' 8JC case No, 56 (19

.5 .. Alleged Disruption of meeting Of EE 261, May 1, 1970

At'zzls P.M. on May l,_l97d, when’tﬁe claés meeting of thé
;_course described as Electricél_Engiheering 261 was scheduled _to
?jbegin, in addition to the perhaps 15 to 20 students registered
'foi the course who Qere present in the classroom, approximately-j
eﬁwenty students not regiStereé for the course were also in the
i”toom. At least some of theée'stﬁdents sought to have a discussion
-0f Eﬁe "Cambddian gituatick." .{Despite requests from Pr&feséor ,_
Bracewell, who was sche&uied to teaéh_the_clasé}_few pexrsons not
vifregistered_in thé-cdu;se left the room. In Professor Bréceweil's
"vf;0pinion it was_impOséible to conduct a class on the régulakly'asw
 'signed topic, and after approximately ten minutes,_he left the .
“'  @lassroom. | o ‘

. Charges were filed by the Uni?ersity Adminiétration againStllf

seven persons alleged to be among the students'presént in the

Y., ".'" classroom at the above mentioned time who were not registered in

the course. _TWo”of the seven elected to have the charges heard:
f ¥by the Dean of Students, and the Dean consented td_do s0. Onenaffa‘
i 72" the seven did not appear at the hearing, as summoned. 'Fourﬁstudentz

EQHﬁ:l;:iﬁ did appear at the hearing in Room 218 of the Law School Annex at

" 7330 P.M. on December 3, 1970. Each of the four having requested
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;;an 0pén hearing, the hearing was open to the ﬁublic.' The hear-:'f
.:ing.was.concluded at,2£30 A.M. on December 4, 1970.. The Coﬁpcii
.met to deliberate on the findings-ahd recommendations aﬁ 3 P.M.:'5ﬁ'
:Aon'pegember.4, 1970. | | "

-;lThe Council recommends the following:

1. Charges against ALLETTA D. BELIN, MELISSA GILL, ‘

iand CHRISTOPHER SQUIRES should be dismissed. (Meiér dissentedf'

* s
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1 Beard_abstainéd.)
. ¥ - R .STAELEY KRUTE sﬁould be fdund'guilty of a viOIation

4 of'tbe University_quiéy oﬁ-Campus.Disruption as chargéd..(Swént
‘ and3Winkle dissented; Eisner abstained.)

3. STANLEY KRUTE should be suspended from the Universiﬁy.
“; for the Winter Quarter of thé academic year 1970—71, 5ut the sﬁs-{
pension should be stayéd.during QOQd behavior, it being understood

1

.. that should any new charges against him be presented to the Stanfor«

. Judicial Council or other judicial authority, the President or his
- delegate may terminate the stay and reinstate the suspension pend-
N ing final determination of the vglidity:of-auah new chargas and
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“‘¢;1g«:impositi°n of penalty, if any. (Niviéon.'Swent and Winkle dissent-

e w7 @dy Eisner abatained.) BN e RN E ARSI Y ;
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i 4., The student who did not appear at the hearing

‘of the SJC, as summoned, should have a "hold" on his registra-

“tion or graduatlon until such tlme as a suitable and conv1ncing

‘argument is made in defense of his failure to cooperate with
‘the Councxl, or until a hearing of his casé'is held or it is

-}otherwise-disposed of. To protect this student = rlght to con—?
fldentlallty,\he is not 1dent1fled in this oplnlon but his

‘;1dent1ty will be made known in a confzdent;al covering 1etter !

5 to ;he_President-ofnthe University.



Jfﬁinézitj opinion on the cése of Stan Krute:
..I found it necessary td conclude that Krute had violated University rulés,
in that he failed to leave Professﬁr Bracewell's classroom in_spite of the fact that
'(1) Professor Bracewell had ordered certain pérsons to leave,'and (2} Krute could
zf_ not have failed to recognize that the order applied to himself.
| anetheless; the coﬁtext persuades me that there should be no penalty more
sévere_thén a mild and reasonable reprimand. .I assume that one sets aside one's
| iﬁpréssions of how constructive was.Kruﬁéb.contribution tb the political atmosphere
1ast.spring;. In his defense, Krute pointedldut that the turmoil of the time had
made community standards ﬁnclear, including (rightly treasured) standards safeguarding-
_ académic freedom in the'classroom; and that on the preceding day President Pitzer
had_puﬁlished in the Daily an appeal to the faculﬁy to devote Ffida? to a sustaingd

" attempt to discuss current issues with students, in class and out. I find the issue

| 3  the circumstance of President Pitzer's statement decigive. There has to be a

"ﬁ'Erima facie presumption that a stﬁdeht l1ike Krute might reasonably not have supposéd '
: himgself te be out of order in going into a strénge classroom on this particular day
h and trying to generate a politiqal.discuésion, particularly in view of the fact that ;
:i 1just this ha& been taking place in the preceding class without being prqpoyncéd '
disruptive. - | | | |
ﬁe'pushed too hard and went too far; whaﬁ he did was counterproductive and
he showed bad judgment; aﬁd he should be told this. But against the backgrbund of
Mge.Pitzer“s statement; any substantive punishment puts the Uﬁiversity in a very
~ ugly moral positiﬁn. ﬁe begin to iook like Mao Tse-tung and his "hundred flowers'
campaign. Al;hough the parallel is not exact, there is enough in it to be disturbing,

and it is certain to be the way the matter is viewed by many students.

Lol L o —

David 8. Nivison
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SuBECT:

Date: Decepber 2, 1970

" Professor Howard R. Williams

Chairman, Stanford Judicial Council

Richard W. Lyman /Qg\fbj,ii/‘

‘President

SJC Recommendations, Case No. 56

"I have receivéd the report of the decision of the Judicial
- Council in Case No, 56, By copy of this memorandum to Dean

Freelen I am approving the recommendation numbered 4, that a

" hold be placed on the graduatlon or registration of the student

named therein.,.

I find it most difficult if not impossible to act conscientiously

‘on the other recommendations given the spare nature of the

Council's opinion, The Council (one member dissenting; one

-abstaining) recommends dismissal of the charges against three
"of the students. Is that based on findings of fact or on conclu-

sions of law?
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. The Council {(lwo menbers dissenting; one abslaininy) recomuends

that I find one student in violation of the Policy on Disruptions.
The only evidence which it cites in support of that recommenda-
tion is the "opinion" of the instructor. Is that opinion ‘the
only evidence of disruption or is there other evidence to sustaln

- the charge?

The Council (three members dissenting; one abstaining) recommends
that the student found guilty of a viclation of the Policy on
Disruptions be suspended for one guarter with the suspension

- stayed during good behavior. I cannot discharge my responsibili-

ties with respect tec this sentence without fuller knowledge of
the facts. I regard the participation in the disruption of a
c¢lass at this University as one of the most serious offenses
which & student or any other member of the University community

. can commit. The sentence recommended thus seems to me light.

But before I can determine whether or not it is appropriate I
must have fuller knowledge of the extent of the disruption and of

. the role that the student played, and an understanding of the

Council's reasons for recommending this sentence, Professor
Nivison's minority opinion, which arques for an even lighter'
sentence, does not persuade me. I do not read Dr. Pitzer's state-
ment as giving license to deny a teacher or his students the right
to teach or learn the material of their choice. '



Prdfessor.Howard R, Williaﬁs' ' o ' " Decenber 9, 1970
- ' ' ' ' page 2.

As my past practice indicates,” I do not expect the Council to
render a lengthy written opinion in every case which it con-
siders. In many cases the matter is sufficiently stralghtforward
to permit me to act on a very simple statement of the proceedings.
However, where, as here, the offense charged is a serious one

and the Council is itself divided in the proper disposition of
the case I must have more information than you have made
available to me. Nor might I add is it fair to the students
involved in such cases to provide such a barebones record that
they have no basis for making their views on the findings or the
‘sentence known to me. Finally, we are in the process of con-
struing by decision a body of substantive law. The Stanford
community is entitled to know the interxpretations given that law
so that there is some guide for future conduct and also that it
might be able to decide whether additional legislation is needed.

cc:  Dean Freelen
Mr. Schwartz e
Mr. Siena :
Miss Alletta B. Belin ., ..
‘Miss Melissa Gill
Mr, Stanley Krute
Mr. Christopher Squires
Mr. Peter C. Yee




