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Students Oppose Dorm, Stage Sit-In

r —

BY ROBERT STRICKLAND 
Edition Editor

Sound Off number four began with 
improved attendance, angry questions 
aimed at the students' number one 
whipping post. President Littlefield, and 
finally a game of musical chairs between 
Cortright Hall and the place of reckoning, 
the Student Center.

Approximately 250 students were in the 
Student Center Social Room to hear 
President Littlefield, Dr. Alfred R. Wolff, 
dean of student personnel: Dr. Harold W. 
See, chairman of the Temporary 
University Council: and Dr. Claire 
Fulcher, assistant dean of Student 
Personnel, defend University positions.

The big student attack centered on the 
construction of a new dormitory, as most 
everyone anticipated. The questions were 
the same as before.

“Why is the University building this 
abortion when the students don’t want 
it”?

“Why can’t the Administration realize 
students’ rights to live where they want 
when they are 21-years old”?

The answers were also nothing new and 
students appeared to be ready for them.

“We can’t stop construction of the 
dormitory now,” said Dr. Littlefield.

“You can’t have all these things 
without money. This is the way it is,” said 
Dr. Wolff.” Only about 100 students will 
be released next year. Those now off 
campus will not be called back.

Mitchell Kahn, a senior and a major 
backer of student demonstrations, 
presented a list of issues to the 
Administrative big cheese.

“Students have a genuine desire to live 
off campus if 21 or with 85 credits. The 
housing policy is in contradiction to the 
elimination of “In Loco Parentis.” The 
students are being forced to act illegally 
by getting a commuter’s release when it 
is not justified. The University of 
Connecticut wants a branch in Stamford 
which would put the University in 
Competition with them. Will the building 
of dorms and committment have any 
bearing on the future of students.”?

Dr. Littlefield replied to this line of 
questioning by explaining that for 
students to understand the situation they 
must know a little background of the 
University.

Students quickly got tired of the history 
lesson and replied that they “were not 
alive in 1925.”

Dr. Littlefield mentioned that the 
major problem of having to increase the 
number of students that must live off 
campus may be counterbalanced by the 
planned elimination of all the small 
dormitories plus the selling of Shelton 
Hall, which, he said, could be done as soon 
as 1970.

“We have no plans to construct another 
dorm.’’ emphasized Dr. Littlefield, “but 
the dorms are under a mortgage and we 
are under a committment to pay them off. 
We have a responsibility to people.”

Other issues brought up included 
student representation on building 
committees and the lack of "green” on 
the campus.

"We are interested in green,” answered 
Dr. Littlefield. He mentioned plans for 
eliminating the parking lots on University 
Avenue and replacing them with a 

ing garage.

He also added that students are on 
committees now in the planning stages of 
buildings.

Dr. Harold W. See, chairman of the 
Temporary University Council, gave a 
progress report of the committee.

He said that releases are now worked 
out with Student Personnel and the 
Residence Hall Association. There is no 
more recall at mid-year.

Dr. See also praised the committee as 
being a “vehicle of communications 
better than any of the other five 
universities that I have been involved 
with.”

Another major point of discussion was 
women’s sufferage.

Females approached the mike and 
accused the Administration of not 
recognizing female equality and said that 
students of either sex should be regarded 
equally. This declaration received some 
of the loudest applause.

Dr. Wolff slowly approached the 
rostrum and said “It is hard to talk 
against womanhood.”

Arlene Ploshnick, form er vice 
president of Student Council, took over 
the floor mike and attacked with female 
fury.

“We can blame RHA for not getting 
girls off campus. TUC took it to RHA who 
didn’t accept that. Littlefield said we 
could go.”

“Last September Wolff, See and others

said don’t go ahead and build the dorm. 
Littlefield said that we can’t stop it now. 
TUC didn’t want it. Later we found out it 
could have been stopped.”

“Why did you lie about it” ? asked 
Ploshnick.

“Planning takes three to four years and 
pretty drawings amount to a lot of money. 
The funds which are used in the dormitory 
cannot be made available for other 
buildings.”

Dr. Littlefield announced that the 
selling of Shelton Hall will go before the 
Board of Trustees May 19. He said this 
may be the answer to increasing 
enrollment.

He also said that increased efforts to 
get students from a wider geographical 
area might also fill up the extra rooms 
that will be made available by the new 
dormitory.

“We also lose some students that apply 
to this school because we do not have 
enough dormitory space to put them in,” 
Dr. Littlefield added. “Most students 
when they come here want to live in a 
dormitory.”

Keith Joines, former president of the 
junior class said: “Ninety per cent of the 
problems are on account of this new dorm 
Why was it built as a top priority”?

He said other things such as off-campus 
women, better food and the library are 
more important than the dormitory. He 
also listed a parking garage and field 
house as buildings of greater priority.

“If you hadn’t been bull-headed about

the dorm, you wouldn’t be in the trouble 
you are in now,” he added.

“If no planning had been done ydu 
wouldn’t be here tonight,” Dr. Littlefield 
replied. “ You are accusing the 
Administration of no planning. Three and 
a half years ago everyone wanted this 
dorm and two and a half years later 
people didn’t want it any more.”

Cries came from the audience to strike 
and go to the pit (future location of the 
new dormitory). One student brought up 
the fact that it would be a bit wet and the 
idea was dropped.

Upon this, the meeting’s moderator, 
Ruth Baranson, who had been fighting a 
losing battle to keep order, ended the 
meeting.

Student Demonstrations Begin
Students migrated to the front lobby of 

the Student Center to discuss further the 
results of the meeting. The student 
conclusions to the meeting were negative.

“They gave us a lot of bullshit and we 
didn’t get any answers,” was a common 
response.

Approximately 150 crowded on the floor 
of the lobby to discuss their next move. A 
red flag was draped from the second floor 
railing representing anarchy.

One despondent student looked in the 
flag’s direction and said “Take that flag 
down before I punch you in the mouth.” 
The flag remained, but, partially

organized, the students decided Cortright 
was their target and took off for the 
administrative building. About 250 
students filed into the building after a 
person broke through a window and 
opened the door.

Cortright Hall quickly became their 
conquest with no administrative 
opposition. Students crowded shoulder to 
shoulder in the small lobby.

Cries from students to avoid breaking 
or damaging property could be made out 
among the nuujiy suggestions as to the 
next step.

For the next hour, the students argued 
over the next action with many students 
trying to take the lead of the mob. 
Discussion insued as to the presence of 
non-students and the press. Both 
remained. Rocks shattered two of the 
windows in the lobby of Cortright and 
glass sprayed into the crowded room. The 
lights went off twice and discussion 
proceeded by cigarette lighter. The lights 
were off only temporarily.

After the hour was over, students were 
still completely unorganized and a half 
successful vote was accepted and 
representatives went to see Dr. Littlefield 
in the Student Cener.

Other representatives were sent to talk 
to a group of students who were upset at 
their classmates’ takeover of the 
building. Many other students gathered 
outside the building waiting to get in. The 
first shift retreated to the second floor

and the second group entered the lobby 
and was briefed on the earlier vote.

“Most people here have no idea why 
they are here,” complained one student.

The room grew hot and cigarette smoke 
filled the air. Arms flew around in the 
air and screams were futilely drowned 
out by other screams of anger at being 
unable to organize. The first group lined 
the walls of the second-floor hallway. The 
air was close and students were sitting 
quietly, smoking and staring at the 
ceiling. Most were content to stay if the 
Administration did not yield.

Victor E. Muniec, public relations 
director, whose office was in the taken 
building, remained in Cortright. He 
watched the proceedings with some 
somberness and, finally, concluding that 
the students were too caught up in 
emotion to listen, just waited.

When William Crowley, director of 
men’s housing, also present in the room, 
was asked his opinion he just shook his 
head.

Amidst the turmoil and confusion of the 
first group, Melvin Sakolsky made an 
attempt to reason with the students. He 
was taller than most of the students and 
his position as director of security gave 
him some weight.

“You are all nice kids,” he said, “but 
together you are acting like a mob. 
Forget about Harvard and Columbia. UB 
is your school.”

Kahn accused the Administration of 
walking out on them by ending the sound 
off.

“Was that it or was it just something 
that came along”? asked Sakolsky. 
“Don’t mess up any property.”

“I think you are here to mess things up. 
Let other students in. Let the jocks in,” a 
student shouted.

Fenster said: “You are sitting here like 
a bunch of morons.”

A student yelled down from the 
staircase that the phones were out. 
Students sat back in the comer in disgust 
that the students occupying the building 
could not get organized. Everyone was too 
busy shouting “Shut up.”

Representatives returned to the group 
and reported that Dr. Littlefield and other 
administrators were ready to talk. 
Discussion followed to try to gather 
together demands and alternatives with 
which to face the president.

A Scribe photographer was confronted 
in the lobby by some camera shy students 
and was forced to expose a roll of film.

Norman Teague, a junior industrial 
relations major became the chief 
organizer and reasoner. The thinking 
spread and the demands became more 
flexible. Students including Matt Fenster. 
Stuart Broms, former Student Council 
president, Mitchell Kahn, Bob Grochow, 
RHA president and others went to a 
closed meeting in the office of the 
director of the Student Center.

The peaceful mob left behind two 
broken windows and a broken chair. They 
filed over to the Student Center and 
waited outside the locked doors for the 
meeting with Dr. Littlefield, Dr. Wolff, 
Diem and Dr. See.

They had voted to demand the 
immediate release of all students over 21- 
years old and the end of construction of 
the new dorm.

(Continued to Page 4)
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66 You are all n ice k ids b u t tog e th er  
yo u  are actin g  like a m ob. Forget abou t 
C olum bia. UB is yo u r school."
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Student-Administration 
Agreement

As the result of coofereoccs among all elements of the University, a statement 
of policy has been mat sally approved incorporating the following principles:

1. The Administration reaffirms the principle that students of 21 years by s
September 30 of the academic year and those having 15 or more semester hours s  
as of June 15th of the respective year shall have the option to reside off campus. =  
It is recognized that this program will require time for implimentation which will S  
occur not later thaa September 1970. (EDITOR'S NOTE: It is understood by all =  
parties that this point "also includes veterans who have had at least one year in |  
the service.") £

2. Beginning September INS, Shelton Hall and the basement of North and South |  
Hall will no longer be used for housing and the number of beds thus eliminated |  
will be added to the present 15« off campus releases.

3. The Administration will use their best efforts to prevent abuses of the 3
commuter release system. s

4. The new dormitory that will be opened in the fall of 1976 shall embody the |  
concept of off campus living on campus. The implementation of this objective §  
will be achieved by studcnt administration conference.

5. The University will impose no disciplinary action on any student because of =  
his efforts on behalf of this program.

(. Recognizing the possibility that the application of the aforementioned |  
principles as to off campus residents may operate to the financial detriment of 5  
the University.it is agreed that the University will be able to maintain its historic |  
average annual 95 per cent dormitory capacity and that the commitment as to off 5  
campus residents is subject to adjustment in conformity with average minimum s  
capacity, but no student once granted an off campus release will be recalled, f  
(EDITOR’S NOTE: It was understood by all parties “ to mean that 100 per cent =  
occupancy would be necessary in the fall.” )

7. The Administration will use its best efforts to continue the implementation |  
of student recruitment by way of active alumni recruitment program and |  
expansion of the recruitment program in the admissions office.

Dr. Henry W. Littlefield 3

— — MlllliHIIIIOOIOOOOIIIWW—— mWWMmilllHIIIIMWMIlllllllllWIIMnilllllllllllllllllMIIIIIHIIIIÎ

An Editorial;

A Protest Primer
Besides the positive gains earned by last week’s 

sit in at Cortright Hall, we feel there are a few 
lessons to be learned. Lessons for the benefit of 
students and administrators alike.

Lesson number one is that the Administration of 
this University will lie, not only to students but to 
such supposedly respected bodies as Temporary 
University Council. TUC minutes for the meeting 
of November 4,1968 record: “From all indications 
... the University is committed, financially and 
philosophically, to build the new hall.” The only 
legal or financial commitment the University had 
made at that time was to the architect, and as for 
philosophical commitments, they have a history of 
not holding up in court.

As a matter of fact, Vice president Albert E. 
Diem says the contract for construction of the 
dormitory was not signed until “late January or 
early February.” Up until that time, the 
University was legally liable for 80 per cent of the 
architect’s fee only, an amount in the neighborhood 
of $230,000.

Dr. Littlefield inferred, if he did not directly 
state, that the University was committed to the 
completion of the dormitory at two TUC meetings, 
those of November fourth and twenty-fifth. It’s in 
the record.

Lesson number two is two-part. First, students, 
like any other voters in a democracy, must watch 
their eiected leaders. Secondly, the elected leaders 
must carry out the wishes of the student body the 
way the student body wants them carried out.

Matt Fenster behaved deplorably during the sit 
in. For the record, here are a few of the things he 
said: “I will be sorry if this is successful,” 
(meaning that the demonstration would 
accomplish needed reforms that were not done 
through regular channels) “I agreed with the 
points but not the methods” and “You people are 
sitting here (Cortright Hall) like a bunch of 
morons.”

We would point out to Matt Fenster that the 
bunch of morons did something his Residence Hall

WISE CATS 
KNOW 

you save 
when you buy 

COOK'S 
TRAVELERS 

CHEQUES
STILL ONLY

75c issuance charge ON $100
Available at;

Academy Travel Agency, 3989 Main Street 
May 0 'C e m e ll Travel Bureau Inc., 168 Fairfield Ave.

Association didn’t do all year. In fact, when the 
Administration approved "equal housing rights for 
women, RHA failed to clear the measure because 
they felt thaat the few women who might want to 
move off campus wouldn’t justify doing so. 
Ridiculous.

Wake up, Matt Fenster. You were elected to the 
presidency of Student Council by the students on 
the basis that you would work for students -  not 
the Administration. It’s all right to tell the 
students what the Administration feels, but when 
you are confronted with such an overwhelmingly 
large cross-section of student opinion in favor of 
the sit-in, you have no choice but to support it.

Lesson number three concerns escape clauses in 
agreements. Paragraph six of the document signed 
by President Littlefield gives the Administration 
an opportunity to cop out on the 21 years -- 85 
credits agreement in paragraph one. The 
paragraph starts with the truth by saying that the 
21--85 rule may operate to the financial detriment 
of the University. It ends with the truth by saying 
that no student who has an off campus release can 
be recalled. In between, however, the University 
gets out of its commitment to the 21-85 rule by 
saying that the 95 per cent average annual 
dormitory capacity will be maintained - -no matter 
what.

Lesson number four is for future participants in 
similar demonstrations. We would advise them to 
practice dodging rocks thrown by idiots who 
mistakenly feel that they are the Administration’s 
chief tools for settling protest demonstrations'.

All in all, the results of last week’s protest can 
only operate to the benefit of the University .\No 
one was hurt, and a lot of worthwhile objectives 
were attained. Paramount among these is tne 
reversal of the University policy of putting thè 
dollar before the student. \

We hope the “ lessons" given above will serve 
both students and administrators as guidelines for 
future discussions on similar subjects.

“Remember,

Wild-eyed coeds can turn any peaceful demonstration into a 
full-scale riot, so be careful how you use your Hai Karate® After 
Shave and Cologne. But just in case your hand slips, we include 
instructions on self-defense in every package. (If you’re a paci
fist, maybe you’d better read the instructions twice.)

Hai Karate-be careful how you use it.
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Sit-In Draws Reaction 
From Students, Faculty

Sit-In Unnecessary, Admin. Says

The Cortright Hall sit-in ended 
last Thursday night, but the 
reactions from student and 
faculty, both to the methods used 
and the results achieved, remain 
diverse.

Student leaders expressed 
satisfaction and even joy, while 
faculty members took stands 
ranging from very critical to 
highly favorable.

Student leaders of the sit-in 
later agreed that the major 
reason for the alleged success of 
the demonstration was the 
participation of a large cross 
section of students. Norm 
Teague, a member of the 
steering com m ittee which 
directed the sit-in, said, “It Was 
not a small group who opened 
Cortright Hall. It was the 
support of the students which 
gave us the position to talk. It 
was a fresh group of people 
looking for action and answers, 
working together. ”

Tris Israel, another member 
of the steering committee, 
agreed that the large amount of 
student support for the 
demonstration was a major 
re a so n  b eh in d  th e  
Administration's consent to the 
demands.

Israel also cited other reasons 
for the “success of the sit-in." 
such as New Students' Day last 
Saturday and the support the 
Board of Trustees gave to the 
students. "The University was 
made to see that the students 
were more important than- the 
buck." Israel added.

Another member of the 
steering committee. Keith 
Joines. did not believe that the 
sit-in would set a precedent for 
future demands. He stated that 
negotiations were tried at the 
outset of the sit-in and continued 
throughout. "Getting this 
proposal through has opened 
communications with the 
Administration. In the future 
they will look at both sides of the 
issue. " Joines stated.

Joines continued to explain 
that as long as proper channels 
are gone through, there is no 
need for other action. However, 
he warned that unless there is 
listening and understanding on 
both sides, it could happen again. 
Joines concluded that the whole 
situation depends on the student 
leadership, whether or not they 
can act as collective bargaining 
agents for the entire student 
body.

Dr. Christopher Collier, 
faculty advisor to Student 
Council and SDS. generally 
supported the student action. Dr. 
Collier stated that it was his 
belief that student demands 
would not have been agreed to at

the present time without the 
occupation of Cortright Hall.

Along this line, Dr. Collier 
stated. “I am absolutely proud of 
how the students behaved and 
hope that the people of 
Bridgeport will contrast the 
orderly and responsible conduct 
of the obviously mature students 
with the protests on other 
campuses they are reading 
about. I can’t say enough to 
everyone I see, meet, or who 
asks me about it, about the 
almost miraculous level of 
responsibility exhibited by the 
students in Cortright Hall.”

Dr. Llewellyn Mullings, 
University Senator, felt that the 
students’ demands could have 
been met without the sit-in. 
However, he did state that the 
Administration will probably be 
more receptive to student 
desires in the future.

Dr. Mullings added that, in his 
opinion, the final settlement was 
just. “These things had been 
worked on before. The student 
action was caused by seeming 
lack of speed on the part of the 
Administration. Youth by 
definition wants things to happen 
sooner.”

Dr. Mullings added. “I think it 
is a useful direction. Students 
showed that they were against 
violence through actions and 
words. This concern about 
violence was reflected in the 
news media."

In conclusion. Dr. Mullings 
stated that the sit-in was caused 
by a combination of student 
impatience and Administration 
reluctance to act. "This is a 
useful combination. I think this 
cleared the air of problems and 
indecision. I hope neither side 
will gloat over what took place.”

James Fenner, member of 
Temporary University Council, 
did not feel the sit-in was 
necessary. "I think we could 
have gotten the same thing 
without the strike. There was no 
need for a sit-in. The aims could 
have been accomplished just as 
easily through the proper 
channels." he explained.

Fenner pointed out that TUC 
had long prior to the sit-in made 
the same recommendations that 
the strikers demanded. He 
stated that most points of the 
protest had already been 
submitted. As to the future of 
such demonstrations. Fenner 
was non-committal. He pointed 
out that with the constant change 
in students, it is impossible to 
tell just what the new demands 
will be. But he did call for the 
use of proper methods, for. in his 
opinion, mass meetings will 
accomplish nothing.

The word most common 
among adm in istra to rs  to 
describe the student actions last 
week is “unnecessary.”

The only recognized gain of the 
building sit - in and demands was 
the pushed - up date for the sale 
of Shelton Hall. This meant that 
about 100 additional students 
could get off - campus releases 
for the 1969 - 70 academic year.

If this figure is added to the 
number of students freed from 
the basements of North and 
South Halls and the students 
presently off campus, it means 
that 307 students will receive off 
campus releases. The number of 
students who presently fill the 
requirements of 21 - years of age, 
85 credits, or are veterans is 1,182 
people, as rep o rted  to 
Temporary University Council.

All other concessions made by 
the Administration last week had 
previously been established by 
University President Littlefield, 
say administrators interviewed, 
except the off - campus proposal 
of the new dormitory which had 
been earlier approved by the 
office of Student Personnel. 
They are responsible for 
implementing the policy.

In short, adm inistrators 
appear confident that the 
policies of the University have 
remained intact.

President Littlefield, in fact, 
objected to the use of the term 
“yielding to the students.”

“The University haS not 
yielded to students in principle,” 
he emphasized, noting that all 
the points in the signed 
agreement with the students 
were already on the books of 
TUC.

Dr. Harold W. See, vice 
president of research and 
planning, and chairman of TUC, 
pulled a thick notebook out of his 
d esk  to  v e r if y  th e  
Administration’s claim that the 
signed agreement was merely a 
restatem ent of University 
policy.

He referred to the TUC 
minutes of December 16, 1968, 
which said that students in the 
basement of North and South 
Halls be housed elsewhere 
second semester.

Students remained second 
semester, reported Dr. Alfred R. 
Wolff, dean of S tudent 
Personnel, because the “sewage 
problem was controlled.”

Administrators contend that 
the basements were to be 
emptied soon, and would have 
been with or without the sit - in.

The minutes show that TUC 
approved the selling of Shelton 
Hall by September, 1970, in their 
April 8 meeting.

At that same meeting it was 
approved to have Student 
Personnel and the Residence 
Hall A ssociation handle 
priorities for off campus 
releases for both men and 
women. The final decision was 
left up to RHA, reported Dr. 
Wolff.

The decision to make the new 
dormitory "an off - campus 
privilege on campus” was 
passed by TUC March 11. It was 
referred to Student Personnel 
for implementation.

"These points had been 
approved by Dr. Littlefield," 
added Dr. See.

TUC also passed a motion to 
hire a firm to study the campus 
en v iro n m e n t and m ake 
recommendations the day before 
the Sound - Off. They also 
approved a motion to establish a 
regular maintainance program 
for dormitories.

He cited the effectiveness of a 
larger recruiting program for 
which an additional recruiter has 
already been hired; the speed 
with which the state legislature 
passes a bill to give private 
colleges financial aid with 
increased enrollment; and if 
living conditions improve on 
campus as the only way all 
students 21 - years old, 85 credits 
strong, or veterans could be 
guaranteed releases.

A close examination of the 
agreement signed by Dr. 
Littlefield shows that University 
Policy has only been repeated.

Student demands that the 
construction of the new 
d o rm ito ry  be ’ s to p p e d  
im m ediately was to tally  
ignored. The only mention of the 
new dormitory in the final 
agreement was that it would be 
an off - campus facility. This was 
approved by the Administration 
in March.

There are absolutely no 
changes planned in the 
construction of the dormitory as 
is reported by President 
L ittlefield . The idea of 
converting it into an apartment 
complex was dropped as being 
impractical.

A d m in is tra to rs  had no 
objection to giving the students 
amnesty and praised them for 
remaining peaceful.

The demand for releases for 
all qualified students came 
down to the administrators 
repeating the same things they 
have been saying for two years. 
Point one of the agreement says 
they “reaffirm the principle” 
that 21 — year olds, those with 85 
credits, and veterans have the 
right to get releases no later 
than September 1970.

However, point number six, 
after wading through the 
wordage says that the University 
can still sidestep this principle if 
they need students to meet their 
100 per cent occupancy in 
dormitories. In other words, 
they will continue to fill their 
rooms first, and those left over 
with the most credits will be 
released.

The reasons the qualifying of 
off - campus releases was buried 
under point six and the 
statement of the ideal was put 
first could not be as certained.

However, Dr. Wolff said that 
“there was no question but what 
the ad hoc committee wanted to 
look as good as possible.'

The final wording was 
approved by both administrators
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and the student representatives 
present.

“I never said at anytime that 
the Administration had been 
defeated,” added Dr. Wolff. "It 
never was a surrender but a 
statement of facts as they were, 
discussed by all parties 
concerned."

He said it is too late to turn the 
dormitory into an apartment - 
type building. He added, 
however, that he hoped that an 
environmental study could 
suggest some inexpensive 
changes that could be made.

Dr. Wolff also said that no 
agreement had been made 
concerning the the trippling up of 
students in dormitory rooms.

“I feel that the University 
must come through with 
academic freedom and peaceful 
dissent. This kind oi policy 
should come after talks with all 
University members. You can’t 
play this by ear.” said Dr. Wolff.

He expressed concern that 
students would feel that they 
were tricked.

“ I couldn’t have made any 
concession if I felt students were 
destructive to property or other 
persons. I couldn't help but be 
impressed by the way they acted 
with peaceful dissent.”

In an interview with President 
Littlefield he re-emphasized the 
need for dormitories to be filled 
to capacity. He explained that 
for the University to enforce its 
no recall at mid - year, the fall

semester must have 100 per cent 
occupancy so that when students 
leave second semester the 
dormitories can maintain 90 per 
cent occupancy. The academic 
year then averages 95 per cent 
occupancy.

In an earlier interview, Albert 
E. Diem vice president for 
financing, said that the 
University must maintain 
parietal rules that will assure 
maximum occupancy of that 
dormitory because of an 
indenture.

When asked how much 
maximum was, he said “as 
much as possible.” “ We 
generally end up with 95 to 98 per 
cent occupancy over the year. ”

President Littlefield, who has 
been criticized by some 
administrators for agreeing to 
sell a building without the 
approval of the Board of 
Trustees, said that things will be 
done in dormitories, so more 
students will want to live in 
them.

“We will implement small 
things immediately,” he added.

“If dorms are cell blocks, a 
great deal of responsibility must 
rest with students. They have to 
make them something that will 
express themselves.”

“Some students fix up their 
rooms,” he continued, “with 
curtains and individual things 
students can do. I would like to 
see  th is  e n v i r o n m e n ta l  
committee show students what 
they can do with their present 
rooms.”

Dr. Littlefield mentioned that 
his office could look bad too if he 
had not taken the time to 
improve upon it.

“The new building is presently 
the goat,” he said, “but when it 
is finished students will be proud 
of it.”

He said there will be no 
changes in the construction of 
the building.

“People say that the only one 
that wants the building is 
Littlefield. If this is so, how 
come everyone approved it, 
Trustees, students, and the 
building committee?”

He added that when students 
come to this school, they expect 
to have a place to live and that is 
a reason why the dormitory is 
being built.

Dr. Littlefield believes that 
“out of discussion there has not 
been c r ea ted  any deep 
animosity.”

In response to student 
c r i t i c i s m s  t h a t  th e  
Administ rat ion aided in 
u n d e r m i n i n g  s t u d e n t  
government by listening to a 
spasmodic group of students, 
Littlefield said that the most 
effective group in meetings 
during the week was Student 
Council and “they should be 
c o m m e n d e d  fo r  t h e i r  
leadership.”

He added that at all times the 
Administration worked with the 
s tu d en t  body 's  e l ec t ed  
representatives.

Dr. See agreed and added that 
“there is a danger in dealing 
with ad hoc groups, it can bring 
about an erosion of established 
groups.” He added that the 
Administration had worked with 
Matt Fenster, Student Council 
president primarily.

He explained that he was 
disappointed that there was such 
an emotional atmosphere and 
felt that students attending the 
Sound Off Wednesday were not 
there to hear anything.

Dr. Claire Fulcher, assistant 
dean of Student Personnel, said 
"I am sorry they felt they had to 
do this.”

Along with all the other
administrators, she was pleased 
with the lack of violence.

“I think all the students that
w ork ed  wi th  t h i s  a r e
tremendous. I really believe that 
their belief in non - violence and 
constructive action is the reason 
solutions were worked out
together',” she said.
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Moments later they were giving 
Howie Giles, assistant director 
of men’s housing, pocket change 
to pay for the windows.

Members of the men’s housing 
staff, a member of The Scribe 
and WPKN, James Fenner, 
assistant professor of economics 
and unofficial University 
troubleshooter, paced the halls 
outside the meeting office. 
Martin Herlands, director of 
Student Activities, sat baggy- 
eyed and in shirt sleeves.

Students began sneaking into 
the main lobby and were chased 
out by an angry Nicholas 
Panuzio, director of the Student 
Center.

Student rep resen ta tives 
gathered in the alcove to prepare 
their defense. They requested 
Dr. Littlefield’s attendance and 
the members of the meeting 
soon appeared drawn and sober.

The Scribe was told that it 
could cover the meeting if it 
would permit censorship of copy. 
This was refused and the 
reporter was told to leave. The 
m ee t ing  fo l lowed unt i l  
approximately 2:30 a.m. with 
face to face arguing and 
frustrated expressions.

At the adjournment of the 
meeting, the president appeared 
with blood-shot eyes and weaker 
responses. His stand, however, 
remained as strong as it had four 
hours earlier.

Student representatives asked 
him for a statement to take back 
to students still waiting on the 
portico, with voices that were 
almost pleading.

“ 1 will not make any 
compromise,” concluded Dr. 
Littlefield. “I will not be 
influenced by pressure groups 
performing illegal actions.”

The representatives returned 
to the waiting students and 
announced that nothing was 
settled. The students returned to 
Cortright, breaking into the 
building a second time.

The dissident students issued a 
policy statement at 5 a.m. 
Thursday morning which listed 
their three demands and 
explained their methods.

The statement called for 
amnesty for all students taking 
part in the sit-in, a stop to the 
building of the new dormitory, 
off - campus releases for all 
students over 21, with 85 credits, 
or veterans.

A spokesman for the 
protestors stressed that their 
methods were non - violent, that 
the building was open to anyone 
at anytime, and that no illegal 
acts were being committed by 
anyone in the building.

Dr. See and Sakolsky spent the 
night patrolling the situation, 
warning of their impatience with 
the criminal act. Their patience 
snapped early Thursday morning 
when Dr. See announced that if 
the students were not out of the 
building by 8 a.m., the police 
would be called in.

By 8 a.m., the population of 
Cortright Ha l l  w as
approximately 90. The strikers 
stood on the patio, calling to 
fellow students enroute to 
classes for support, draped 
themselves over the chairs or 
sprawled on the carpeted floor of 
Cortright lobby. Waiting.

Although tense, many didn’t 
expect that the University would 
actually use force against them. 
A member of the ad hoc 
committee’s steering committee 
later revealed that if the 
administration had issued an 
injunction against the entire 
group occupying Cortright, the 
students would have evacuated.

Later that morning, Student 
Council President Matt Fenster 
visited Cortright with a plan he 
hoped would satisfy the strikers 
and the admin is t r a t ion .  
Fenster’s referendum called for 
the closing of the North and 
South Hall basements, the 
closing of Shelton Hall, off 
campus releases with a $100 tax 

M ^ g M d A t s  over 21 and with

over 85 credits, and the 
availability of single dormitory 
rooms for an extra $100.

“The referendum he wants is 
th e  r e f e r e n d u m  th e  
administration wants,” o n e 1 
protestor told the crowd in 
Cortright lobby.

Fenster countered by saying 
that the referendum, which he 
had written himself, had been 
seen only by Kazen and a few 
others and not by any 
Administration member.

The Ad Hoc Committee made 
it clear to Fenster that his plan 
was not acceptable.

Dean Wolff, accompanied by 
administrators and faculty, 
inspected the building and asked 
the strikers to leave. Dean Wolff 
said the illegal entry of the 
building was impossible to 
condone, but added that he had 
“ highest p ra ise” for the 
behavior of the students while 
inside Cortright Hall.

Throughout the morning, 
meetings of the President’s 
Council and the University 
Senate were conducted in hopes 
of finding a solution to the crisis 
agreeable to all concerned. Matt 
F e n s t e r  sa id  t h a t  the  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  r e a c t e d  
favorably to his proposal, but the 
student strike continued.

The student population of 
“Liberty Hall’ dwindled as the 
strikers took tests, attended 
lectures, or paraded through the 
campus shouting “ Strike! 
Strike!”

Whether drawn by curiosity, 
the comments and music coming 
over the speaker, or an intense 
desire to live off campus, at 1:00 
p.m. a large crowd gathered at 
the comer of University and 
Park Avenues and surged over 
the lawn of Cortright Hall, while 
many more spectators watched 
from in front of the College of 
Business Administratio'n 
building.

Keith Joines, junior class 
president, urged the students 
attending the rally to fill out and 
return the Dana Scholars’ 
opinion ballot, which will be 
available in the Student Cotter 
and at Residence Hall meetings 
today.

Joines announced that the 
S tu d e n t  Counci l  and 
Organization of Black Students 
had voted support of the Strike.

With the conclusion of the last 
speech, chanting “join us, join 
us,” those occupying the rooms, 
porch and lawn of Cortright Hall 
marched down University 
Avenue to the sight of the new 
dormitory to pitch clumps of 
clay into the “pit.” The few 
employees of the J. Zandonella 
Construction Company of 
Bridgepbri paid scant attention

to the laughing, shouting, 
symbolically protesting students 
above them, although one 
“scoop” operator charged his

machine up the embankment and 
threatened the University 
students with a shower of dirt. 

The evening brought a solution

with Dr. Wolff reading a final 
compromise from the steps of 
Cortright. (See agreement page 
2 ) .

do your 
contact lenses lead 

adeanlife?

Contact lenses can be 
heaven . . .  or hell. They 
m ay be a w o n d e r of 
modern science but just 
the slightest bit of dirt 
under the lens can make 
them  u n b e a ra b le . In 
order to keep your con
tact lenses as comforta
ble and convenient as 
they were designed to be, 
you have to take care of 
them.
Until now  you needed 
tw o  or more separate 
solutions to properly pre
pare and maintain your 
co n ta cts . You w o u ld  
think that caring for con
tacts should be as con
venient as wearing them. 
It can be with Lensine. 
Lensine is the one lens 
solution for com plete 
contact lens care. Just a 
drop or two, before you 
insert your lens,coats and 
lubricates it allowing the 
lens to float more freely 
in the eye’s fluids. That’s

because Lensine is an 
" is o t o n ic ”  s o lu tio n , 
w h ic h  m eans th at it 
blends with the natural 
fluids of the eye.
Cleaning your contacts 
with Lensine retards the 
buildup of foreign de
posits on the lenses. And 
soaking your contacts in 
Lensine between wear
ing periods assures you 
of proper lens hygiene. 
You get a free soaking 
case on the bottom  of 
every bottle of Lensine.
It has been demonstrated 
that improper storage be- 
tw e e n  w e a rin g s  may 
result in the growth of 
bacteria on the lenses. 
This is a sure cause of 
eye irritation and in some 
cases can endanger your 
vision. Bacteria cannot 
grow in Lensine which is 
sterile, self-sanitizing, 
and antiseptic.
Let your contacts be the 
convenience they were 
meant to be. Get some 
Lensine, from the Murine 
Company, Inc.
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