-
-not that he told them what to do, but it was just a place to turn to. I raise 
this now, because I have heard, certainly not through Rossman, and we 
can edit this out, but I heard that Rossman’s father was just almost 
desperate to be a part of what was going on. He was the editor of the 
Alameda Central Council labor newspaper, he had had a long radical 
tradition. 

Goldstine: Right. And he was one of these people that nobody wanted to follow.  

Rubens: The father or Rossman? 

Goldstine: The father.  

Rubens: Why did you know that, particularly then? 

Goldstine: I knew somebody who had been in the CIO with him, and things of that 
sort. I knew he was involved in the waterfront strike, and that he had been 
purged for being a radical. He would have loved to have been asked. But 
many are asked, few are chosen. Nobody would have chosen him because 
again, kind of like Michael, he wasn’t dishonest, but he was just too much 
of a theoretician and a talker, and not a leader, do-er type. 

Rubens: Also he was off-campus. Now speaking of Rossman, you know he just 
takes on this report, and he’s doing all this research. Were you enlisted at 
all by him to do any section of that report. 

Goldstine: Are you talking about at the time? 

Rubens: Yes, at the time, that’s what Michael really does, he just starts to gather 
information. That’s his basic, most important role. It’s something that is 
later on used by Muscatine. It was like a little cottage industry. 

Goldstine: Well, what I remember was that there were these FSM Centrals. The only 
thing I was convinced was going to do any good, at this point, was to have 
political power and to contact the governor and various members of the 
state legislature, who, if there was ever going to be a battle about all of 
this, were going to have to vote. To influence both the perception and 
mood of the politics of the state, it would be to get to these people and to 
get to leading people, especially Democrats who had credibility with those 
officials who were elected and sympathetic. Pat Brown being very 
noteworthy in his basic sympathies. 



Rubens: Did you go to some meeting where that was discussed? The Regents being 
identified? 

Goldstine: Absolutely, I was living on Carleton Street, and there was a Professor 
Tracy. We had a meeting at his house. And there was a Professor Stanley 
Fish from the English department. If I remember Professor Fish, he 
dressed in this very elegant English tweed suit--in the midst of all of these 
kind of radical things, here he was-- 

Rubens: He was at this meeting? I interviewed him. You know he is one of the 
leading big guys in English.  

Goldstine: He’s at Duke now right? 

Rubens: No longer; they paid hundreds of thousands of dollars to bring him to the 
University of Illinois at Chicago, which used to be at the pier and now it’s 
got this ugly campus. He has an almost unlimited budget, and is building 
up that school and making it one of the most extraordinary schools. He 
also was a self-trained lawyer. He’s engaged in all these writings with 
Michael Kiger and all these other people in free speech. I was in Chicago 
and I thought, of all people, why wouldn’t I interview him? You reminded 
me of him when you said you wanted to go back and grade your papers, 
after all that’s what you were supposed to do. He said, “I talked about 
Virgil, and that’s what we did. We didn’t discuss the FSM.” 

 Who’s Tracy by the way? 

Goldstine: He was a professor of English. 

Rubens: What was this meeting about, particularly? 

Goldstine: This was about--we were some sub-committee of some committee, you 
know, where tasks were divided up by people. I said well, the only one I 
thought had a chance of being really useful was to influence people who 
could actually make changes. Because there were some people who just 
loved the action, and there were some people who said, “Let’s actually try 
to accomplish something.” 

Rubens: Did you get a list of names to write to or call? 

Goldstine: Yeah, I remember going through lists of Regents, and who amongst my 
friends would know them. 

Rubens: Your parents at this point, did they have a particular stance? 



Goldstine: Well my father thought it was a lot of nonsense, and my mother was 
generally supportive.  

Rubens: I wonder if she had contacts? 

Goldstine: Well, she certainly had friends who were Regents and things. Ed Heller, I 
believe, was one. I’m trying to remember who else. Bill Coblenz. One my 
parents’ friends was a good friend of his. So I thought the issue was to 
allow university campuses to be used for recruiting people to do good and 
civil rights, or for that matter support Barry Goldwater. If freedom meant 
something, it meant that students had political rights, not necessarily to 
disrupt campus, but certainly to recruit people to attack the evils of 
society. 

Rubens: Were you outside of Wheeler Hall when the Academic Senate voted to--
can you see that? 

Goldstine: Yes, I was. I can tell you where I was standing. On the south side, not on 
the stairs, southwest side of Wheeler. 

Rubens: What happens is that December 8th, it’s basically over. There is going to 
be the issue of the trials, and then the university is going to negotiate and 
negotiate. And effectively they are going to lose some of the time, place 
and manner that the faculty had said, but Vietnam just comes along. That’s 
what the next issue is; it’s Vietnam.  

 Some people were interested in creating the Free Speech Union. Mario 
says he doesn’t want to have anything to do with this anymore. I think 
Michael Lerner was somewhat involved in the Free Speech Union, but it 
had one meeting of about 800 people and then it was going. So the spring 
semester of ‘65 is quiescence. The movement itself is over. I don’t know if 
you can see yourself where you are? 

Goldstine: I was studying for my orals. 

Rubens: You certainly weren’t on that march into Oakland. I remember that. Any 
other people that you can remember being with? Professors, or anyone that 
you think would be useful for me to talk to? Your friend Jonas Langer said 
he was the first one to sponsor the Malcolm X class. 

Goldstine: He was a young professor who was pretty courageous in defending-- 

Rubens: Was he there in ‘64? Did you know him? 



Goldstine: Absolutely. I knew him when he first came to campus. Though at the time 
I didn’t think of it as brave, stepping back a moment now I would say here 
was a guy who had been a refugee from Nazi Germany, and had come 
from Belgium in the diamond business, and then they escaped to Cuba, 
and then they came to the United States. When he came to Berkeley as a 
professor, I never thought at the time it was an act of bravery to stand up 
and sponsor a class like that, but it was. 

Rubens: And Joe Yuhas, it was so important that you were talking about the 
Hungarian revolution? How did you come to meet him? 

Goldstine: We were graduate students together, and he was going to be a career naval 
officer and had gone, like Mike Tigar, through the cadet corp training. 
They paid for his schooling at Brown University, then he came to 
Berkeley as a graduate student. But he had already served in the Navy, and 
then what actually happened--I guess he got out of the Navy, because he 
knew they were going to end up in the Vietnam War. He thought this was 
an immoral and unjustifiable war. 

[Begin Tape 4, side A]  

Rubens: Well, knowing that the press lied. 

Goldstine: Well, not only that the press lied, sometimes to support the students, 
sometimes to condemn the students, but really, when I say if Matt 
[Matthew] Carbury [Sheriff of City and County of San Francisco] had 
been there, there wouldn’t have been a riot, because it came from literally 
being next to him when he was giving orders. This one cop, one police 
officer, and we can easily discover his name--I mean, I remember when he 
died in his obituary that he was the guy who ordered the police and stuff. I 
remember watching them argue, and with Matt saying, “Listen, these are 
basically good college students.” I mean, I literally heard that 
conversation, and this very hot-headed guys saying, “These are Commies. 
We’ve got to show them who’s in charge!” Matt was his boss, and this 
very decent Irish-Catholic kind of guy who was tolerant, and maybe a lot 
more liberal no doubt, arguing, I can’t remember if this guy’s name was 
Quinn or--. But literally, it’s those small infinitesimal events that can 
determine history.  

 Sure there were forces in society having to do with civil rights and so 
forth, but so many people were radicalized and influenced and forever 
changed by watching the police--basically, one guy--have a temper 
tantrum, order the police to sweep kids down. And the kids who were 
there, were basically innocent people coming to express themselves. It was 
certainly a little bit in the times, but 1960 was no super radical thing. 



 I can remember also, after it was all over, lots of pictures being taken, and 
an FBI guy wanting to interview me afterwards. It was at that time that I 
then said, “I think I’m leaving town and you can reach me through 
American Express in Paris.” I then proceeded to spend time in Paris going 
to school and, in theory, learning French.  

Rubens: How did you know it was the FBI? Did he say? 

Goldstine: Oh, yes. He said, “We’d just like to interview you and get your 
perspective on what happened.” Just like what you’re going. He didn’t say 
that anything you say will be used against you. Maybe he identified 
himself saying, “We want to understand what happened.” I don’t 
remember him saying we want to learn from it, but the implication was 
somebody had pointed me out as a quote, someone who was involved, or 
leader. I don’t know if he used the word “leader,” or if he kind of implied 
it. First of all, I was no leader, if we had a leader it was not obvious who it 
was. 

 They had just come to harass our friend Doug Wachter, who was a 
student. I don’t think we were, or at least I was quite aware of how radical 
part of his family had been. But it seemed like they had no right to inquire 
about anybody’s political beliefs period. 

Rubens: Just while we’re wrapping up, I want to finish with Hilary’s pledge 
mistress in her sorority. I had one guy who said, “You know, we used to 
call her pledge master. We thought she was unattractive.” And Jackie said, 
in her interview, that she felt she had been neutered as a leader in the Free 
Speech Movement. She was not necessarily the most attractive woman in 
the world, but as a leader, we asked about discrimination, were women 
taken less seriously? 

Goldstine: Oh absolutely they were. I mean, the thing about Jackie Goldberg is that 
she was a very decent person. I think her brother seemed like a more of a 
clod. He liked the theater of it all, whereas her sincerity and commitment 
to goodness and good causes was a primary motivator of a good deal of 
everything she did. 

Rubens: But your point is that you thought women were discriminated against? 

Goldstine: Oh, absolutely. First of all, all these people were self-appointed leaders. 
The only one who seemed a reluctant leader was Mario Savio. Everybody 
else wanted the limelight. No one would be accurate who said that Mario 
wanted the limelight. 



Rubens: There is woman named Jo Freemen, who was very active in Young 
Democrats, and while the car incident was taking place, she and a guy 
named Brian Turner, and maybe Jackie, went to Kerr. And there was some 
deal made that was conciliatory and then the more radicals said, “We’re 
not doing this at all,” and they were kicked out. 

Goldstine: Well part of this was that Chancellor Strong--who I had sat in and audited 
classes when he taught in the philosophy department--and who I had 
always admired because he built his own house. I always thought, Any 
philosopher who could build his own house couldn’t be all bad. But the 
power of being in charge was vested in him. He was just caught in 
between these things, and he thought, Wait, this is my campus, I have a 
right to establish order, that’s the first order of business. So we came to 
vilify him, rather than see him as a broken person from this whole 
experience. 

Rubens: Was he a good teacher, particularly? 

Goldstine: He was very dedicated and scholarly, but he was really a great teacher. 

Rubens: Anyway, the battle kept going on about punishment. That’s why it was 
such an amazingly phenomenal thing when more kids were kicked off the 
campus. I don’t know if that was a strategy on the part of some of those 
people to keep it going. 

Goldstine: I don’t think it was a strategy in any part. I think it was a series of errors 
made by all kinds of people from as simple as the accident of Matthew 
Carbury getting the flu, to the quote, “radicalization.” I mean, it just came 
to be said, Why shouldn’t people have rights on campus just like they 
would have off campus. 

Rubens: Yes, that’s a main thread. But another thread is continuously this 
negotiation over punishment, and I thought that why shouldn’t you do 
civil disobedience? I guess their claim was this wasn’t civil disobedience, 
because it’s a constitutional right. 

Goldstine: Exactly. When you were blocking streets you were doing civil 
disobedience, when you were expressing constitutional rights--. The whole 
idea that the chancellor should interpret the constitution at a state 
university seemed preposterous. Part of it was, there was a little House 
Un-American Activities in California, the university was afraid of the state 
bureaucracy.  

Rubens: It’s not just the FSM made Reagan. I think there was a real strong support 
for the Right. 



[End of Interview] 

 


