The Campus Judlclal Panel (CJP)'iSMg-
totalitarian, unrepresentative mock-
ery of every basic pr1nc1ple of law._ '
Our. arguments s g Cwe _ B

| I..BACKGROUND
Where dld the CJP come from¢_

The old JudlClal system, tho e
SJC, was set up in 1968-after a stu-
dent sit-in for judicial rightse X
- Last March, the ASSU Senate refused
to app01nt students to the committee.

Cowh ety ‘selects students to sServe. on

the- SJG, thus leaving student PoOSi=
tiongs en the 3JC vacant Lyman then
-establlshcd the CJPC S T

Why dld the Senaue refuae ho coopm~
erata w1th tne SJC7 - R

The Senate belleves that the .
sfollow1ng “three reforms, all. ol ‘which
- were -approved in a student. referendum
in Aprll of last year by a vote of-
;1929 o 1186, are needed to make the :

SJC a fainr. system s :
o 1} The ' 8JC should ba able ta
try faculty as well as students,: g;
. the SJC should congist entirely of -
_students, trying only student. caseso
- The CJP, with three students and. four
faculty, and the .SJC; with four stu«
dents  and five :faculty, violate a:
- fundamenital precept.-of the American
legal systemn: rlght to a. ]ury of
:{your peeraag__ ;

: 2) "No. proceedlngs (shall) be
-fundertaken which contravene in any
- way 'the guarantee of individual
“rlghts contained in the Constltutlons
©0f the United States and the State
Jof Callfornla." {from referendum) :
,Siﬂdﬂﬂt judicial bodies have often
triéd . students who are already in~-
~volved in legal proceedings outside




. Rresident.

+-the un1versmty, wnlch is doubie

: jeopardy. - Students, including -the
four defendants present;y_before the
CJP, have been tried in-absentia, -
when they were not present= Stu-

- dents at Stanford have never been

tried by a jury of their peers. .~ ALl
three of these are instances of vio-
lations of Constltutlonally guaran—
teed rights.

) i3). "The Pre51dent (should) ‘be

lestrootJy'llmlved to grantlng amnesty tfﬁ

‘or commuting sentences" {from the
referendum)., All decisions of the
© 3JC or CJP are recommendations to ‘the

" who makeg the decisiom in all stu--
dent judicial cases. . ‘Students .should
not have to appeal a conviction pro-

gecuted by John chwartz to his - -
employer, Rlchawd Lynan,-the person“
who suthorized bringing charges in &
_tno f?;st olboe, o

Wao Lyman Ju%ttzled in. seuttng up
the CJP wltbout conzul

for thtee reasons,-
"n.iﬁrmt9_1t 16
.8&% up a student: JaGlGAal system =
without talking o student repre—-”

' aentatheg,'ﬁﬁ*ﬂqrentﬁy Lynnan, who
says he belleves -dbrocvacy does
“not congider s 3 legitimate
‘membters of societ 4 we have no righ
t0 participsle in bh f4e0181oqs that:
directly & 1eou_ou' ives. s

Sscond, Lyman 18 required by

the DanLC:lOg81 document ‘ecovering

student behavior, the Legislative
and Judlcla*.Ch:rter of 1968 (LJC),
to put all suggestions Lo changes

in the legal system. Lhlough the

Committee of Fiftesn (C-~1357.. -The
changes take place oniy after be;ng
propoood by a majority of. the C=15,
then approved bty the Student. Senate,

the Asadenic Council, and the. Pves~L"ﬁ

jdent (soe LJC. article TLT Vo -
Iyman ignored this rule when he. set
up the C¢JpP, He ¢id this. ‘pecause of
"Catch-22," article IV of .the LJC,
whieh gays "nothing in- these

articles shall be deeméd to contra- Jé

 wvene or limit “4he awthority and
power of  the. Preésident to promulgate
and enforce regulations governing
student tondest.” When article Iv
was written it was said to be a

Effectively 1% 1is Lyman .

lﬂg studentSQ

clearly unfalr to ..

'the Admmnlstratlon; Presently the

formallty, but it has been used time
~and again when the JudlClal system - '
did not .produce what Lyman wanted.
‘We have our own legal system, so
“long as it rules the way Lyman wants

.th it to rule.

. Third, Lyman dld not have the

right to amend the LJC, which is 1n'
effect what he did by ellmlnatlng

- the SJC. The only power he. legally

had ‘was ‘to appolnt students to flll

temporarlly the . student vacancies on
- the -8JC - not. to set up a oompletely'

new system.- : o 5

How has the Student Senate reacted"
" to the CJP° ' :

By a 19 to ? vote it enoouraged

- all students not te participate in

 Lyman®s new judicial system. until.

- the. recommended reforms are 1mple-h-
' mented.'t: ; . s o

IT THE NEW_ SYSTEM

;] How is the CJP Set up¢

Three faoulty (Rlohard Brody,
Polltlcal Scienses David NlVlSOh,

' PhlloSOPhy' Robert white, Electrlcai

]_Englneerlng) were app01nted by the
facultyd- o - '

The Chalrman (John Kaplan, Law'

Schosl) was appointed by Lyman,
- Kaplan eatsg lunch at the Faculty

Club:-with Unlverslty Prosecutor

- John Schwartaz.

The three students ( and two
alternates) were chosen at random by
computero_-=~'

9. Thé SJC- alioWed for challenglng panelo
- metibers: for biasy ‘there is: no such o
“provlslon under the CJP..;

Who brlngs oharges agalnst students_'

in. thls new system? E

«*“Vﬁxo;t_ _n_otﬂatlon.

Who hears the charges¢ftﬂ-lrﬂ"

A haarlng offlcer plcked by

hearlng officer is Ms. ILillian
a graduate of . Stanford Law Scho



.sent-ite 1nadequac1ee.

f;c1ng.

d & f et und raleer for Stan £ s f:.before the CJP moved for an Open

'Laford Tniversity. =

‘The hearing- OfflCer, alone,--f-

Vde01des alls questlons of fact --that
_'13, -she deczdee what happened. No_
student members of the. CJP- are

'-allowed to - partlclpate in- thle fact-_

o finding, and there is no appeal.
' John Kaplan" has ‘said that students
- are not permittedto help in the =

U facte ~-finding ‘because they are too - .

.favorable toward cther students.
The hearlng officer alone ig the . -
: unlver81ty 8 "equlvalent“ of a 12~--
man. Jury ef peere. s e

Qathe panel, 1.e. the CJP proper9

L E They obtaln the “facts" from
“the hearing’ ‘officer and decide
whether the gtudent ‘broke. Unlver51ty
 rules, and what thé punishment
will be. When the defendants
appear befére the CJP, they .cannot

question: whether this one person's .

: percepblons 0f the facta’are accu-
‘rate. -They cannot’ question. the
‘structure 6f the. hearlng ‘and pre-

“do is argue that the "facts“‘are not.
in violation of Unlver31ty policy,
and plead for lenlency 1n senten-

Are any other student legal rlghts
 taken away from us by thlS*new
sy&tem¢ " 5

;  Yes. SJC rules prov1de?that
“both defendamts and their w tnesees

have the right against self-incrim-

inations. - CJP rules say only that
defendants’ have “that right. - This -
.means that: w1tneeees cannot teetlfy

for a student w1th0ut the threat o

of- proeecutlon.;
The subpoena'pdwer ef the
prosecution is ‘apparently 1ncreaeed.
In the CJP trial against Rafas -
Robles, . a student was threatened
with disciplinary. actlon for
refusal to testify. = -
s o ~ AMso, the. rlght to a publlc
" hearing, guaranteed by the SJC, the
LJC,. and the Congtitution of the '
United States, was ‘“taken away when
the four defendants now

;ekhearlng and were denmed one..

'f;III;"

PEESENT*PROSECUTIONSt;t--

‘What are the Students belng
_trled for9

They were 1nvolved in a’ large__

-_demonstratlon agalnst recrultlng

o by way proflteers. Students went 1n@

and talked with recruiters about

:E_the effect.s of their weapons on.

ALl they caﬁ';

4

1 broken, _
{ charges brought by the District

1 Attorney in Santa Clara County
- courts,

-_have been so charged._q

; broken9

: students w1th v1olat10n of the

- i, o e MR BE W ,ﬂifuthe people of Vletnam.
What 1s the p01nt of the rest of -

¥ HOW many. people:partlclpated_ln'?
the demonetrat10n°- ; '

More than 200..

How many people were charged°

Fours All are. known leaders of
'the antl war movement.~
_Did anyene break any'laWS¢'

It is’ unllkely, Whenever

there is anly chance that lawsg were. .
the Administration has

None of the. defendante-

Were any campus regulatlons

The Admlnlstratlon is chargimg




canpue policy on dLSfuptlcn. TIII.'"_Lé
Administration wrote - the campus .
policy on disruption in 1968 with-

~out consulting studeérts. This Vlou:r.
* lated the LJC rulés, which require’

that that new regulatlons regard-e

- ing student conduct be drafied. .

. only by the’ Student Conduct. Legls-

Tative Council ~ Interim emsergency

legislation can be written: by the .

- President, but it .expires; in 90
‘days the: dlsruptlon pol..y-has

‘been in effect for over. three years;ej

(see LJC, artlcle I. D, l 2)
 What happened at the flrst

_cer9

| The four students could not

~enter +he hearing room on Friday

- morning because students were

‘blocking the entrances :in anger
over, thle mockery of. austlee.

appearance before the hearlng bffl- %

GWhen was the next hearing? e

The hearlng was rescheduled
for Saturday morning at 8:00. am.i
The time and the date were de01ded

' by Schwartz and Kaplan, $o the.

schedullng was at the prosecution's
J convenience, ‘None of . the defendants
or the defendants® counsel were :
allOWed to consult on the time -

© for thé new hearing. Even the SJC

uged to find & time both partles

could agree o, _ -
Many. of the’ lawyers and. one " ¢

defendant are Jewish, so the hear-"

"_lng gave . Jews rio choice but to

work on their holy day. No -
unlver51ty functions are held on
Sunday, in trespect for Chrlstlan
beliefs, even though most )
Chrigtians do. hot attend church,'
Yet no. respect is being. shown

. for this rellglous mlnorlty.




What happened at the seeond'

notices to appear on. Saturday.fq_

They ‘appeared with three of thelr_f}:

lawyers. and trled to enter the
hearing room, but. “the Stanford .
Police would at first only - ‘allow
_one Ia.wyermper:defendant.in. It

took intervention by the Unlver31tyef?”

Prosecutor before the pOllCe let
- the 1awyers in.

the Admlnlstratlon would ‘have
- proceeded with the hearing if
Schwartz had not had the time to ‘
produce. his w1tnesses, They recelved
no answer.. The Students had not"
Found 20 hoturs ernough time in " o
which to find their witnesses and
2sk then to attend thisg early .
'Saﬁurday'mornlng hearlng, ‘80 they
moved to continue the trial (re- =
aschedule it for a later day). The-
" nmotion was denied. At the following.
hearlng,-however,_when the:
University Prosecutor ‘moved that the
testimony delivered on” Saturday
be gtricken from the record (whlch-'
is in.cffcct éxactly’ what the ..
- defendants had tried to accompllsh
on Saturday), the hearing officer -
granted the motion. This sort of:
. marewering. helps the. Admlnlstratlon_
‘gay that it went out of its way'
to be fair by having the - %aturday
session removed from. the record;-

the reality of the 51tuatlon o
bpeako differently. ’ - o

The defendants moved for an

open hearlng. That motlon was

denied, )
‘Finally, the hearing officer

s2id she would try these defendants |
geparately from the other two who . -

nad not received notiges and had
therefore not appeared. The

defense had tried to assert that
their case rested on.all of the
defendants belng present, and a .
severance would be unfalr,-but the -
hearing officer refused to allow

the collective defense %o continue. -

This injustice was rectified by.
~ the benevolent University . Prosecu-

" tor on Monday when the hearing.

officer accepted his motion _
regardlng the Saturday hearing,
Again- the Administration can claim

i the defendants"

Only two students had recelved_'f

“The defendants adked Whe*t_her | unjust judicial system.

1 trlal anyway
{1 presence of the. defendarnits ‘at

falrnese, after initially denylng
motions,

 After protesting proved _
useless, the defendants left the _
room. : " . : e

What was happenlng out31de at w
the Saturday hear1ng9 -

About 80 student5achanted.:'
sang. and banged: on the doors:
to ‘express their.outrage at the
CApane of
- glass on an ouiside fire extin =
guisher cabinet was a001dentallyf~_
‘broken by an over-zealous noise<
‘maker, Eighteen members of the -
police tactical squad surrounded
the demonstrators and refused '
to-let them leave, on the orders
of Police Lt. Tamm. Tamm admltted
that nothing 1llegal had occurred -
and ‘that the demonstrators were
not 1llegally asgembled, but he &
did not immediately let the people
leave, - After several minutes of
- denying the protestors the right
to. leave, Tamm said people’ could
leave in one particular channel
through the c¢ircle of police. &
When- John Dolly tried to walk out
- of the. circle between two police-’

“men, he was: grabbed by the police-

men after being shoved back five

- feet! into the circle by the offlcers' |
i with their four foot long clubs,
. and .was charged with 1nterfer1ng

with a police officer. Later the =
absurd charge of felonious assault <.
on a police officer was added. {ver
thirty persons signed a llst as w1t-
hesses for John. S

What dld the Prosecutor and the..
hearing. officer do efter the defen—

1 dante. walked out

They went ahead W1th the
"It seems that' the

their own trial is- not neceesary.
the- rlght to face one's'accusers
and cross-examine witnessesiis a -

} technicality to be brusghed aside
-at i the Admlnlstratlon 8 whim,

Schwartz prosecuted the absent

§ defenidants for over three hours on
;Saturday.s

The hearing officer’and-
John Schwartz 001n01dentally



.changed thelr mlnds simultane-3;;
~ously about the falirness of: the
Saturday hearing when they -

cooperated to. dismiss its. fzndlngs o

. at the Monday se851on._j-§

When was ‘the. next hearlngQ_:.;ie3

W 8 OO am.zunder armed guard
'nex% to- the police: statlon, i
in Maples P&VlllOHu '

: Menday, Feerary ?

closed. hearing,® held- the follew1ng

- black Stanford students fairly if

he believes that they belong to an
1nfer10r race.__,

What ‘cen___.l-*d‘b”_ ‘te stop the CJP? |

" The most imﬁertant way to stop

| the CJP. is to show that we are not

Who else is to be trled by rhe

Kwon—?lng He,'e s%udeﬁt'fromé“

Slngapore, will be tried for a
~number. of ‘radical actions: he
-partlclpated ir, If he ig:+ - -
sugpended o expelled, ‘he - w1ll

be immediately deported home amd
drafted into the army.

: ;eeh hendey, “Péeb, il students
charged with: disrupting: Wllllam

Shockley's clasg -will . be trzed.q_» ]

The gtudents tried to. ask
Shockley how:. 'a man who: belleves
in the genetlc inferiority of -

- “black peoples’ mindg: and- advocates :
. the sterilization of black women :

"can claim not to-be. ra01et. They
wondered how Shockley can teach

intimidated by the prospect of
being tried by this Warigaroo
court. Demonstrations at the
placement center must continue so
léng as the military and those
companies that supply the tech-
nology that makes the killing

_}j possible are allowed to recruit
-

here.
On Wednesday and Thursday,'

Feb. 9= 10,~theré were militant °

$ non-violent demeonstrations at the

Placement Center to protest: .
1) Naval Aviation, which is
1ook1ng for new pilots to bomb-

\; Vietnam apd ki1l vVietnamese:

2) ' General Electric, which
makes machine guns; engines, and °
armaments. for those planes the

- § pilots fly. GE was the third -
-~ § largest DoD contractor in the
Tqﬁ country in 1970, with over one

E billion dollars worth of contracts
i for the military.






