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The Campus and the Commons
IAIN A. BOAL
Department of Geography, University of California, Berkeley

Recently I found myself on cable TV debating a scheme to sell on-line higher
education in domestic US and global markets. We were allotted an unusually
generous seven and a half minutes to trade soundbites on the coming of the
"virtual university." My opponent, from the staff of the Governor of
California, spoke of the novel possibilities for community, for access, for
democracy, and the common good.

As a salesman of the cyber-commons he was almost certainly unaware of the
antiquity of his pitch; he had been anticipated by a disciple of Saint-Simon,
who in 1852 announced: "A perfect network of electric filaments will afford a
new social harmony." In the following year, "eminent domain" entered the
language, to denote the state's rationale ('superior dominion of the sovereign
power over all lands within its jurisdiction') for the seizure of private property
for public use. The dynamo of eminent domain was the infrastructural
imperative of industrial capitalism, specifically the new rail, road and electro-
mechanical links. Far too costly for private development alone, they brought
profound changes both in land use, and in conceptions of time and space,
together with brutal dislocations and reconnections forged by urbanization
and labor migration. These vast displacements produced in turn Utopian fan-
tasies of a retrievable lost intimacy by means of the new-fangled apparatus of
the telegraph and the telephone. In a sense, the "global village" was just a
1960s gloss on this old trope of communications as community, and today's
preachers of the electronic sublime are McLuhan's offspring.

Distance learning itself is, of course, nothing new - correspondence courses
go back to the nineteenth century, and the Open University in Britain, the
largest experiment of this kind anywhere, has conferred almost a million
degrees. The Open University did not fetishize the new medium of televi-
sion that it used for the dissemination of instruction; rather it was inspired
by the class-emancipatory vision of social democrats like Jennie Lee and
Raymond Williams. By contrast, the rhetoric of redemption and freedom
surrounding the Internet springs from a deep American tradition of techno-
logical utopianism.

(continued on page 2)
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The chief booster of the new infrastructure has been Al Gore.
His guiding metaphor is the "superhighway"—the interstate
road network begun in the 1950s, whose legislative architect in
Congress was Gore's own father. It has had many unforeseen
effects on collective and private life in the US; the conse-
quences of that massive Department of Defense project, and of
the culture of automobilism, are only now coming into focus,
some forty years on. One striking historical fact was the
absence of public voices—Lewis Mumford being an important
exception—raised against the combination of real estate devel-
opers, military engineers, and the automobile and petroleum
lobbies. Their vision of a networked nation echoed older and
forgotten prophets of communication.

This time around, the millennium is being announced under
the sign of "the virtual." The new mix of information tech-
niques—videotape, CD, fiber optics, xerography, satellites, cal-
culating machines, digital telephony—is now said to have
reached a critical mass, bringing in its train profound societal
and global transformation, mediated by the Internet.

The Internet is, like the interstate highway grid, a Cold War
infrastructure that has transcended its genesis in the
nuclearized state. It is quite typical for technological systems to
outrun the intentions and imaginations of their designers,
who, in this case, were mostly sitting at a small number of
powerful nodes in elite research institutions and universities
within the NATO alliance. Certainly the new technics of
information are producing new forms of sociality, perhaps as
surprising to the military and scientific bureaucracies that over-
saw the network's creation as was the use of public space by
students in the 60s to the campus managers. One might press
the historical parallels, to question the manifestos of liberation
made on behalf of cyberspace. The free speech movement at
Berkeley was focused on the commons around Telegraph
Avenue, specifically Sproul Plaza and People's Park; not that
today's students could guess this by looking at Mario Savio's
memorial—a plot of dedicated ground the size of a manhole
cover with standing room for one person. A pathetic irony,
given that Savio's life and oratory was a testament to informed
collective action. The state managers, however, have not for-
gotten the power and pleasure of the crowds that Savio
addressed; the assault on the academic commons and the dis-
mantling of essentially free higher education in California is
the other face of the legacy.

There are, besides, larger stakes in the struggle over the campus
as commons—a counterweight to the staggering new concen-
trations of private wealth. In casting around for a theory of
urbanism adequate to the new millennium, Mike Davis draws
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on the ecological anarchism of Kropotkin and Geddes, and
notes that "public affluence" represented by great urban parks,
free museums, libraries, and infinite possibilities for human
interaction "offers another route to a rich standard of life" car-
nivalesque" and "sensual" that is also sustainable and egalitari-
an. (University and college campuses often unconsciously
embody these principles of collective consumption in rich
public space.) It was as a site of concentration—not however
of wealth but of critical attention—that Wallace Stevens
defended the "ivory tower" from universal abuse. "The ivory
tower was offensive if the man who lived in it wrote, there, of
himself for himself. It was not offensive if he used it because
he could do nothing without concentration, as no one can."

At least as important as the new forms of community are the
new forms of commodity produced by late capitalist science
and technics. These developments may be seen as part of the
long historical tendency within capitalism for property to
"dematerialize," to ramify into new modes. In the context of
the virtual university, administrators are positioning the insti-
tution to take proprietary control of what was formerly con-
ceived as commons, and as outside commodification.

Faculty unions are beginning to respond, with assertions of
individual property rights. This tactic is likely to end in strate-
gic disaster, since it stands on the ideological bedrock of bour-
geois property law, namely to suppress or obscure not only the
primitive accumulation of capital, but also the social nature of
labor in the process of value creation, not to mention the mas-
sive public subsidies that have been the essential condition of
later private profit.

The campus is lately becoming a space of intensified exploita-
tion—both as production site and as market. David Noble, a
historian both of automation and of the university (medieval
and modern) as a gendered knowledge factory, is well placed to
notice the automation, deskilling and downsizing in higher
education. The academy is of course not one place; it is highly
differentiated, in its stratigraphies of class and region. Indeed
this whole discussion will seem surreal to many intellectuals in
the Third World, who are often starved of the most funda-
mental resources—paper, writing tools, copying facilities—
things taken for granted by many in the north. Paradoxically,
this very scarcity suggests a possible market in the south for
distance learning materials.

The reasons for resisting the virtualization in the academy is
not because it violates some humanistic ideal of Socratic, face-
to-face exchange, in which students and scholars commune

together to imbibe and extend the common stock of knowl-
edge. Rather it precisely threatens to privatize what there is of
an academic and intellectual commons via the technologically
mediated enclosure of that form of social wealth typical of
research and pedagogy on the campus. Take, for example, the
heart of a campus, namely, its library, which can be viewed as
the repository of collective knowledge in congealed form. It is
no accident that the struggle is now joined over the preserva-
tion of the very idea of the library as a commons.

Free access to the library system at Berkeley, flagship of the
grand postwar experiment in California public education, was
closed off to the public some years ago. The digitization of
print and image is facilitating the imposition of user fees and
hence the further expropriation of the commons.

But the larger vision of the virtual university cannot get off the
ground, as it were, unless ownership of the intellectual produc-
tions of scholars and instructors can be asserted by the univer-
sity as a corporate body. Historically scholars have been taken
to hold copyright in virtue of authorship. But in attempting to
claim a proprietary interest in, say, taped lectures, and even in
syllabi, bibliographies, course outlines, exam questions—the
banal stock-in-trade of pedagogy—the university administra-
tion is arguing from a powerful precedent under its nose, viz.
the research conducted in campus laboratories. In 1980 revised
US patent law established that no lab worker could claim own-
ership of the fruits of their labor. Legally it represented a shift
in status from artisan ("author") to proletarian ("worker for
hire"); in reality it reflected the start of structural adjustment
on the campus sparked by the staggering profit potential in the
licensing of life processes and in the products of silicon tech-
nologies. It brought the intellectual property regime of acade-
mic research into alignment with business and industry.

As I emerged from the TV studio—a converted San Francisco
longshore warehouse rendered obsolete by containerization,
the enclosure of cargo—I pondered the lost struggles of the
longshoremen and how I too had been cast as technophobic,
facing backwards, rejecting the future. In a word, a Luddite.
But, of course, the Luddites were skilled and often innovative
artisans, and their resistance movement was directed against
unemployment, deskilling and the incarceration of production
in "factories." What they were rejecting was not the future, but
rather its foreclosure, at the dawn of the continuing catastro-
phe in which the world's resources—human and otherwise—
are cast onto the market by means of the expropriation of the
commons, forcing "freedom" upon laborers severed from the
means of subsistence.
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Over time, enclosure has taken on many new forms. The
recent sequestration of the airwaves, via the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, and now the threat of
enclosure of the academic commons—such as it is —must
be resisted no less than the privatizing of communal lands.

I stood in the sunlight, at the edge of the vast Pacific ocean,
and thought of the strange and unsatisfying nature of my
screen encounter. I realized that, far from being a travesty of
the age of information, it was its very expression. Then anoth-
er thought occurred, and I took heart; according to academic
sources, 72 percent of history still happens outdoors.
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The Enclosure
of Knowledge in Africa
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Iain Boal interrupted his critique of "the virtual university"
with the following aside:

"Indeed this whole discussion [of intellectual property rights]
will seem surreal to many intellectuals in the Third World, who
are often starved of the most fundamental resources—paper,
writing tools, copying facilities—things taken for granted by
many in the north. Paradoxically, this very scarcity suggests a
possible market in the south for distance learning materials."

Though Iain Boal's comments are evocative and incisive when
dealing with the US academic scene, we believe that he is mis-
taken in thinking that his discussion of intellectual property
rights and the enclosure of knowledge will sound "surreal" to
many intellectuals in Africa at least, who are "often starved of
the most fundamental resources—paper, writing tools, copying
facilities." On the contrary, it is BECAUSE African academics
have been starved of these resources systematically since the
early 1980s that the enclosure of knowledge has taken place
even more effectively in Africa than in the US. This enclosure
is having far more dangerous consequences than merely pro-
moting the sale of distance learning materials in Africa.

We should remember that colonialism left Africa without a
university system. One of the African anti-colonial struggle's
great achievements has been the creation of a university system
literally out of nothing. Between 1960 and the mid-1980s the
university enrollment rate in Sub-Saharan Africa had increased
from zero to 2 percent. Even though Africa's enrollment rate
was still the lowest of the world's regions in the mid-1980s—
the Latin American rate was 12 percent and the average uni-
versity enrollment rate in what were once called "developing"
countries was 7 percent—its relative growth was impressive.

But World Bank-inspired cuts in university budgets, teachers'
salaries and employment as well as the repression that came in
the wake of these cuts have created a new diaspora of African
academics and professionals in the 1990s, first from the cam-
pus itself and then from their own countries. This diaspora has
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given European and North American capital a double gift:
skilled workers and professionals at the peak of their productivi-
ty whose training was financed by the sweat of African villagers.

Those academics who remained in Africa have discovered that
only if they had a "link" with a funding source (either a US-
based foundation, an international or foreign-governmental
agency, or an NGO funded by European or US corporations)
could they do any research or even have the basic resources
necessary to teach. But their vulnerability has stripped their
work more throughly of its "artisan" character than that of
their colleagues in the US. More crucially, the devastation and
then recolonization of the African universities has doubly dele-
gitimated them as producers, transmiters and preservers of
African knowledge.

At the most minimal level, it is clear that the engineered col-
lapse of Africa's higher education systems has allowed the
Transnational Corporations (TNCs) and the international
financial agencies, like the World Bank, to present themselves,
in the eyes of the world, as the centers best equipped and, con-
sequently, best entitled, to protect, preserve, control the cultur-
al wealth of the continent, whatever form it may take (from
agricultural seeds, to "cultural property" like archeological
sites, to pharmaceutical substances to be discovered through
exploration of Africa's forests) (World Bank 1992).

This is especially true of African medical, agricultural, and bio-
logical knowledge. Undoubtedly, the ability of the TNCs to
obtain licenses, and legitimacy for "bio-prospecting," relies, above
all, on the general impoverishment of the African countries, that
in the wake of liberalization have now to sell, literally, their birth-
rights (Tripp 1993). The disabling of the universities gives a
powerful contribution to this process, as it weakens the ability of
African countries to resist the encroachment of the TNCs, and to
enforce measures that would protect Africa's knowledge, "tradi-
tional" or otherwise. Indeed, just as the dynamism of African
knowledge development is being recognized and the importance
of "local," "situated" knowledge is being given a new epistemo-
logical stature, the World Bank is undermining any institutional
basis for the protection of this knowledge that might, even theo-
retically, be outside of its control.

In addition to having a legitimizing function, the structural
adjustment of universities helps the TNCs to reduce their costs
of research and production by making available to them a rich
pool of cheap intellectual labor, as well as cheap research facili-
ties, in the African higher learning institutions. (There is paral-
lel here with what is taking place with the Russian computer
scientists, who are now similarly being hired—after the

destruction of the Russian universities—for a pittance). Once
the potential of African universities for interfering in the
appropriation of local knowledge has been preempted, select
universities' departments, or programs can be allowed to sur-
vive, with the injection of short-term, task-oriented funds, to
pay for the personnel that is to help with bio-prospecting
work, or that is to provide a liaison with local communities,
and give the project a veneer of local, indigenous input.

Much gene-hunting and gene-plundering is now conducted in
this fashion, with only those segments of the African universi-
ties being revitalized that can be used as intellectual planta-
tions, where workers are expected to survive on short-term
contract-work projects, issuing from First World "donors"
agencies, governments and the TNCs themselves, who are to
reap immense profits in the process. In other words, much of
current research by pharmaceutical or agricultural companies
consists of the "looting" of the medical and agricultural knowl-
edge of Third World peoples.

The attack on African universities has had two other major
consequences. First, it has undermined their ability to develop,
on the basis of local/national research, cheaper products than
those marketed by the TNCs. Second, it has also subverted
their capacity to protect African "farmers' rights" from external
exploitation.

Today, if an African government asked their university research
institutes to produce locally a product (e.g., a drug or a seed)
in order to make it cheaper and more available to the popula-
tion, the government would not be able to carry on this pro-
ject without the threat of WTO or the U.S. government's
retaliation. The WTO property rights regime allows the
patenting of final products (the DNA-specified seed or the
chemically-defined pharmaceutical substance) rather than pro-
duction processes; consequently, anyone wishing to utilize the
new processes leading to those products must still pay fees to
the patents' holder. This means that an African research insti-
tution would not be allowed to produce, by means of a differ-
ent, low-tech, low-cost process, an ingredient present in a
product patented by a U.S. company without paying fees to
that company; nor could an African government allow a local
company to patent it (Prashad 1994). That is why U.S.-based
firms have fought a hard war against process-based patenting
laws, and favored, instead, product-based laws. The insistence
on the product in patenting most often gives monopoly rights
to the most technologically costly production process. Thus,
any breakthrough substituting labor-intensive production for a
product is to be returned to the high-tech product-patent
owner through license fees (Watkins 1992: 37-38).

PAGE 5



C O M M O N P R O P E R T Y R E S O U R C E D I G E S T

Along the same lines, the rights of farmers living in the vil-
lages, fields and forests of Africa, whose intimate, long-term
relationship to genetic material is non-proprietary have been
trampled upon, without the intervention of any domestic aca-
demic or cultural institution, or branch of government to pro-
vide a buffer against it. In the Uruguay Round of GATT
(which led to the creation of the WTO), in the context of the
debates over patent rights, "plant breeders"—read the TNCs—
were unambiguously privileged over the farmers who thus can-
not use their "comparative advantage" and put it at the service
of new agricultural technology (Dawkins 1994: 7).

Here too the defeat of the African farmers' rights is not uncon-
nected to the weakness of the African universities. They should
be in charge of the conservation and exploration of their coun-
tries' wealthy biodiversity, and to protect the local knowledge
(Juma 1989: 234). But the cannot fulfill such a duty in their
present state.

Attempting, then, some general conclusion from this scenario,
we can say that the weakening of the African universities is
more than a means to devalue the work-force and to curtail
Africa political autonomy. It is also a means to intensifying the
exploitation of the continent in a total and enduring way, i.e.,
by expropriating it of the knowledge necessary to reproduce
itself materially and culturally.

From this discussion we can see that the "virtual university" is
a device of the same strategy in the US that is accomplished
by below-subsistence wages and police clubs in Africa. Those
who want to preserve the academic commons must struggle
against both.
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Academic (En)closure: from
Luddites to Cyborgs
TRESSA BERMAN
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Iain Boal's commentary raises important points, if not a cry to
battle, in the current struggle over the commodification of
knowledge and the enclosure of the academic commons. The
(re)appropriation of the public space of intellectual freedom
through the privatization of the "products" of the knowledge
factory—research results, manuscripts, syllabi, curricula—must
be read as a particular kind of transformation of social labor:
that which has been short-handed as "the corporatization of
the academy." To suggest that universities, through at-a-dis-
tance-learning and other forms of resource prospecting, are
finally keeping pace with industry is to simply awaken to the
historical relationships between the sites of (knowledge) pro-
duction, labor value, and the market. The transformation of
the new social order from public access to academic enclosure
by corporate proxy needs to be media/ted by a newly realized
internal logic. Despite Boal's nod to Kropotkin's dismissal of
democratization through public access, this revolution will not
be televised. It will be interactively generated on the Web at
gigabytes per second.
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Like the Luddites with whom he identifies, Boal finds himself
at the epicenter of a dramatic historical transformation poten-
tially global in scope—and like them he is oblivious to the
wider dimensions of this process whose effects on his own
livelihood he so keenly observes. How else could he have
missed the point that the creation of the "commons" was by his
own account actually driven by the infrastructural imperatives
of industrial capitalism? Or that the introduction of free public
education was driven by the need for a literate, numerate and
intellectually domesticated labor force? Or that the seizure of
private property within European lands was mirrored on the
other side of the earth by the seizure of indigenous lands in the
New Worlds, to feed the mills and mouths of not-so-Merry
England? Indigenous peoples know all about the "commons"
(or "terra nullius" as it was known in Australia pre-1992).
These same concepts were used to justify the biggest land and
resources grab in human history—on which was built the
"immense public affluence" celebrated by the western metro-
politan elites for and to whom Boal's commentary speaks.

Just who will control this panoptic monopoly of Information
Technology is a question that lies at the heart of Boal's cri-
tique. Walter Benjamin's visionary Illuminations noted the
devaluation of art through the proliferation of mechanical
reproduction. There is an analogue to the ways in which (cul-
tural) KNOWLEDGE becomes INFORMATION when it is
taken out of its social contexts (be they indigenous cultures or
classrooms), where it is then subject to misappropriation and
devaluation. Intellectual property rights—especially through
copyright—when extended to indigenous artists, may afford
the last protections of indigenous knowledge extracted for
"common" consumption.

Boal damns as a "strategic disaster" the defensive response of
academics asserting their individual property rights in the face
of attempts by the corporate university to appropriate and
commodify the results of their intellectual labor. But the
weapon of copyright protection which commodities attract
under "bourgeois property law" has proven a powerful line of
defense for Indigenous Australian artists, who have used it to
put a "spanner in the works" of would-be appropriators of
their visual traditions. For twenty-five years they have waged a
campaign to protect their art works from unauthorized repro-
duction on everything from coffee cups to carpets to the
national currency. Over the past decade, they have achieved
some landmark legal victories in the Australian courts includ-
ing the historic Aboriginal Carpets Case of Milpurruru et al vs.
Indofurn P/L (Federal Court of Australia 1994). The judge-
ment's implied recognition of indigenous intellectual property
laws (in the concept of "cultural harm" arising from their

transgression) has led to the case being described as the "Mabo
of Aboriginal Art." In legal terms the Carpets case puts an end
to the concomitant fiction of "artistic terra nullius" which for
half a century had allowed others to exploit Aboriginal soci-
eties' powerful and ancient imagery with apparent impunity.
Like the ironic presence of the neo-Luddites on the Internet,
indigenous artists are applying the time-tested technique of
fighting fire with fire to defy enclosure and extraction of cul-
tures and knowledges for "common" consumption.

The same principle lies behind The House of Aboriginality
multimedia project, launched at Macquarie University earlier
this year, which seeks to use the communicative and interactive
resources of the new technologies to help indigenous artists
and communities defend their cultural traditions from rapa-
cious commercial interests. The project maintains a global sur-
veillance and tracking operation for suspect copy on and off
the Net through its WEB site
(http://www.mq.edu.au/house_of_aboriginality/).

These tactics resonate with Boal's meditation on cybercultural
studies: he takes popular cyborgian metaphors and turns them
on their head, mixing them freely to concoct a virtual critique
appealing in equal measure to cyborgs and Luddites.

Meanwhile, the real-politiks of IPR are being hammered out
by indigenous peoples using the tools of IT and the aspirations
of defenders of human creativity worldwide.

The authors may be contacted at:

vjohnson@bunyip.bhs.mq.edu.au (Vivien Johnson) and
IGTLB@ASUVM.INRE.ASU.EDU (Tressa Berman)

Copyright and
Pre-Packaged Courses at
York University, Canada

JAY RAHN
Chair, York University Faculty Association's Working Group on
the Impact of Technology & Co-Chair, York University's Joint
Subcommittee on the Impact of Technology

Ian Boal's commentary clarifies conflicts that arose in last
year's 8-week strike at York University. At the end of the strike,
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three single-spaced pages directly bearing on technological
change were added to the University's Collective Agreement
(CA, i.e., union contract) with its full-time professors and
librarians. Of the many concerns addressed in the new CA,
Boal highlights two on which I focus here: pre-packaged
courses and copyright.

Boal rightly, I believe, characterizes campus copyright issues as
essentially bourgeois. York's recent CA amplified its already
substantial provisions by explicitly listing such timely items as
"lecture courses and videos of them," as well as "correspon-
dence and Internet course packages, multimedia instructional
packages and interactive textbooks."

For these and related course materials, faculty authors now
generally retain sole copyright and can withdraw their use after
only three years if obsolete. Also won was a provision that even
if the University directly commissions such materials on a cost-
recovery basis, the professor's usual salary and office space will
not be included as relevant "costs."

By contrast, the University is given free license to copy grade
sheets, internal correspondence etc. for its normal, non-com-
mercial use. For other works the University directly commis-
sions (paintings for its walls, promotional videos etc.), the cre-
ative faculty member has the option to transfer copyright in
writing, rather than ceding it automatically as earlier presumed.

As important as any of these provisions was the milieu in which
they arose. Canada's new copyright legislation (Bill C-32)
became law while the strike was going on. Universities were
strangely quiet about clauses that could cost them plenty. At
the same time, such high profile Canadian artists as Margaret
Atwood made alarming public pronouncements, simplistically
equating copying (which is arguably the hallmark of the new
technologies and the thing they do best) with car theft.

Among students and professors, fear of copyright reprisal still
seems strong a year later, whereas corporate publishers are
arguably the most direct, disproportionate beneficiaries of the
panic. Also growing are such odd upstart agencies as CAN-
COPY, which levies $2.50 per student annually (by some
accounts, the price of a beer per year, but at York the cost of
instructors for fully 14 semester-long courses) for the "license" to
do certain kinds and amounts of copying for courses. This means
that for York's 34,000 full-time students, CANCOPY gets $85K
in "licensing" fees, i.e., the entire salary and benefits of a senior
professor, or the amount that would be paid for a part-timer to
teach 14 one-semester courses (14 x $6K). This is in addition to
a highly intricate system of copyright fees for copying particular
kinds of materials (for course kits, microfilm, etc).

Through brochures at campus copy shops, stickers on photo-
copiers at "public" libraries, etc. such interests intimidate pro-
fessors, students, and the general population—largely at their
very own expense—with thinly veiled threats of litigation,
boiler-plate prose, etc. Lost amid the hype seems to have been
concern with what truly "fair use" might be in public educa-
tion and whether intricate legalisms really ensure the environ-
ment for original work in an open, democratic society.

Viewed from a traditional labour-relations perspective, pre-
packaged courses, especially if purchased from outside, would
threaten the job-security of professors. Understood in light of
Boal's account, such courses would pose, I believe, a more pro-
found danger, threatening to tear the very fabric of relations
between society as a whole and professors' most distinctive,
most highly valued function in society, namely, professing itself.

The best known buttress of this professing function has been
the principle of academic freedom, which already enjoys dis-
tinctive legal status in the aftermath of Canada's recent Charter
of Rights and Freedoms. York's CA has long emphasized this
principle's importance by specifying:

Academic freedom does not require neutrality on the
part of the individual, nor does it preclude commit-
ment on the part of the individual. Rather, academic
freedom makes such commitment possible.

Between principle or policy on one hand and implementation
on the other, there can be a great gap. Many technology-relat-
ed provisions added in York's new CA can be comprehended as
setting in place procedures to deal with such seemingly simple
phenomena as online courses.

Charged with monitoring such developments is a newly estab-
lished Joint Subcommittee on the Impact of Technology.
Comprising equal representation from the University's admin-
istration and its full-time faculty and librarians, plus represen-
tation from the University's Senate, the Joint Subcommittee
has begun to meet regularly to share information and supply
advice on implementation.

An innovative, "bottom-up" structure created by the Union's
then-President at the end of the strike has produced a Working
Group of professors and librarians who regularly monitor and
gather concerns at the grassroots for consideration by the Joint
Subcommittee. Also, the University's Senate is now enjoined
proactively to consult with the Joint Subcommittee on acade-
mic issues arising from technological change (and already has
produced a detailed survey and list of precise recommenda-
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