4 RESPONGE TO LEONARD SIEGEL'S 4 LIMITED OVERVIEW
BY TOH GRISSQY
I will attempt to respond to some probless I bad in reading
Blegel’s paper and then suggest an overview of wy own.

Edusstional Work- Siegel suggests that Yeducational work is Like ite

vestment. Oftesn one must walt s long tize So ocush in.”™ Furtler, "dge
apite our scorrant line, we gsnnoet ezpect people to redically lncresss

- thelir commitment for absiract reasocns.® Many of our rproblems on the
Lelft derive from such & constricted notion of aducations most sducation
does not have a pey-off, a conevebe wvalus. To force this meaning

upon the provess of education results in indootrimmbion whish ie nothiag
acre Lhan pelleving you have the "correet lineg® and besching it So
obners. I don’t know what Slegel means by %oorrvect Lline,”® and for ay
purposeg its substancs 1s nod primery. § would Just warn that thiz
conneption of sducation ig wmore than a little srrogant and reflsois

the 1nstrumnental emphasis of knowledge which many on the Lefé are op.

posed to.

eenizing. I continued to be surprised by the large wsesls fallurs of

University radicals to keep informed of the sonoretes condiitions on
theliy own sanpuses. Thelr gonception of "felt prgbiemsﬂ iz usually
privitive and widely detsched, 1} Tﬁ salaries must surely bz Been as

& fallure of the University to govern L1tsalf {as Iyman eaid, "depsrt.
nental avkonomy run wild.%), az an indicaticn of how elose te Tinanscial
collapse are "private” iunstituticns in this country, a3 an exsuple of
powerless constituencles {undergraduates) are used hy others strugglir
for power, and another case of the prevailing forses responding to
certain thwéatsg évaiding crisig, snd coning oub wirtuelly untarnish

2} The tired rhetoric over grades ang grading ratios just doesntys ¥

L3

the slitustion here anymore. This sort of snmlysis collapses in the



Qﬁ
face of SES recommendations. Further, it i not even relevant to the
3ES statement that all curriculsr changes should be in tha direction

of teaghers teaching whatever they wan®t to teach, and students learne-
ing whatever they want to leayn. How many of us heve stopped 4o ¢on-
gider how the "University,” and Yeducaticn” and “knowledga™ are belng
redafined on our own campus? 3} If we are concerned with "felt prebiems®
then smog and rush~hour traffiec should be decried as something other
then the "necessary oubgrowths of monopoly capltalism in America.®
There are Literally hundreds of pecple on this canpus conceyrnad with
congervation, populatﬁcnmeontralg ete., and they are atieunpiling Bo
solve these probleméa We must ask ourselves if we, two, want to end
these crimes oy Just prove that our "analysis® 1s correct?

Direct Action- It is here that I find Siegel’s arguaents most un-

informed. The functions of direct mction are not to focus.en fasunes
or to exercise power. The latier is merely synonysous terminology and
the former should be a pre-condition of direct acticn though 1t is |
usually (and at best} a by-produst. Slegel’s emphasis indloates
why direct action has been 80 counter-productive for us at Stanford;
rather than simed at changing concrete coanditions, it hes been used
ae a8 recruiting tesl, a proof of one’s sericusnes§§ and a display
of power. Fer ne, these three functlons ars assumed when I sct and
to mwix them up with other priorities leads to those fatal distortions
of faot and integrity which haunt us long after the direct action is
conceived snd carried out, I would argue that no direct action 1=
successful unless those who engage in it have gseriously foa@sed on
the issue for some time and see direct action as an onbgrowth of thai
gogmitnent, not proof of 1it,

Siegel argues that®it is impesiaat luperntive that we use such
opportunities to corresctly analyze the issues, ... <% This is an

exanple of our previous errors; issuez must be understood pefore direct



-

aution., The foous of Siegel's entire argument 13 seen When he writes,
“Gf goursge, there ez comes a time when the function of divect actlon
is no longer to convinee those who do not yet hold power, bub to
asercs those who do.® Dirveet achion should always be Lo schleve the
latter and only secondarily should we hope the forper will transpire.
The Iwsye- in the last part of his overview, Siegel turns to the She
demand about SR and attemphs to Justify it in terms of the novenent
nere on campus and the conditions for revolutlion throughout the werild.
1 want to gquote from his argument & few statémenzg which are central
to it, discuss them, and then wove on to another perspective from
which we might engage in more dialogue. *If we can identify with
sppregsed peoples arcund the world, then moderation is ridisulous.”
And,"Ethically, the demand nakes sense. We sre struggling for the
self-determination of peopies’® whose oppressive condltions grow out of
exploitation., True, we must convince others that this is what the
world iz reelly like, but once cur fmets and lnlterpretations are
agcepbed, our stance is highly morsl,®

First, I don't think we axe yet able to "identify with oppressed
peoples arcund the world.® Second, we have not been able to convince
teo many others that "this isg what the world 15 really like.”™ Third,
we have recognized these two Fallures and in our resulting £aiiu
frustration have blended the two together In the hope of sucsess.
Thak is, we have agsumed that in order to inersase cur facility for
1identifying with the oppressed people of the world we must show OUT=
gelves what the ®"world 1s really like.? There is nothing wrong with
this unless you confuse the oppression of & Belivian tin miner with
the oppression of é Stanford coed or the “real world®™ of Saigon with
the "real World® of Paloe Altos and we have done Just that, Suoh
confusion is reflected in the argunents Siegel makes in his “"Overview,®

but itd origin iz in ocur refusel to unaske iaportant dlistinebions in our
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analysis and follow out Lhesse distinctions and thely implisations fer
action. Some helpful distinotions thet we need ©o consider ares

1., Whet "the world is really 1like® does not mean that objective cone
ditions will be similar in all parts of the world.

2, Likewise, the nsture of oppressiocn will vary throughout the world.
Phenomens such ag alienation, exploitation, iunpotencs, [rusbtratlon,
imperialism, and repression are not synonrymous with each other {though
perhaps with oppresaion}) and should not be uzed carelessly.

3. It these disténctions are valid, then the implications for bringing
shadents Lo conselousnes and having them #identify with oppressed pao-
ples® are lmportant. The process of developling political counsclousness
#3131 not be of one sort oniy ner shouid it be directed at identiflon-
tion with only one type of spprossed pecpls,

4, Despite purist protests to the contrary, not all politieliling reguits
in the same Xind of consciousness--nor should 1L,

Thig small 1ist of suggestions is offered as a background for
thinking about organizing here at Stsuaford. Now into ny Fourth yesr
here as a graduate student, TA, and some-ulms menber ol the Left, I
think I can mekxe the folliowing generalizations about ocur situstion ou
reagonably seoure ground, It 1s uncleax what the “felt probleng® of
a Stanford student might be. Fiz ®world® ies usually secure and fairiy
stabie., If there wers no wer or dralfi vhere would probably be noc such
thing &8s %the Left LT it hed to draw its mesbers from those wio had
nrolt problsmsnere at Stanford. We assume thers are “problems® be-
cauge of the atmosphere of malsise, of melancholy boredom. I would
argue that most of us sre not in faot objectively oppressed. Our op-
pression is subjective-~the consclousness of having te find or create
a maaningful existence in this world. Thig is an oporession no less
real than that of an objective naturs, but 1t 1s the by-product i ease
and influence rather than repression oy exploltatieon.

The failure to recognize Cthis important difference causes us in
our search for meaning (the end of oppression) to aet in such e way as
to negate anything that we hope to achieve., We fTurn to those who are

objectively oppressed, identify with them, and seek to change the con=

ditions which cause thelr orpression. While this nakes for good Thesry,
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it uzually fails in prectice. Why? Besause, I think, our me&ns of
idehti?in&tiung our notlions of thought and action, ocur coneeption of
radiecal change is distorited by the peeulisr origin of cur Qun Oppres-
gion., IWe think and sct as powerful, impertant, infliaentiel, upper
middie elass persons {which we ave}. We project and extend from sur
axistences. Never Tully understanding the character of cbjlective Op-
presslon, we seek to closs down Stendlard Ci1 of Callfornis rathex than
collscting enough capital te purchese 2 single serviuze station and
operatie 1t ccoperatively for the benefit of 4 {ew., Hather than making
school tolerable Tor 30 students in one clasgroom by teaching in the
pubile achoelse we atrive Yo change an gntire couniy school aysten.

We concelve of change not in hterme of those who are appressedg bult from
cur personal sense of power and influence. Thus, we oftan find vurselvs
in the reprehensible posibion of refusing Lo work with or {or asrbain
groups which sould change conditiocns of the oppreszsed becsuse Lhose
programs are velng initisted for the "wrong¥ reasons, or becsuse "The
poor are being used.?

These examples are just Lo suggest thst ending Your® opvression may

noet always lead to the end of oppression for other “uppressed peoples.®
Teo, they give smphasis te the point of our own selfishness and impatien
and petty frustrations that are reflected in the fantasy worlds of oonw
frontation, wmobilization, and *edusation” we have created for surselveas.,
Lastly, the examples {and this entire srgument) reflsct She need Tor
ruch serious thought by the Left at Stanford., Being at a University

we btend to ﬁerceive the separation of thought and action as a separation
of thought from action and forget that it can alsc be the ssparation

of action from thought.



