By JENNIFER NICHOLS

The. Stanford Judicisl Council, charged with
beating student diseiplinary cases al Slanlurd,
Iss msde its recommaondnoions in the cuses Lthal
% resulted from this spring’s politienl activicies, s
i highesl  penslly recommendation was for a
% convicled ruck-lhrower: one vear auspension, a
@ three-hundred dollsr fine, a Jetrer of censure

) Iram the president, and 8 hold on his gradoation.
= A secood sludeot sccused of rock-throwing did
§ rol sppesr fur his besring, and s hold wss placed
lféom his graduaslion i leasl unli) his hearing can be
& held. 1 >
':: Partly beennse of e over-crowded | SIC
i dovael, e learing on the ROTC mill-in wes
’53 poslpuned until the fall; no gradualivos were
i Jwid up.in connectivn wilth that case
% The ROTC Furly-Fow, & group which
2 blocked access to the ROTC building for over
% lhree weeks, confrontod the SIC in lwo hearings.
5 The Lwo cases were nearly identical except that
& the prosccution had pictures of the first group ol
% defendants und had ooly evewitnessas to identily
:'g uietmbers of the sceond group. Both groups were
 charged with blocking “legitimale movemant in
Y sud around Universicy buildings.'' All those who

e

>: actuslly scond trinl were copvicled and finad
:;;&nw.:y-ii\-a dollars, bul Lweniysix of he

defendsnts  went  unrceognueed by the
2 eyewimessns o1 were anly recogoized along with
§' Incorvect dentifications, and lheir cases

pas

e

were
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dropped, One of the convictad defendants,

asppenled hiz fine, and his penally was chaoyed lu
a suspended sentencs of mspension.

During the fiest trlal of the ROTC stlers-in,
defendanls caucussd at lesst twice to deeide
whether o ool Lo leave lhe courtroom, They
claimed Lo have prepared a leoglby defenes wich
the halp of their lawyer, Anlhony Trepel, and a
law student familizr with the workiogs of the
SIC. Thev became quite angry when the 8JC
ruled that mans of cheir prepared delenses were
nol permisssble. As tong 85 the defeadanls did
nol conlest proscution evidence that they had
willlily sst in front of the ROTC huilding
daorway, the B8JC ruled lhal lhe valy relevant
defanss wns non the guestion of motivation,
which s conzsidered in levying the penalty. The
8JC [urther maintained that "objective reality is
icrelevanl lo mulivetion.” This meant that tha
defendonts would only be alowed 0 prasapt
their impressions in personal slulermoenis of
motivation. The conre would not allow wilnesues
or evidence on  iksues pertaining solely
motivation

The defendants in the srennd ROTT case did

_ Jeave Lhe coursroomn after sppointing Denlva

Hand, a volunieer Jawyver provided by the SJC, ax
their counsel und allec casliyaling the SIC for its
eunducl in lhe Gesl ROTC trial. When the first
ease opened, lawyer Anthooy Trepel moved for
dismisml on the unds lbal the defendents had

Penalties Meted Out to Political Activists

been unshle to learn the gpecific charges agalnss
lhem, lu see the evidepce sguinel lbem, and W

oblain & List of the wimesses ngainst them unid 9
asn.. four bouwrs 'before the trial ns compured
wilh the usual 8JC miinimuorn of 24 hours.

The Council ruled that the Disruption Policy
had few enough provisions i it that more
speeific charges were ool required, nnd they
danied the motion. A

Soon aflter, malion was made that since the
group had been  ciled under eergancy
regulations, the burden of prucl mwst be on the

proscotion 16 show lhal an emergency exisoad

The SIC donied the molivo and further alad
that no evidenen or testimony was permissable,
even io defense. along that line of argumenl;
many [elt Lhat the President’s nctions were
unreviewnbie by the SJC.

As the defendants wete changed wilh blocklng
“Jegitimata movament,” lnwyer Trepel asked the
court i they would hear an  angumenl
questioning ROTC’s leyitimury. He mainlained
thul U ROTC pould be proven illegitimate or
ilegal, movemant into the ROTC building would
also be illegitinate. His climnts could pot then be
charged wiih violulicg lbe caropus Disruptlion
Policy. The poinl wus cluilied by a previvus
imjunclion which allowed only (hose people wilh
ROTC businese tn enter the building. The BJC
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cccessed and resucned with & decision chal “thas
rslion is nus In Lhe ca and thus esidence on

could nol go.to gullt or nrootoce,”

[=s final deciswn, sent ot by mal K the
delesudants alter the bearing, Was Lhat since Lthe
universits hias no process lor W ralning wr
jnearcecating people who have violn CAMpU S
rules, it moust be allowed LO refquise auch people
w identily themselves n order lu assure Lhely
appralanec a  bheoring Howeser, Lhal
denilicatinn “ioay nal Torge &y izl link™ In the
case spainst the defandanls Onee in eourt, the
prosscution tousl prove ilx case indepandens 0F
previvus ideotificulions by the defendants
themselves 1o the rase of the ROTC sttersin,
the SJC ruled that the pictunrs wone, | nlaba'led,
seve sullicwnl lu comvl Jwe deleancants. As the
st day drew 1o a close. M2, Treepel nsked Jf tae
SJ0 were willing 16 hear sny ki of deleow
spewifically egni ancumenls regarding sntvapment
und selpelive prosceution. The oouncil pgre « 30
hear holh stgumenls alzhough & war gorl thal it
selectise  prosecylion

was skapiical ol
angument  sivce %  bad heard many  weak
argumwenss an 1hs puint belore. Dhiring e fiest
4 deleaze molion ws lest Lhat asked
gean W argac bkt since ROIC & nul
oducive o acholl: pursuilg” it rannot be
designed to cnsure “an
stmosphere  conducive Lo suleh - purguits
which is 1he staled gon! of the cumpus Discuption
Palicy. When ath mplieg W prugss Xamine 0N
this painl lower, ihe defendants wees t Lhnt
shelr  guestioning rrelavanl  and  aot
prooisable, sinos adau the nelure o) ROTC does

nrolecled by legislac

nul determine the leg@atimacy of mavenent nlw
itz huilding

On the weeond diy oF the teiad, Culonel
Stantey Ramey, bend uf Armmy ROTU s
Qranford. westiticd Lhat he had tried ww enter Wie
ROTC huilding on May 12 in arder w hold a
chue there and to geio o o his office
Althuouch he adwmoiteed Lbal his atlempt Lo eotey
follnwed & requesl and insleuctions vo how W do
w0 from Lhe President’s oilce, bis tesimony Lhal
he want to enler the building cllectivriy
countered the entrapment avgument Lhal the
defense had hoped tn fpualke, Thea arpument
wnuld have been Lhal Major Burberry hae visited
ke ROTC building carly in (he morning on May
12, had asked the delendants whether or noL
they had the moral faclitude ta remain seabsc if
the police or olher aulhocities came, and Lhen
veturned with Col, Ramey and otheo whose sole
intenl  was o make eilalions They would
u:ﬂ-!ll'[‘ld

maintiain  Lhat this course v
atrapraanl

SJC Decisions Announced

defendants hstwded ‘in ws evideocs o cinD

For their séle@ive proseculivn srguceent

atntement Wil seversl bundrnd signatures and
called a8 b Wwilne#s o student who had wuformed
Cnl. Ramevs delegition that he bnd mistn'zenly
16t the ROTC doorwidty, and fhal be inlenéed
retuwn Lo It to block entesnce. He teslilied thal
be was aot prasecuted by the uaiven Ly despile
his request whai they do =0 and despite hig
presence o the proseculion 5 Piesures uf the
sitters-in.  The SJC ollimately decided thal
wlective progevulivn was permissuble vnless i
was based off -polilica or race, and wius oot
therefore n delense in Llhe ROTUC case.
The Coupcil's decision on  guilt  was
inanimaus, but the sate was split 3-2on penalty
Thuse dissentang fell that a a5 dolfer fine would
have beem. move {sir cwpecimily snec. ibe
deleadsats had oleady felo “the individua
abligation 1w moral  witaess o sheir
cRarse ¢
The resd oF she defense cunsisied u” 2 lenh¥
histury ol decmons abont ROTC .l Stanlozd
followed by & aumwber of motivatinnal
staements. One defendant briefly ook the
stand. The delepdanis eencruly oxpoessed
nostitity (H#asd o dissppaiatoeni e the SJC
myss of theig saying Wey weps shovked by ils
aluim 1o frivness. Al were coniideot ol a runmal
fine ol twenty-live dollars, sinee Lhe prosecuting
dzorvey, Paul  Valentine, had guid that if
teqursued Jo make a pennily recommegndntion lie
auld nsk Tor the minboum
The second #rind, apee il invalved pickind
defendants but of the audienec by the
ave-witnefses wbo had cited them, saw 3 packed
courwroom awdienes. Wilnessas were brought in
ane. at -8 Gme aod asked to identily a8 many
pepple a3 Lhey dnuid. Gninc  Wwitnnses wave
unzhble 0 ideniily anyune. Twa oo delendants
were  “idansilied” which  diminished the
credibilily of lwo of Llhe eFc wilaesses. Threr
defendunls wrre ideptified, but since ooe
thess had been picked nul voly by o witness who
had snade an snearrect eenlilcshon 38 well, she
was later acquirted
The  three mode molival onnl  statemenls
condunning Lhe activn of the 8JC in the pravious
irinl and eclaimidg thal siner they weee 10 (P
stowisd ‘o pc‘.hln_igl defenses, Lhey would Jemve
the covrlroam. Depson Hand, shei mppointed
counse) remained behind and made 3 numbes of
Jrsul arguments challeoging the wnlidity of SJC
pracedures; - sl his  motions  were  denied.
According o surné members ol e 41 & group
dégision bas been oade Lo divide the fincs
levied by Lhe SX aptong the entire 14, veduc'g
the lisie per person [rom seventy five dollars Lo
around twrniv-live dollars,




