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Robert Jeffrey
Dean, College of Communications

In a recent Firing Line letter attacking The Texan for
critical reportage, Dean Jeffrey announced his commit-
ment 1o the “cthics and responsibility of a frec press.”
How ironic, then, that Je{frey uses his position as dean in
amanner that defies any rational definition of “cthics and
responsibility.” Inresponse 1o plcas from the Belo Corp.,
the parent company of The Dallas Morning News, Jef-
frey ordered journalism department chair Max McCombs
not 1o testify as an expert witness in an anti-trust suit
against The Morning News under threat of job termina-
tion. Belo Corp. recently donated $300,000 to the
Communications Coflcge.

Although the story hasbeen sweptaway in the press by
the recent uprising of racism and activism at UT, Jcffrey
must not be excused for this scandalous abuse of power,
Jeffrey'sonly defense for his behaviorreveals hisand his
college’s propensity to scrve corporate intcrests at the
expensc of journalism, truth and academic frecdom. He
declarcs: “The journalism program is inherently linked
to the j lism professional y ... We dopend
on them for scholarships and intemships. We need sup-
port for all those purposes and testifying againstanews-
paper would not be in our best interests.”

He explained to The Texan that his coliege has an
unwritten “understanding” that faculty would “avoid
testimony as a plaintiff when a newspaper is a defen-
dant.” But former journalism chair Dwight Teeter dis-
agrees. He testified in several court cases involving
newspapers as defendants during Jeffrey’s tenure as
dean . “Inever heardof such apolicy,” he told The Texan.

Jeffrey's brazen dlsmlssal of academlc [rcedom in the
face of corporate i | His
hypocrisy and deference to corporate prcmgauves em-
bodics all that's wrong at the University. President
Cunningham, who’s been known o bend (o 2 corporate
interest or two himself, would never fire him. And
certainly he would ncver resign. But students in the
Communications College should agitate for his dis-
missal, and pressure him to lcave the University alto-
gether. This man can’tbe allowed to serve asarole mode!
for {uture journalists.

The Texas Union Board of Directors

We Hereby Chastise...

what's “best” for us. We could do without any favors
from the board.

The incident points up fundamental problcms in the
union board’s structure. All student board positions arc
appointed by the SA president—-nonc are clected—and
workers have no input iatn the proczss at all, It was clear
that most workers were afraid to speak out for fear of
1osing their jobs. And at least onc member of the board
admittcd that the it had been “sccrctive” and avoided
publicity concerning the important franchising proposal.
Students, supposedly, sit on the board Lo watch out for
student intcresis, But who’s watching the board?

The masses of students can't spend all their time
playing waichdog over nascent student burcaucrats, but
waorkers have an on-going vested intercst in how the
Union is run. That’s why in the coming ycar students
must move to place clected Union workers on the board
of directors, preferably with an a number of scats cqual
to faculty. Workers on the board would have given Union
cmployecs an avenue through which 1o submit their
atternative plan, and would have stopped any hairbrained
scheme like selfing the Union out to McDonalds.

On Friday, May 4, at 3:00the Union boardwill again
raise the issue of franchisement, despite its promisc to
table the proposal til next fall. Studcnts must react with
the same dilligence displayed at the last board meeting
and confront the board over its disgraceful attcmpts to
franchise the Union behind students’ backs. Show up at
the meeting and help reclaim the Union for the students.

Standish Meacham
Dean; Liberal Arts

First, we must declare our sympathy with Standish in
dealing with UT’s regressive faculty. The dean tried 0
implement a ban on hiring white men until cach depart-
ment hired women and people of color. He had to
abandon the plan because of lack of support among
faculty and department chairs. In particular the Classics
department deserves rebuke—of two petitions, one
condemning fraternity racism and one calling for pro-
gressive hiring, not one faculty member in the depart-
mentsigned either, and eventually the petitions were torn
down. Government faculty even started apetition rebuk-
ing Standish for his petition condemning frats.

But the dean’s newly found commitment to multicul-

lism in the face of faculty opposition cannot excuse

Polemicist editors have been thrown out of the Texas
Union for distributing our magazine with its much-
feared “solicitation,” i.e. three or four advertisements.
The Board of Regents rules forbid any form of solicita-
tion by outside businesses on campus. But the Union
board of directors came 1o the April 27 board meeting
prepared to vote in favor of “franchising” all Union
Dining Services-—a move that would displace hundreds
of Union Dining Service workers, including many stu-
dents, and allow multinational fast-food chains to solicit
their goods in the Union. Only an angry mobof about 150
students and workers intimidated them into tabling the
motion.

The board's, especially the student ber’s, atti-

the position he’s taken conceming grad-student tuition
hikes. The University has been doubling graduate stu-
dent tuition on a college-by-college basis, and Standish
has dutifully followed its lead. Grad-student tuition
hikes cannot go through without the dean’s approval,
which considering the dean’s recent comments, bodes ill
forliberal arts students. “In my own mind I believe it will
probably happen,” he told The Texan, *'so it’s best to
decide how to apportion it.”

We think that’s fine. We just wish the wition hikes
would stay in his mind, and keep the hell off student fee
bills. Standish must realize that all the multicultural
programs in the world won't benefit society if minority

tudes were deplorable. Inquiring students were assured
over and over that “it’s the only way,” despite the fact
that Union employees had come up with analtemate plan
that the board refused to address. Our student reps didn’t
care what students wanted, they were i

dentscan'tafford tuition. In particular, tuition hikes in
grad school will lower the number of minority assistant
instructors. According to the Dolouisio Committec’s
report, graduate students teach some 25 percent of all
undergraduate liberal 1 Raising witionamounts

d to do

to
RN

| racism (sce article, page 4)—the very

malady Standish tries to address with his hiring mandate.
The tiberal arts college must maintain low tuition o
remain accessible for people of color. For all his good
work, Standish’s acquicscence on the tuition question
threatens Lo undo any progress he may achicve.

Kevin McHargue, Texan editor-elect

Texan lamencss should surprisc no onc, but the sum-
merstaff hirings of the new Texan cditor demand rebuke.
Traditionally, the single mostoffensive problem haunting
The Texan has been its reliance on journalism-style
“objectivity” in its rcporting—that is, its deference o
authority figures. Just when university reporter Greg
Weiner began delying this ingrained practice, Kevin has
kicked him and cvery other respectable Texan reporicr
upstairs to invisible, non-writing cditor positions for the
summer,

And in the key position of ncws editor, Mclargue and
Acton appointcd a proven apologist named Ron Lubke.
Lubke proved his adherence to the J-school rcporting
style when, as associate news cditor last fall, he cffoc-
tively neutered reporter Meridith McKitirick’s story
de ing the UT administration’s lack of commit-
ment 1o the retention of minority faculty. He ordered her
to lead with a quote from vice president for administra-
tion Ed Sharpe, perhaps the most artfuily misleading of
the administration’s apologists. Since the story was
severely cut, Sharpe’s prediciable quotes appeared at the
expense of much more rclevant material.

We had hoped thatour attackson Kevinin the last issue
would snap him out of his funk. But the summer hiring
only confirms our fear that The Texan will continue i1s
slide into irvelevancy with McHargue pushing it along.

Thomas Larralde
TSP Boardmember

Ina rare opportunity to make a fundamental change at
The Daily Texan, Thomas Larralde voted to maintainthe
status quo. At an April meeting. the Texas Student
Publications board voted on whether to change the re-
quirements to run for Texan editor. Currently students
must earn credit in five journalism classes, four of which
teach basic skills, to run for editor. (The TSP board, made
up of six students, three faculty members, and two
“professionals,” can vote to waive four of the require-
ments). The proposal would allow students to substitute
Texan experience for the class requirements—a move
that would severely limit the journatism school’s dead-
ening hegemony over the paper.

In voting against the proposal—he was the only stu-
dent who did—Larallde cast the deciding ballotin a6 to
5 vote. He thus maintained control over the Texan's
editorship for the money-grubbers and philistines who
run the journatism department (sce first Chastisement).
He's since justified his vote by arguing that he wantcd
students who work in the alternative press—not just
Texan staffers—to be able 1 substitute experience for
class credit, 100. That's understandable, Thomas, but
take what you can get. Texan editors have run unopposed
for two years in a row, mainly because most people with
cnough ambition to be editor refuse the mind-numbing
atmosphere of the J-school.

How many more Karen Adams and Kevin McHargues
must we endure before this disgrace ends?
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The politics of campus planning:
How UT architecture restricts activism

“From the earliest colleges of the co-
lonial erato the land-grant universities of
the frontier, the American campus has
been a simulated city that is distincily
unlike European models. Loose arrange-
ments of freestanding buildings meldwith
the landscape o suggest an almost urban
space.... On campus one has a veiled
sense of being in some kind of primitive
urban laboratory....”

—Michacl Dennis, Court and Garden

by Mark Macek

Archilects since Thomas Jefferson,
who designed the campus of the Univer-
sity of Virginia at Charlottesville, have
believed that the physical beauty of a
campus symbolized the democratic aspi-
rations of the work going on there. Yetthe
activities which take place inside Ameri-
can universities are not necessarily demo-
cratic. The resulting cnvironment is a
contrived space, a mini-city which is
meticulously controlled by its designers
50 that it is more {or kess) conducive to the
social, cultual, and political activities of
its users.

The University of Texas at Austin
hired Paul Cret of Philidelphia as Con-
sulting Architect in March 1930, and the
comprehensive plan he submitted in 1933
was the most important influence on the
character of this campus for thirty years.
Spaces such as the South Mall and West
Mall and buildings such as Goldsmith
(Architecture), the Texas Union, Hogg
Auditorium, and the Main Building are
examples of Cret’s best work. He felt that
the character of the U.T. campus should
be humane and should receive “an archi-
tecturat treaiment which designates it as
the repository of human knowledge.”

Cret’s master plan included quad-
rangles (large, open spaces surrounded by
buildings), malls (long spaces along di-
rectional axes), and informal connecting
paths between them. Figure 1 shows hig
skeich for the area north of the West Mall,
including an L-shaped building on the top
right where the Undergraduate Library
was eventually built, Cret developed this
plan from his strong ideals about the na-
ture of education and place, including the
avoidance of “the monotony and institu-
tional character inherent in the repetition
of similar units.” But Cret’s influence
was supplanted and undermined by the
administration’s expansion goals in the
carly 1960s.

Expansion was probably inevitable
for state unjversities after the baby boom.
Between 1958 and 1973 the student popu-
lation at U.T. doubled from 20,000 to
40,000, Within the same fifteen year pe-
tiod the UGL, Calhoun, the West Mall
Office, the HRC, East Mall Computation,
Rurdine, Communications, Student Pub-

The Aschiiectutal Drawings Coliecuan

Figure 1: Paul Cret's skeich for the area north of the West Malt circa 1933.
Note the L-shaped building in the lop right comer where the UGL currently stands.
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Figure 2: Ground levet floor plan of the Texas Union, 1958.
Note the straight, unobstructed corridor from the entrance to the theater.

lications, Business Administration, the
Huntington Art Gallery, the Ex-Students®
Association, Belmont and the Upper Deck,
RLM, Enginecring Science, Patterson
Labs, Geology, the LBJ Library,
Richardson Hall, and Jester Center were
all completed and occupicd. And the
Grad School of Busi ion!
to Gregory Gym and the Law School,
Disch-Falk Field, Education, and the U.T.
Press (the first U.T. building east of I-35)
were about to be constructed.

The growth of the U.T. campus indi-
cated a shift in cumculum away fmm
liberal d
and prestigious training. Ilschangmgchar—
acter no longer reflected Cret’s ideais. A
recruitment pamphlel from 1958 touted
UT. hin bioch and def
fields; flat-topped youth in the Research
Lab were proudly developing guided
missile systems.

Early Maneuvers
On the moming of Monday, Oclober

tion to make room for equipment nceded
to build the new Upper Deck to Memorial
Stadium. Then-Chairman of the U.T.
Board of Regents Frank C. Erwin at-
tended the affair to guaranice that the
protesters would not delay construction.
Erwinordered the bultdozers to push over
the trees with the people still in them. He
declared, “Arnest all the people you have
to. Once the trees are down they won’t
have anything to protest.” To Erwin's
applause, the machines pushed and the
protesters were forced 10 jump down w0
the ground for safety, Police arrested 27
on the scene,

Most of the students participating in
the tree-sitting were from the School of
Architecture and were joined in the trees
by their dean, Alan Taniguchi, in open de-
fiance of Erwin’s orders. Taniguchi de-
clared that“Waller Creck is characteristic
of Austin’s topography and should be
retained as it is.” For their outspoken
opposition to the Regents’ plans, Tan-
iguchi and the Architecture students and

Theate
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Figure 3: Ground level ficor plan of the
Texas Union, 1990.

resigned in 1972,and the School of Archi-
tecture remained housed in the most poorly
maintained buildings on campus.

Panopticism and the

Texas Union

Students took direct issue with U.T.
physical planning on other occasions, as
well. In 1968 and 1970, there were organ-
ized boycotts of the Texas Union food
services in support of the United Farm
Workers, who were denied labor rights by
grape growers and, later, lettuce growers.
The boycotts devastated the sales of all
food on campus, forcing the Texas Union
1o stop serving those products until the
demands of the migrant workers were
met. (The Texas Union board of directors
recently voted to boycott Catiforia table
grapes in support of the current boycott.)

OnNovember 10, 1969, another event
severely disrupted normal activitics at the
Union. The arrangement of spaces on the
Union ground floor was much different
then, as d by comparing the

2, 1969, about 50 students and

dents (some elderly) decided that U.T.’s

campus gmwth policy required direct par-
They climbed into

the bmnches of a stand of pecan and eim

trees on Waller Creek slated for destruc-

faculty werc d ‘furyears hereaft
with stifft i Judi
cut-backs in office supphes While lhcy
“recycled paper clips,” Erwin shelved
plans for the new Architecture building,
Jocated near the Nursing School, a project
nearly ready 1o be constructed. Taniguchi

floor plans (see Figures 2 and 3). The
dining areas were large, open rooms,
brightly lit and noisy. One was called the
Commons, but the most popular and
“grungy” by far was the Chuck Wagon,

see Bulldings, page 6
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On the Political Economy of Institutional Racism

by Tom Philpott
and Scott Henson

With the recent surge of fraternity big-
otry, UT students and faculty have di-
rected new and long-overdue outrage at
the University’s institutional racism. The
lack of ethnic studics, the Eurocentrism of
required classes and a starding lack of
minority professors and students—these
problems combine to impede a diverse,
open exchange of idcas at the University.
Mcanwhile, as the Board of Regents
continucs to double graduate-schoot tui-
tion in scparaic colleges one by one, it
adds a new facet to UT’s systematic ra-
cism: unaffordabletuition, which amounts
toadirectattack on thealready tiny number
of stadents of color cnrolled in graduate
school.

President Cunningham has used the
racism controversy to divide students:
He's responded by pitting Greeks against
leaders of the Black Student Alliance and
the progressive coalition that supports
them. He's failed to address cither the
Eurocentric curricolum or the need to
diversify faculty. Instead, he’s floated the
possibility of banning Round-up, thus
inflaming Greeks and intensifying their

. resentment of the BSA. But institutional
racism must be attacked at its sovrce, The
real problem is the administeation itself,
in its continued subservience to outside
interests,

Molecular Biology vs.

Financial Aid

I UT’s priority were confronting insti-
tutional racism, it would do three things:
Expand the curriculum (o include Afri-
can, Latino Native American and Asian
studies; replace U’s ancient financial
aid building; and kecp tuition affordable.
University poticies, however, illustrate
that its real interests lie far from combat-
ting racism.

Take, for example, the University’s
decision to build the new Molecular Biol-
ogy building. The building itself will cost
$25 million, the same amount a new fi-

wheatsville food co-op
3101 Guadolupe 478-2667

nanciat aid building would cost. Cun-

ningham defends the deal as a “one-time
expenditure,” but a financial aid building
would also be a one-time expense. The
total expense for a new molecular biology
program is estimated at $70 miliion over
the next scven years.

Similarly, the University’s preparing to

purchasc a $25 million supcrcomputer to §

replace the $20 million supercompater it
bought in 1985. When then-UT president
Peter Flawn was pluggin: the first super-
computer (o the regents, he estimated that
another  supercomputer investment
wouldn'tbe necessary foratleast 10 years.

Bethatasitmay, the University's spend-
ing prioritiesareclear. High-techrescarch
capital takes precedence over student
demands or societal nceds. Financial aid
is a class issue, and in Amcrica—cspe-
cially Texas—class issues arc race issucs.
The cthnic breakdown of students receiv-
ing financial aid demonsirates that point,
African-American students ¢ inte 3.7

S

of their financial aid. At the beginning of
cach \ typically altempt

percentof the student population, but nake
up6.6 percentof students on financial aid,

Similarly, Latino studentsmake up 10.3
percentof the student population, but 15.4
percent of students rcceiving financial
aid. Asian and Native American students
combined account for 7.5 percent of stu-
dents receiving financial aid, while mak-
ing up only 5.9 percent of the student
body. The financial aid building clearly
scrves the needs of students of color dis-
proportionately to their numbers at the
University,

‘The receat Bush/Cavazos education
budget would drastically cut financial aid,
according tothe Chronicle of Higher Edu-

abont 22,000 calls per day to the build-
ing—only about 700 of which get through.

But rather than spend $25 million to
facilitate expedicnt financing for 24,000
students each semester, UT prelers (o pay
$25 million ona Molecular Biology build-
ing, which the administration intends to
scrve at most 150 students.

UT’s Corporate

Curriculum
Even more egregious, UT chooscs ar-
eas for curriculum expansion based on
profit motives rather than on real student
needs. When the University ignores stu-

As part of its Molccular Biology push,
for cxample, the University explicitly
declares its subscrvience Lo industrial fabor
markets. The Strategic Plan states that
“therevolution in geneticengincering has
given birth to a new industry, biotechnol-
ogy, which is currently blossoming in the
Northeastand Pacific coastal states.” This
justifics, according to the Strategic Plan,
the creation a $70 million molecular biol-
ogy program whose “graduates will be
trained 10 meet the acute demand for

professionals to develop Texas's embry-
onic biotechnology indusiry.”

UT also plans to imjiement, according
10 The Strategic Plan, a new nutritional
sciences Ph.D. program, which will “strive
to build even stronger ties to the inany

cation. Even so, the current building has
for years been overburdened and under-

dent d Is 10 create def that

study marginalized cultures, it docs so in
def e to programs that subsidize in-

staffed. Originally a the build-
ing is too smail and its computer system
too feeble to handle the 24,000-plus st-
dents who depend oniit. .,

During peak periods of demand, stu-
dents must often relate their families’
financial status to aid counselors with
other students present, since space con-
straints force counselors to double up.
Students wait in long lines every semes-

dustry and create potential for profit from
patented research, This amounts to insti-
tutional racism.

The Unijversity's most recent planning
document, The Strategic Plan,1990-1995,
oullines its intention to create four new
degree programs---molecular biology,
marine science, nutritional sciences and
Slavic languages-—as well as off-campus

ter, and spend hours hoping to get th
on the phone, trying to confirm the status

and g prog that “respond to
present and future needs of industry.”

ding, closely related programs in
molecular biology, molecular neurobiol-
ogy, biotechnology, biologicat sciences,
biochemistry, and allied health fields.”
The creation of the nutritional sciences
degree constitutes a direct response 10
shortages in the labor market. As The
Strategic Plan warns darkly, emphasized
initalics, “there are more positions avail-
able for nutritionists than there are fully
qualified persons to fill them.”
The Univessity will also provide agradu-
ate degree program in Marine Scicnce.
According to The Strategic Plan, one

WINNER OF “TWE
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objective of the program wili be o “lur-

nish a modest flow of students uniquely

trainedio address practical environmental
and natural resource problems common
in the coastal zone, with an ephasis on

Tenas bays, estuarics, and the adjacent,

continestal shell.” The Strategic Plan

doesn’t mention that “environmental ...
problems common in the coastal zone”
often result from the very high-tech and
biotech industries that the University sces
asits mission to subsidize. And again, the
program will address shortages in state
labor markets—hence the “modest flow
of stedents”—rather than the intellectual
needs of students.
UT’s cconomic molivations for creat-
ing a biotcch program mirror its motiva-
" tions for entering other ficlds. UT will
shape its new Slavic tanguages doctorat
program 10 meet the needs of U.S. indus-
tries wanting to compete in newly opened

Eastern European markets. According to

The Strategic Plan, “‘recent studies indi-

cate that the ficld is entering a period of

sustained growth in terms of both em-

ployment possibilities and fi ial rc-
sources made available by governmenial
and private sources.”

By contrast, the UT Oriental and Alri-
can Janguage departmentcurrently icaches
not a single African language. Yel again,
the needs of industry take precedence
over students’ intellectual development.
Thi pleembodies UT’s i
racism—while African and African-
American students are denied access to
Afric Jturaland | dies, UT
traing students, it hopes, to exploit newly
opening economies in Eastern Europe.

st
nal

Tuition Hikes:

the Racism Critique

The Chronicle of Higher Education
reports in its April 25, 1990 issue that the
number of African-American doctorate
recipients declined 23.2 percent in the last
10 years. Given this context, and consid-
ering the sharp reductions in health bene-
fits and the lack of child care for graduate
employecs, we're appalled to sec that the
University has begun doubling graduate
student tuition in selected dcpartments.
Like the financial aid situation, tuition
hikes are aclass issue and therefore arace
issue.

The implications of tuition hikes for
people of color are clear. Higher tuition
means fewer minority graduate students
will graduate, which creates a smaller
pool of future Ph.D.s on which todraw for
future faculty. It also means that fewer
minority graduate student teachers (assis-
tant instructors) will teach undergradu-
ates.

According to the report of the ad hoc
Committee to the President on Under-
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college, the figure approaches 30 percent.

The dearth of people of color in teach-
ing positions alrcady hurts retention rates
for minority undergraduates. It also de-
prives non-minority students of the op-
portunity tolearn from people of diffcrent
backgrounds and cultures. Tuition hikes
only exacerbate both problems. Progres-
sives who demand that UT broaden its
curriculum must also fight tuition hikes.
1f students of color can’t afford to attend
graduate school, who will teach the new
broadened curriculum?

Tuition hikes are part of a larger trend.
UT tuition, while low by national stan-
dards, has risen by afactor of 10 inthe past
decade. In the meantitne, the UT-Austin
budget rose by over 60 percent after infla-
tion. The bulk of this windfall has gone to
further UT’s corporate agenda.

Patent Law and UT’s
Profit Motive

Universities have for the last 50 years
geared their activities, especially their
research efforts, to industrial preroga-
tives—at the expense of affordable tui-
tion and quality teaching. But it wasn't
until the '80s that universities began to
link their policies explicitly 10 their own
profit motives.

The UT-System speat hundreds of

with their profit motive: “In 1980, after
yearsof intense collaborative lobbying by
industrial and academic leaders for re-
{orm of the patent law, the universities for
the first ime gained automatic owncership
of patents resulting from federally funded
research, and hence the right to sell exclu-
sive licenses on these patents to private
corporations.

“This prompted a reworking of aca-
demic policies regarding intellectual prop-
enty in the interest of profitmaking and
paved the way for massive indirect public
subsidy of private industry via the univer-
sities.”

‘The University of Texas takes this profit
fetish to absurd extremes. The Institute
for Constructive Capitalism (IC?), a UT
think-tank, has spent ycars researching
ways o “commercialize” this or that tech-
nology. [C? director George Kozmetsky,
former dean of the UT business school,
serves as the chief economic advisor 10
the UT System Board of Regents (see
page. Titles of recent 1C%sponsored
symposia include: “Commercial Appli-
cations of Defense R&D,” *“Commercial-
izing SDI Technologics,” *Technology
Marketing and the Entrepreneurial Spirit,”
and “Commercializing Federal Lab Tech-
nologies.”

Mostof these conferences/publications
are geared toward commercializing uni-

millions of dollars in this period ital
imp forhigh-tech h. That
money could have gone toward keeping
tuition affordable, hiring minority fac-
ulty, upgrading African-American and

Mexican-American studies centers to

teach about 30 percent of all undergradu-
ate English semester credit hours, and
some 80 percent of all credit hours in the
Spanish depariment. In the Liberal Arts
college as a whole, about 25 percent of afl
undergraduate credit hours are taught by
grad stud in the Ci i

departments, or creating departments 1o
study other marginalized groups like
women, Native-Americans, Asian- Ameri-
cans, gays and lesbians,

AnOctober 1989 arnticle by David Nobie
inNewsdaydescribes the method by which
universities link their policy decisions

versity h. In 1987, fori ,1IC?
and the RGK foundation (a private foun-
dation run by the Kozmetsky family and
not affiliated with UT) sponsored a con-
ference entitled “Plant Biotechnology:
Research Bottlenecks for Commerciali-
zation and Beyond.” This conference and
the book that grew out of it focused on the
commercial potential of the growing
genetic engineering and molecular biol-
ogy fields.

In other documents, IC? has advocated
that universities genetically engineer
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“squarctrees” that would stack more easily
for the timber industry, as well as “herbe

cide-resistant” crops that can withstand
the strong industrial pesticides prodaced
by chemical companies. Such comma

cialization schemes explain UT's decs

sion I create a molecular biology pro

gram. When IC? develops a method for
commcercializing African studics rescarch,
we're sure UT will upgrade the African
studies center to a deparument. It may
even stari teaching African languages

Against Racism:

a Broader Agenda

Bul until the economics fall into place
administrators won’t fund such programs
without student revolt. The UT System's
decision 1o spend $70 million o fund a
molecular biology program must be secn
asacase study in how the needs of indus-
try—in this case, chemical and pesticide
companies--take precedence over the
necds of students. Inan era when students
desperately need increased resomees 1o
study non-traditional cuftul /-
ing the ciiemical industry so lavishiy
amounts to institutional racism and sex
ism.

That $70 mitlion, however, ncedn'Ltall
into the hands of industriatists. The prow
ing coalition of students who this scmes
ter marched to fight fraternity racism and
Eurocentric curriculum mustnow demand
ahaltto the construction of the molecular-
biology buiiding. Students should demand
that the moncy saved be channeled o
stave off tuition hikes, upgrade ethnic
studies centers to departments, and create
new programs in women’s and gay/les-
bian studies.

The adminisiration could conceivably
fund such programs by convincing the
Legisiature to impose a tuition hike. But
that would only replace one form of insti
tational racism (Eurocentric curriculum}
with another (unaffordable tuition). The
structural problems that plague this uni-
versity must be atlacked at their source— -
by mass student revolt aimed at diverting
UT’s vast resources toward the creation
of a humane, inclusive environment. &
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Buildings,
continued from page 3

located nearest to the Union Theatre and
frequented by a lively combination of
students, non-students, lolligaggers, and

agitators. Some of the most vital discus- .

sions taking place in the University took
place at the Chuck Wagon; it was a left-
over space in the campus master plan,

On that November day, Frank Erwin g

called in the Austin Police Department
andthe Texas Department of Public Safety
to the Chuck Wagon 10 arfest a runaway
tecnage girl named Sunshine, who had
been scen there. Tables were overturmed,
mace was sprayed, windows were shat-

tered, and people ran, especially outof the ¢

door by the Theater, 10 escape arrest.

Police arested cight persons—five stu- ;
dents—on the scenc, and faler arrested 22 5

more.

The Regents retaliated swiftly and 28

harshly. The Union Board of Direclors
voted to keep the Chuck Wagon open to
all people, including non-students. But, in
atelephone conference on the weekend of
November 14, the Regents reversed the
Board’s decision. They declared their
authority to “modify cach such action by
the Union Board” and based the prohibi-
tions on inadequate guard against drug
use and “public hygiene problems.” This
decision marked the Regents® fiest at-
tempt to scgregate the non-student and
student populations on campus. On this
occasion, a suit was filed against the
Regents for violating the Texas Open
Meetings Act but was soon dropped due
tolack of cooperation from County Attor-
neyNed Granger. Besides, Erwinclaimed,
it was not a meeting but a “consultation,”
Further prohibitions followed. In De-
cember, the Regents limited the power of
the Student Attorney such that she or he
could no longer defend any student or
group with alleged offenses against the
University. Specifically, Student Attor-
ney Jim Boyle had represented Gay Lib-
eration, a group requesting status as a
pi d student c ion. Regent

defending the
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before 1970.

relaxed and generous manner. 1940's.

the terms of Chancellor Hans Mark and
Chairman Frank Erwin therc has been a
tremendous continuity.

But icgal rhetoric couldn’t controt
student activities, and the Regents knew
this. In 1972, photo 1.D. cards were issued
to alt students. The rationale for an 1.D.
wasthatitdemonstrated that a sdent had
paid the “blanket tax,” now callcd the
athletic fee for discount ticket prices. Ina
larger sense, the photo 1.D. served as a

Figure 4: Betofe——A typical rap session on the Union Patio,

Figure 6. Before—The West Mall meets Guadalupe Streetin a

Figure 5: After—UGL Room 21 is the background and tha terrace over

)
Ui

the new dining area is on the left. Where has all the patio gone?

and concrele.

copy center, and clevated dance floor were
all new additions. The design featured
“flexibility and multiplicity” by includ-
ing 19 more meeting rooms which could
be opened or closed down wing-by-wing
as needed. The Union was also “designed
1o control liquor services and student
crime,” noted Ms. Pemry, ciling some
$7,000 in stolen dishes.

This last explanation seemed most
likely to Fred Phillips, doctoral student

technique for segregating non-stud
from students, a new, institutionalized
social distinction that did not exist before.
It turned a student into a Social Security
number, a person into an object, in ways
that no mere library card could do.
Otherphysical controls followed. The
Facuity Senate commitice appointed to
study the Chuck Wagon riot concluded in
its March 1970 report that the lack of
coordination between the Union Board

JoeKilgo g ision: “Well,
Boyle put himself in a precarious position
by defending homosexuals.”

In February, 1970, the Texas House
Higher Education Commitice studied a
billon Campus Diseupters. if found guilty
of disruption by a one-person hearing, a
student could be permanently ineligible
for state loan or scholarship and suspended
from campus for one year, under this
proposed law. The Regents also passed a
rule, that summer, prohibiting non-stu-
dents from participaling at the meetings
of listed student groups, although the rule
was heavily protested and later dropped.

These actions parrallel certain repres-
sive regulations the Regents make soday,
such as the Regents’ April 1990 amend-
ment to the disciplinary code. The Re-
gents have declared it unlawful for any
person on U.T. System property to refuse
to identify her or himself to a representa-
tive of the System, punishable as a misde-
meanor crime by a fine of $200. Between

and local police had “contributed to the
violence of the afternoon.” The Regents,
Erwin especially, must have found this
language horribly weak. The best solu-
tion, in theirterms, would be torebuild the
Union so that any variety of student con-
gregation would be impossible. The reno-
vation of the Texas Union began in Octo-
ber 1974 under the guidance of Jessen
Associates, architects. Anken Construc-
tion was the builder, and by the time the
Union reopencd in March 1977, the totat
cost came to $5.7 million.

Why the redesign? Director Sherry
Bird Perry pieaded the nced for better
ventilation andcirculation. Theodors from
the food service had been notorious and
the cxpanded food line received a new
waste sysiem and covered loading dock.
Three new doors were built to the West
Mall and to UGL Room 21. Toilets,
elevators, TV monitors, a sweet shop,

and guest col inThe Daily Texan in
March 1981. His version, though, was
somewhat larger in scope: “The main
reason for most of the alierations was
security, crowd control, and repression.”
The student crafis and carpentry area was
eliminated. Comparing the floor plans in
Figures 2 & 3, we see just how much the
new Forty Acres Dining Room was re-
stricted in size from the Chuck Wagon.
Eeyore’s, the Copy Center, Battle Oaks
Room, and Pearce Hall all chop into the
former room space. Also, glass partitions,
heavy lockable doors, and complex pas-
sageways which regulate circalation all
surround the new room.

Michel Foucault used the term “pan-
oplicism” to describe the micro-pokitics
of institutional power over human bodies.
In the 18th century, the architect Jeremy
Bentham invented the Panopticon, the
most efficient prison ever, featuring an
arrangement of cells in a huge circular
plan. In the center of the open circle stood
a guard tower with views of every pris-
oner in every cell. In a current sense,
panopticism refers to all the social sci-
ences—psychiatry, criminology, peda-
gogy, and anthropology, to name a few-—

which provide technical information on-

the body to the legal and political appara-
tus,
Obscrve the minute technologies of

Figure 7: After—The West Mall today, a high tide of imestone

control at work in the Union dining arcas,
such as the dim lighting which discout-
ages studying, the revolving doors which
let people in but not oul, and the fixed or
crowded furniture that cannot be rear-
ranged for groups. The TV monitorsin the
halls domore than display the day s cvents;
they call attention to themselves as omni-
present signs of the Board’s vision. No
one would want to gather in rooms like
these, and no one does. Like the panopti-
con, the new layout of the Union is the
diagram of a space which surveys and
polices itself.

The Union patio was similarly
amended. Formerly a notorious location
for spontaneous colloquia, Figure 4, the
patio was reduced insize by the new skylit
dining area and the addition of Room 21
to the UGL, Figure 5. These new con-
structions may have served legitimale
needs, but the resultant space demon-
strates that student need could be dove-
tailed to administrative contsol. The new
auditorium, Room 21, could have been
located anywhere on campus. Access 1o
the patio is through either of two narrow
openings between buildings. In Paul Cret's
plans, Figure 1, this space was generous
and clearly accessible, by a minor axis, 10
the West Mall and on through past the
Architecture building. Such a simple,
straightforward patiern of motion is no
longer possible in the current configura-
tion.

Divide and Conquer

By far the fargest site of conflict over
control of student activitics was the exte-
rior space of the campus. On Monday,
May 4, 1970, students catled for aboycote
of classes and congregated in front of the
Main Building to protest the U.S. involve-
ment in Cambodia, the trial of Black
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Panther Bobby Seale, and the arrest of Icn
anti-R.O.T.C. d strators. Hund

Sts.—thus demonstrating that the walls

of people spent the night. That day four
students were kifled by police on the
campus of Kent State. On May 5th, the
crowd grew to 3,000 demonstrators, and
5,000 the next day. On Friday, May 8h,
20,000 protesters gathered in front of the
Tower, sce back page, and peaccfully
marched to the Texas Capitol. The largest
demonstration in U.T. history, it illus-
trates the scale with which students could
excrcise power over their cavironment.

The character of the west campus
was thoroughly different at the time.
Craftspeople sold their products up and
down the sidewalk on Guadalupe Street.
The West Mall was mostly grass with low
informal sidewalks, like Harvard. There
were no trees in front of the UGL, so the
whole mall was morc spacially open.
People ate, relaxed, and smoked pot on
the Jawn. The Regents must have been
sickened by all of the skin, bair, and
happiness on display in thc most public
gatcway 10 the UT campus. Their first
alteration 1o that cavironment was omi-
nous.

In June of 1971, the University built
petimeter wallsalong Guadalupe St. from
24th St. to 215t St. and down 21st St. past
the Littlcficld Fountain, encasing “virtu-
ally the entire western perimeter of the
campus,” according to the Austin Ameri-
can~Slalesmau see f gure 7. The double

)i dbushes
between them, and they separated two
sidewalks, one at street level and one
above. The perimeter walls were designed
by John C. Robinson and built by J. C.
EvansConstruction foracostof $550,000.

Reasons for the project included “fa-
cilitating traffic flow,” “preventing soil
erosion,” and “beautification.” But com-
pared with the original arangement in
Figure 6, none of these rationales make
sense. This project was the environmental
counterpart of photo 1.D.’s, a physical
segregation of student and non-student
populations, a consciousty-designed bar-
rier to circulation on to, or out of, the
campus.

Like the new patio to the Texas Un-
ion, the walls create funnel-shaped pas-
sageways from which crowds must exit.
Ia the event of an uprising like the Chuck
Wagon's, people running to escape arrest
woulkt be forced through these narrow
exits and casily apprehended. This case

are not sary and that organized
opposition can affect the pattern of cam-
pus growth,

Meanwhile on the West Mall, the
only method available to the administra-
tion to disperse gathering crowds was (o
turn on the sprinkler system, and this
could be more fun than trouble if the
protesters were prepared, During the
sumimner of 1973, construction began on
the West Mall “renovation” by Stokes
Construction and James E. Keeler, Land-
scape Architect, to the tune of $280,000.
ILinvolved removing the existing grassy
areas and replacing lhem with llmeelone
planier boxes, g the sidewalks,

concrete which makes bareloot walking
painful. As Frank Erwin, Chairman of the
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cut, would inspire negative questions.
Dean Rox recently sold 8" x 12" pieces of

Buildings and Grounds Ce atthe
time of the renovation, once said, “Idon’t
fund anything 1 can’t control.”

Present and Accounted for

In houor of the First Amendment, the
administration has designated certain arcas
“Frec Speech Areas.” One in front of the
Drama Building on the East Mall was
eradicated by the large ciccular driveway
now in place. One in the Union patio was
moved to the sieps of the Main Building
facing the West Mall, It currcntly oper-
ates between'the hours of 12and t P ML It

and adding limestone boxes around the
trees and a paved court and fountain in
frontof the Union. Eight trees were planted
inthe center, raised boxes. The paved arca
of the mall increased over 50%, and alater
Student Senate resolution dubbed the
project the Frank C. Erwin Memorial
Highway.

The administration argucd that the
renovation was “necessary to relieve the
congested flow of students™ and 1o “beau-
tify the arca.” The project, while under
construction, drew opposition from fac~
ulty, three state rep S,
and two Austin city council members.
Complaints included the loss of grass, the
wastefulness of anew fountain whenother
ones on campus had been turned off to

isn't y for the University to de-
clare these areas “free speech zones™
uniess, in the space of this contrived city,
0.8, federal law does not apply. The
implication that public gathering is not
allowed on the restof the campus has been
petiodically enforced, up toand including
the arvests of hundreds of students during
the 1986 divestment rallics.

Architects and Power

The School of Architecture has
changed a lot since the cxperimental,
politicized days of Taniguchi. Current
Dean Hal Box was appointed by his friend
former U.T. President Loraine Rogers in
1978. The current curriculum emphasizes
professional training so that its g

Lhe Goldsmith courtyard, a space that was
forbidden 1o be altered during the renova-
tion, for $250-$500 each in the form of
claytilesinscribed with the donor’s name.
As if the School didn’t already have one
of the best endowments on campus.

Do architects have amoral obligation
to criticize the ways in which their build-
ings are used politically, above and be-
youd the way they look? Not at this
school. Likcwise, this emphasis on the
physical component of education-— equip-
ment and buildings—-rather than the ac-
tivecomponent—teachers and students—
is a tendency created by the University's
financing structure. The Permanent Build-
ing Fund is endowed by land and oil
revenues, and its astronomical wealth is
controlled by the Regents. Funds for sala-
ries and personnel, however, come from
the state treasury and are doggedly con-
trolled by the Legislative Budget Board
and the Texas Higher Education Coordi-
nating Board, They deserve our wrath for
the current degradation of undergraduale
cducation even more than President Cun-
ningham does.

In 1975, some progressive stale
representatives, including Sarah Wedding-
ton, proposed aconstitutional ameodment
to place the legislature in contro! of the
building fund and redistribute its wealth

will be marketable to the corporate archi-

save energy, and the 140% i in
student buiiding use fees. Student Attor-
ney Fraok Ivy was unable to legaily stop
construction. The Ad Hoc Commitiee to
Save the West Mall then submitted an
alternative plan to make the inevitable
changes more humane.

On July 31, the Regents agreed 1o
some of the alternative proposals, such as
retaining some grass in front of the Archi-
tecture building and filting the fountain
with a flower bed. They would not agree
to remove the {ountain or to substitute
grass for bushes in the planter bozes. In
terms of the appearance of beauty, like
flowers and grass, the Regents had made
a compromise. In terms of the ways that
the mall could be used by its dwellcrs, no
compromise was acceptable.

The huge area covered by bushes and
water has been rendered unusable; thus,
over a third of the mall is off limits to sw-
dents. The founsain in front. of the Union
was strategicatly located. Impromptu

might seem but the cc

kers, such as Jeff Nightbird, a founder

repetition of this funnel-like passage inafl
of the outdoor spaces of the U.T. campus
is a formal indicator of the walls’ defen-
sive use as riot control.

In 1975, such walls were also con-
structed on 261h St. from WhitistoGuada-
lupe Sts., then up Guadalupe  27th St.
for a cost of $335,000. Later walls run
down Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd from
the Education Building to Red River St.
then upto the LBJ Library complex, nearly
completing the encascment of the cam-
pus. In one instance, State Representative
Senfronia Thompson blocked the build-
ing of perimeter barriers proposed in 1974
on Guadalupe between 25th and 26th

p
of Students for Democratic Society, would
speak from the platform on the steps tothe
Union's main entrance, No listeners can
meet there now with the fountain placed
dead center in front of those stairs, Figure
8. The lefiover space in the mallis easy to
survey and manage. The limestone planter
boxes have subdivided the large space
and thereby subdivided the crowds, so
that the West Mall, essentially, polices
itself.

In Foucault's terms, these are tactical
panilions that distribute bodics in space

and discipline their
The University paved the mall, and latcr
the rest of campus, in bumpy pebbl

tectural industry, not criticism and aware-
nessof how those industries operate. While
Taniguchi would stick his neck oul 10
save some beautiful trees, Box refuses to
raise any official objections to the pro-
posed destruction of Anna Hiss Gymna-
sium, a bnilding of significant historical
importance {0 the campus.

Using his close ties to the administra-
tion, Box sccured funding for the renova-
tions of Sutton and Goldsmith Halls, the
latter costing $16.3 million. Apparently,
there was no formal dedication to mark
Goldsmith's reopening for fear that the
lavish materialsused to dothe renovation,
completed at the same time as library
howrs and required courses were being

Figure 8: From this platform in front of the
Union main entrance, student speakers can
now address an attentive audience of water.

more acc bly. They didn’t siand a
chance in hell.

Currently, Architecture graduate stu-
dents are fighting for control of the ways
in which their newly-doubled tuition wilt
be spent. Maybe they should take over
Dean Box’s office. 1fthey did, maybe the
undergraduates, nexton the tuition hit list,
would organize to demand the disman-

tling of the perimeter walls . P

Bush
May 19 |

arrives

HY

Figure 9: Frank C. Erwin plants a tree near
Waller Creek. Fall 1971.
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The Kozmetsky-Hurwitz Connection:
A tale of corporate raiders in capitalist Americz

by Scott Henson
and Tom Philpou

Editors’ note: Much of the informa-
tion from the 1970s in this article was
obtained from Roger Baker, who re-
searched George Kozmetsky for The
Texas Observer in the late *70s. The
editors thank him for his contribution
to this article. The information from
the '80s draws on congressional hear-
ings and the national business press.
Because of the complexity of the sub-
jects, the authors often had to draw on
severalsources todescribe asingle facet
of a deal. Citations are available upon
request.

On February 2, 1990, a man named
Charles Hurwitz, chairman and CEO of
MAXXAM Inc., came to the UT-Austin
campus Lo leclure on “cthics.” A band of
Earth First! activists had gathered 10 pro-
test the clear-cuiting of ancient forests
practiced by Pacific Lumber Co., a sub-
sidiary of MAXXAM Inc. Earth First!
was banned from the spcech but main-
tained its demonstration outside, pound-
ing on the walls of the room. Ultimaiely
Hurwitz was given a police escort to his
waiting car.

But he probably didn’t leave:town right
away. Most likely, he paid a visit to his
dear old friend and long-time business
partner, George Kozmeisky, former busi-
ness school dean, chief economic advisor
to the UT-System Board of Regents and
dircctor of the Institute for Constructive
Capitalism. Polemicist has decided to
explore this relationship, to probe their
mutual financial dealings and misdeal-
ings.

This article will focus on four separate
deals involving Hurwitz and Kozmetsky,
reconstructing instances of conflict of
interest, impropriety, and outright illegal-
ity. The instances recited here exhibit not
only startling irresponsibility with vast
sums of money, but also a rend toward
production of paper profits rather than
goods or services. These menembody the
cliches of '80s capitalism; they indulge in
hostile takeovers, junk bonds, raping the
environment and bleeding S&L funds for

1ors of the Hedge Fund of Anierica, which
specialized in invesunents in speculative
ventures.

Kozmectsky's position in the two cnti-
ties helped facilitate a complicated deal
betwecen the UT Foundation, Hedge, and
a third party, Barnabus Inc., an invest-
ment firm. While no clear itlegalitics can
be discerned, the deals point clearly to a
conflict of interest on the part of
Kozmetrsky and certain associates.

The first gift to the UT Foundation was
100,000 shares of unregistered Applied

Soon Kozmelsky’s associates began to
join the board of directors at Applicd
Devices, including Eugene Koneeci, who
stilt holds an endowed chair at [C?, and
David Lerner who would be involved
with Kozmeisky's business dealings in
the future, In October 1968, James Bay-
less resigned from the board of the UT
Foundation citing “the possibility of con-
flictof interest.” But Bayless quit too late.
In May 1969, the UT Foundation minutes
disclose that Bayless had already becn
negotiating with the foundation for an

APOCALYPSE NGO
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Devices stock and $150,000 worth of
convertible debentures (bonds not backed
by collateral)tobe ibyK ky

speculation purposes, 1 ingly, their
paper gymnastics began long before the
'80s.

UT Foundation, Inc.

In April 1967, the year afier Kozmetsky
came to the University as business school
dean, the UT Board of Regents and the UT
Development board obtained a state char-
ter for a non-profit corporation to provide
“charitable benefits” to the University.
K ky ged the foundation’s in-
vestments. At the same time, both
Kozmetsky and Hurwitz were both direc-

AT Y YRR

aksaesanhe

for the benefit of the UT business school,
But as it turned out, he apparently man-
aged the gift for the benefit of the Hedge
Fund,

The stock was donated by Applied
Devices controlling sharcholder Carl
Loeb. Loeb hoped Kozmetsky could revi-
talize the ailing military contractor that
had been d of defrauding both its

option to buy the Applied Devices deben-
tures and part of the stock in return for a
five percent interest in Bayless' invest-
ment partnership Barnabus Inc.

Letters approving the deal were sub-
mitted to the UT Foundation by
Kozmetsky and by Walston and Co., an
outside investment firm. Both letters failed
1o mention that Barnabus and Walston
had together recently underwritten $60
million worth of stock for Hedge Fund,
di d by Hurwilz and Kozmetsky.

sharcholders and the federal government,
In return, the UT Foundation also opened
an account with the investment firm Loeb
Rhodes and Co.

Viveaa .

Kozmetsky’s and Hurwitz’s Hedge Fund
benefited directly from Bayless’ larg-
esse—and their connection through the
UT Foundation perhaps facilitated this

quid-pro-quo. Also, the UT Foundkyion
cconomic inicrests were now ticd directiy
1o those of the Hedge Fund through it
stake in Hedge's underwriters.

Let’s Jook at the altermath of this deas
The Hedge Fund, which inclided among
its investors various UT faculty, consis
fently lost money and became financially
obscure three years after ils creation
Applied Devices slid toward bankruptey
in 1972 until Kozmetsky's cronies on the
board were replaced by a new board
dominated by financiers—they facilitaied
a transfusion of new bank loans 1w revive
the company. And Bayless went on )
manage Lhe Business School Foundation,
which raised funds chicfly (o
Kozmetsky's Institute for Constructivee
Capitalism,

Shuffling Paper:
SMR Holdings Inc.

Kozmetsky, Hurwitz, Lerner, cte. werc
also on the board of SMR Holding Com
pany that controlled the Hedge Fund and
otherinvestments. In 1973, SMR acquired
Federated Development Co. Incarly 1975,
SMR underwent refinancing in which
Hurwitz was personally made hable for
$5 million as part of the agreement. By
June, SMR was in financial trouble again,
and Hurwitz found another backer in
World Service Life Insurance Co.

Eventually,the banks became insistent,
and Hurwitz, Kozmetsky and Co. were
forced to act. They decided on a compli
cated deal in which Federated Develop-
ment, a subsidiary of SMR, would take
over its parent company and assume its
debt. The directors of SMR and Federated
Development were vinuatly the same,
and Hurwitz and Kozmetsky sat on both
boards.

The losers in the deal were the stock-
holders in Federated, whose company
assumed $10.8 million in SMR's liabili-
ties—including the $5 miltion personally
backed by Hurwitz. The Texas State
Securities Board was required by federal
law to rule on the fairness of the transac-
tion, but the law only required “fairness”
to the shareholders of the company being,
taken over—shareholders of SMR, that
is, but not of Federated.

The securities board concluded that the
deal “raises scrions questions about the
fairness to Federated public shareholders
and the satisfaction by Hurwitz and other
Federated trustees of their fiduciary duly
to Federated sharcholders,” but that Fed-
erated could not be prosecuted under
existing laws.

According to testimony before the State
Securities board, the board cut the deal at
a meeting held on campus in the UT
business school. The Board of Regents’
rules prohibits such use of UT facilities
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for private purposes. Kozmetsky’s viola-
tions went unpunished. (By conlrast, Po-
lemicisteditors have been threatened with
expulsion for violating regents’ rules

stocks in September and then sell them at
a tidy profit. Cohen was a partner in the
1aw firm that handied the Pacific takeover
for MAXXAM Cohen later lied to the

t i about his

concerning newspaper distrit

Redwoods vs. Junk Debt

in 1984 MAXXAM Inc. along with
Drexel Burnham Lambert Corp. targeted
Pacific Lumber Co. as a candidate for a
hostile takeover. Pacific had arcputation
for fair treatment of employees and for
never cutting more timber than it grew
that year. Pacific practiced selective har-
vesting, whereby no less than 50 percent
of trees per acre were left standing after
harvest to prevent erosion and dcpleuon
of timber supplies.

Along with Drexel’s Michael Milken—
who recently plead guilty to six felony
counts totalling $600 million in fines—
Hurwitz, Kozmeisky and the rest of the
MAXXAM board saw Pacific’s timber
resources as acash supply ripe for exploi-
tation. Between June 24 and August 5,
MAXXAM bought 994,000 shares of
Pacific lumber, which brought it just be-
low the five percent filing limit under the
Hart-Scott-Rodino act regulating corpo-
rate takeovers.

The day after MAXXAM stopped
buying, Jefferies and Co., an investment
firm that’s since plead guilty to “parking
stock™ for the notorious Ivan Bocsky,
began snapping up Pacific Lumber stock.
1t would eventually obtain 2.3 percent of
PacificLumber’soutstanding shares. Then
on September 27, three days before
MAXXAM would declare its intentions
to takeover Pacific, Jefferies and Co. sold
MAXXAM the 2.3 percent interest it
owned in the lumber company for $29.10
per share—four dollars under the market
price on that day. The deal saved
MAXXAM $2.1 million.

The deal smacks of what’s known as
“stock parking”—that is, buying stock in
a takeover target in collusion with the
hostile purchaser in order to avoid the
HSR restrictions. If a hostile company
acquires over five percent without an-
nouncing its tender offer, it must receive
80 percent of shareholder votes to install
its own board of directors. Otherwisc the
raider would need only 50 percent.

In Ociober S, 1987 hearings of the
Oversight and Investigations subcommit-
tee of the House Energy and Commerce
committee, Hurwitz admitted to having
advised Jefferies and Co. to buy the Pa-
cific stock. A Congressman asked
Hurwitz: “How did Boyd Jefferies know
to purchase Pacific Lumber Stock begin-
ning on August 5, 1985, 7 weeks before
MAXXAM bought his Pacific Lumber
holdings unless somebody associated with
the MAXXAM takeover effort tipped
him?” Hurwitz replied, “I told him.” Also,
Hurwitz could not explain to the congres-
sional hearing why Jefferies sold him the
Pacific stock at four dollars under market
value.

In addition, Hurwitz and Kozmetsky
associate Stanley Cohen along with his
ex-wife used inside information concern-
ing the Pacific deal to purchase Pacific

assocnauon with the law firm, claiming
that his parmership was “inactive” and
only for “tax purposes.”

Insider trading plagued the Pacific take-
over—everybody on Wall Strect seemed

The United Savings

Imbroglio

But Hurwitz.and Kozmetsky didn’tlimit
theirtakeover activity 10 MAXXAM. They
actually used a savings and loan in an
attempt to takeover Castle and Cook, a
Hawaii-based multinational food con-
glomerate. In 1983 MCO Holdings and
Federated Development Comp., both
Hurwitz- fled busi bought

toknow about Hurwitz’sand K ky's
secret deal. Even Ivan Boesky, now serv-
ing time in a federal prison, reaped profits
from the transaction. Boesky apparently
leamed of the deal from Dennis Levine,
ani banker in Michael Miltken's
junk bond division of Drexel who had sat
in on planning sessions for the takeover.
Just before MAXXAM's tender offer for
Pacific, Boesky bought enough Pacific
stock to boost the price to $40 per share,
several dollars higher than Hurwitz had
expected.

To execute the buyout, which placed
both Kozmetsky and Hurwitz on the board
of Pacific, MAXXAM had to incur $770
debt, both in the form of bank loans and
junk bonds. Of the $575 million in junk
bonds, Drexel raiscd $450 million and
received some $41 million in fees. An-
nual interest payments on the bonds—
$83 million per year—far exceeded Pa-
cific’s historical annual profit for any
year.

According to amemorandum from Rep.
John Dingell (MI), “To sell the ‘junk
bonds,” MAXXAM advised investors it
would terminate Pacific’s pension plan
and sell the headquarters and all non-
timber assets to pay off the bank loan and
then increase redwood cutting to pay off
the bonds.”

The New York Times (3-2-88) reports
that MAXXAM scooped up more than
$50 miltion of the $90 million pension
fund and used it to pay off bank loans.
And 10 pay off the junk-bond debt, as Rep.
Dingell notes, MAXXAM “more than
doubled redwood cutting, purchascd a
fourth lumber mili and laid on extra shifts.”
Doubling its lumber output required the
company’s new t-—i.e.,
Hurwitz, Kozmetsky, et, al.—to resort to
atactic that the previous management had
never used in more thar 100 years in the
business: Itbeganclear-cutting old-growth
forests.

This meant literally chopping entire
areas of old-growth land clean of 1-2,000
year-old trees that stand as high as 300
feet. Pacific owns the largest tracks of
non-park old-growth forests in the nation,
but as Business Week reported (2-2-87),
Pacific’s “old growih will vanish within a
decade at the current rate.”

William Bertain, a lawyer from Eureka
Ca., testified before a congressional sub-
committee in 1987 that “the old growth
will be gone in a few short years ... Six-
day 60-hour workweeks are common and
employecs realize that the more overtime
they put in and the harder they work, the
sooner they witl beoutof jobs. Old growth
logsarenow being sold on the openmarket
to other timber companies in the region—
a first to my knowledge.”

into United Financial Group Inc., the
holding company for the Houston-based
United Savings Association of Texas.
Hurwitz became chairman of the board,
and Kozmetsky joined the board of both
the holding company and the S&L itself.
Also on the United board was Charles
LeMaistre, then-Chancellor of the Uni-
versity of Texas System.

According to October 5, 1987 hearings
report from a congressional subcommit-
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tee, United and MCO Holdings purchased
about 12 percent of Castle and Cook stock
in 1983. Castle and Cook sued in 1984 to
stop a takeover, and eventually paid the
Hurwitz group greenmail. United Sav-
ings’ share of the green mail amounted 10
$7 million. Hurwitz insisted in his testi-
mony that it wasn't a hostile takeover
aitempt despite the lawsuitand the green-
mail.

In addition to the attempted takeover,
United Savings was also involved in the
other cliche of "80s capitalism—junk
bonds. According to United's 1986 An-
nualReport, the S&L had decided in 1984
10 shift “away from the traditional mort-
gage lending and savings activity and
toward a more balanced retail/wholesaic
mix.”

In practice, this meant massive invest-
ments in below-investment grade- and

see Capitalism, page 11
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Salvador update:

May 1990

Violence racks universities, unions as U.S. considers aid

Study and Struggle at the
National University of

El Salvador

On Saturday, April 21, University of
E! Salvador Economics profcssor, Ran-
dolfo Tejada Heredia, exited the building
where he gave a weekend course. It was
a typically hot and dusty morning in the
capital, San Salvador. He crossed the
street to where he had left his car parked
carlier in the morning. Upon opening the
driver’s door, his carexploded. The blast
killed Tejada Heredia instantly and was
powerful enough todamage nearby build-
ings.

Out of context, the killing has little
meaning. University officials and stu-
dents, though, arc alt 100 familiar with the
context. Twodays before Tejada’s death,
a University of El Salvador (UES) agron-
omy student wascaptured by armed, plain-
clothes men. And on the following Tues-
day, April 24, a UES gconormics student
was caplurcd in a similar manner.

UES student. leaders describe these
incidents as part of a campaign of repres-
sion against the UES community. The
University of El Salvador is the 149 year-
old institution of higher education in El
Salvador that maintains a commitment 10
educating El Salvador’s rural and urban
poor. The UES equally defends its roleas
the academic gadfly of Salvadoran soci-
ety, analyzing social ills and their roots.

For these commitments, the UES
community of 40,000 teachers and stu-
dents pays a high price. Under the current
National Republican Alliance (ARENA)
government, this price is the closing since
November last year of the UES main
campus in San Salvador.

LastNovember, Salvadoran Army and
ARENA leaders accused the UES com-
munity of harboring guerrillas of the
Farabundo Marti National Liberation
Front (FMLN) during their military of-
fensive. The campus was closed and

stepof demanding ina paid advertisement
that ARENA “respect the autonomy and
educational mission of the University of
El Salvador.”

The international community has rc-
sponded as well. Since January, cam-
paigns of support have been launched by
“sister universities” in the United States,
Mexico, and Europe. Here at the UT
Austin, Reneé Trevifio participated in an
end-of-April national student delegation
to the UES to celebrate May Day in San
Salvador and bring material aid contribu-
tions to the UES community.

Update on U.S. Aid to
El Salvador

United States aid to the governmentof
El Salvador is now a hotly debated topic
in Congress, particularly in the House of
Representatives.  The Foreign Affairs

C i passed I aid

bers of the UES ity — in-
cluding the editor of the university stu-
dent newspaper — were killed.

Since that time, UES officials have
attempted to reclaim the campus from
Salvadoran Army occupation, UES Presi-
dent, Luis Argueta Antillon, explains,
“ARENA uses its possession of our cam-
pus as a bargaining chip lo try to replace
the university leadership and turn this
public institution into an expensive, pri-
vate one.”

During 1990, the UES community has
operated “in exile,” using rented office
space and high school classrooms in the
evening to teach classes. Conditionsarea
pedagogical nightmare, often with two or
three classes occurring simultaneously in
one room.

"The University of El Satvador is not
alone inits struggle to reclaim its campus.
1n March, all the opposition political par-

. tiesinEi Salvador took theunprecedented

package for Nicaragua ($300 million) and
Panama ($500 million). Debate centered
on an amendment that would cut 50% of
military aid to E! Salvador based on con-
ditions.

Secretary of State Baker was success-
ful intalking the Democrats out of attach-
ing the El Salvador amendment to the
supplemental package, however they did
reserve the right toatiach itonce itreaches
the House Floor. This is expected to
happen in early May.

The Bush Administration, hoping o
head off any debate on aid to E1 Salvador,
will announce a proposal. This will link
some U.S. resistance to specific actions
by the government of El Salvador which
includes internal changes in the judicial
system and a commitment to the negotia-
tions process of the United Nations, Baker
will meet again with House leadership in
pursuit of the elusive bipartisan consen-
sus.

Congressman Dellums (D-CA) has an
initiative that would cut ali aid to Ei Sal-
vador. Thisig supported by liberals in the
House and currently has fifty-five spon-
sors. Dellums is expected to introduce his
billas an amendment to the Supplemental
Aid Bill whether the Democratic Leader-
ship introduces an amendment or not.
This will guarantee debate on the House
floor on El Salvador during May.

Austin CISPES (the Committec In
Solidarity with the People of El Salvador)
holds the position that any aid to the
government of E! Salvador is both im-
moral and a waste of U.S. taxpayers’
money. Austin CISPES plans to target
Congressional offices to pressure our
representatives to support a cul-of! fof aid
10 El Salvador. For more information,
contact Austin CISPES at 474-5845.

Popular Movement

Spotlight: ANDES

ANDES, the National Association of
Salvadoran Educators, during April has
fought the ARENA government over
whether education in El Satvador will be
a privilege of the few or the right of all
Salvadorans.

ANDES leaders have been very out-
spoken in recent weeks in pressuring for
their platform of demands. Together with
6 other associations of private and public
school teachers and university professors,
ANDES founded the Salvadoran Teach-
ers Front (FMS) on March 20,

The FMS proclaimed its opposition to
the proposed general education and higher
education laws of ARENA being dis-
cussed by the Legislative Assembly. The
teachers called the laws “fascist and anti-
popular” saying that they would rollback
reforms won by the teachers and promote
the privatization of the education system,
making it more elitist.

The FMS also stated it will struggle
for the approval of the platform ol de
mands presented recently by ANDES to
the Ministerof Education, which includes
a salary increase and benefits for teachers
as well as the creation of more teaching
positions.

Because of his public role in this
struggle, Jorge Villegas, teader of AN-
DES (National Association of Satvadoran
Educators), was abducted by the National
Guard on April 20. Uniformed soldicrs
and men in civilian dress arrived at his
Soyapango home at4:30 am and took him
away in a military vehicle, according 10
his wife. She said the soldicers ook as
evidence for his detention a public docu-
menl from ANDES.

Jorge Villegas has been a leader of
ANDES for many years, and has been
threatenced by sceurity forces in the past.
He is a past member of the ANDES ex-
ccutive commitiee.

To protest Villegas' capture, ANDES
calleda work stoppageon Thursday, April
26, which hatted secondary school teach-
ing in the capital, San Satvador. Villegas’
caplure adds to an already tense political
atimosphere in E Salvador as May day -
an annual workers’ celebration through-
out the world — approaches.

— (Charley McMartin

Popular Leader
Killed in Crash

On April 8, the movement for peace
and democracy in El Salvador losta vatu-
able organizer and a beloved friend. Jose
Mazaricgo lived and worked knowing
that his life was constantly in danger. He
had been twice abducled and tortured by
right-wing death squads, most recently in
June of last year, days before he was
supposed 1o come 1o the U.S. to testify
before Congress on human rights viola-
tion in El Salvador. A flood of interna-
tional pressure won his release; though he
testified before Congress with the marks
of torture stilt on his body (his legs were
burned with acid so badly that for a time
he was unable to walk), Congress has
continued to support the military regime
that carries out these barbaric acts against
those who raise their voices in favor of

ce.

In light of his commitment o the
struggle and the many times his life had
been tt d, the ci es of
Maza’s death seem all the more tragic and
meaningless. Such events remind us that
we do not create the conditions in which
we work; even while the forces of repres-
sion threaten and kill those working for
peace, the risks and tragedies of everyday
life.continue around us, sometimes touch-
ing us where we least expect it.

Maza was weli-known throughout the
international solidarity movement, hy
those who met him in Ef Satvador, can:
paigned for hisrelease, or heard himapo
while touring the U.S. Those of us whe
knew him will remember a tireless organ
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izer who, despite the obstacles and wounds
that he himself suffered, was always pres-
ent as a compassionate friend to those
others, so many, who had also lost loved
ones 1o go' violence. Cogni

FEASIES/Mazaricgo Memorial Fund, tax
deductible contributions 10 the NETS/
Mazaricgo Memorial Fund.

Maza, in your name we reaffirm our

of the dangers of allowing (he movement
to become dependent on a few people,
Maza always worked to build leadership
inothers. Those efforts will live on in the
brave men and women who continue the
struggle for freedom and democracy, re-
dedicating th Ives through their love
for their fallen companions, and for the
thousands who continue to work beside
them against such grave obstacles.

A memorial fund has been established
by the U.S. representatives of FEASIES
to carry on the work of Maza and the rest
of the popular movement. Donations may
be sent to: FEASIES/Mazariego Memo-
rial Fund, PO Box 167, Corona, New
York 11368. Make checks out to

« i to support the siruggle for

peace and freedom in El Salvador and

around the world.

JOSETOMAS MAZARIEGO - | PRESENTE!
— Aurolyn Luykx
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junk bonds, By 1987, literally 97 percent
of United’s corporate bond portfolio
consisted of these types of sccuritics.
According to the above-cited congres-
sional hearings, in 1986 United Savings
showed $6.5 billion in assets, but as Rep.
Ron Wyden (OR) said, “most of the asso-
ciations net worth is good will and its
tangible net worth is only 1 percent of
assets or roughly $60 miHion.”

United had fallen into the same specu-
lation craze that has destroyed so many

#} Texas S&Ls. In fact, United scems almost
:} a parody of that craze. United maintained

an arbitrage account—basically a slush

.} fundtofacilitate speculation-—worth some

$500 million. But the parody doesn’t end
there. United spentmuchof the '80sbuying
junk bonds, many of them from Drexel
Bumham Lambert.

In 1985, for example, Drexel acted as
the lead underwriter for 56 percent of all
United junk bond purchases, and as sole
underwriter for 37.5 percent. That same
year Drexel bought six percent of United
Financial Group—the S&L's holding
company. Meanwhile, as noted above,
Hurwitz, Kozmetsky and Co. issued $450
million in junk bonds through Drexel. As
one congressman noted in the hearings,
“there scems to be a circular kind of
patiern where you (Hurwitz) are in a
position to receive a high risk financing
and then buy junk bonds from Drexel.”
United’s position in junk bonds amounts
to a clear conflict of interest, if not an
outright quid-pro-quo in relation to
Drexel’s dealings with MAXXAM.

By 1988, the year Kozmetsky and
LeMaistre Jeft the board at United, the
S&L was placed in receivership by the
FSLIC. The company’s business activi-
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tics were limited o managing its curent
investments-——its investment banking days
bad ended.

Here and Now

The Kozmetsky-Hurwitz link contin-
ues to flourish. According to Dun's Mar-
keting Services Reference Book of Cor-
porate Managemeni (1989), Kozmeisky
serves on the board of MAXXAM Group
Inc. and as chair of MCO Resources, both
subsidiaries of MAXXAM Inc.

Hurwitz, for his part, sits on the board
of the RGK Foundation, a private trust
owned by the Kozmetsky family. George
K ky serves as Chai of RGK,
and his wife, Ronya, serves as president.
The foundation funds proj
all over the world, but it also helps fund
many projects and conferences of UT's
Institute for Constructive Capitalism, It
also owns 175,000 shares of MAXXAM,
the largest cache of stocks on its books,
according o its 1988 1ax returns.

RGK leases space to IC? off campus at
at 2815 San Gabriel. And former chair-
man of the Department of Marketing
Administration Robert Peterson holds the
Charles E. Hurwitz Centennial Fellow-
ship at IC2,

With acorporate raider like Kozmetsky
as i3 chief economic advisor, the UT
System Board of Regents can almost be
excused for its shameful desccration of
the University in the name of industry.
Along with Hurwitz, Kozmetsky exem-
plifies everything vile about American
capitalism: greed, avarice, obsession with
short-term gain and paper entrepre-
neurship. They deserve to be lashed, but

instead they get rich. =

Constructive capitalism indecd. P
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