TFaragyanh 1D sTells oul certalin proOCCCUYcS WALCH MUST De Lo Iowed
in the case of a proposed dismissal. It says very clcaVLy that "4
Andivideal shall Tirst be notivied {econTidentially, if possible) or

the

* © - -+ charpes anaincs him and Tgiven Y unaty Lo “GUTV " Tirst a swall
) -poxnf? Jdefore I had received & copy vuﬁ? i%t,cr of Fch;uarj 12th,
‘ informing me of my susyensisq.and proposcd. [iring, you releazed the
i ~© content of that letber to the press. This would be trivial lfllt Wers
3 i

ok Rur Lhe peel Lhed you owyvy oooi sonaue b wmy Lrral ono oy Deediliy g
in %the press,. and that almost every day the Stanford News Serviee, which
you ceontrel, issues nev shatements sbout the case and so ds to every
faculty member, including each of the individuals who are to try wy.case,
statements laying oui your side of it. In fact the head of the News
Bervice, Bob Beyers, is a prime witness in your case against me in eivil
court, and there ls no distinction between the intent of his affadavit
theie ant the "riews" releases he senfs to the press and the faculty. This
'3Q_a good erample ©F whab your sonial .cldss medns by Treedom of the press
"rna arﬂ IT‘Q TO use Lt ddy tlme for whatever Durgospmyou see ¥if,
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"*mportant, vour YTetier does not tell W“.‘P” ﬁhe-charges
“hutk lmivvs ihsm to ny Jimaginavion, and,:more-ﬁointedly,

; : mation of all thosc 'sho have hegn whipped wp by the nrese,
which Teaturds daily mﬂsquoces,'mi&repruhehbahlouu} and editorials sc
platont that ‘one appearing shortly beforce your letier was asctuslly en-
T titled "Wive Him Out Resoluiely" (Palo Alto Times, February 2, 1971).
L .+ You say that you "have been asppriged’ of my Ycourse of conduct” since
'?' . the, Lodge specch.  Theh you asserf’““VOu have on. several cocdsions elnce
-l ~then urged, incited and ied Stanford students and others to interfere’
: with the operations of the'lUniversity snd cohduct themselves in an
’} : unlawtul menncy, anﬁ“havefyourself s0 acted, most notably on Wednesday, .
: : Februacy 100 1971 Thats o according to you, is supposed to be a state--
S " ment of ¢harges. Yol do not umme the several occasions, you do not
ol s specify what kind of interference with the operations of the Universiiy’
' T allegedly Yurged; incited and led," and you.do not name me uwnlawtnl
aet I bhave allegedly either advocated or committed. The charge that a

i pérson hag "on several oceasions . . . urged, incited and led Stont
sl studeats and others o ihterfere with the opcrations of the Unive
. ; . colild be accurately made apainst every single member of: the faculy;
S d voted for a styike and participated in it. . To mocuse
o T CaJLJ‘“”an others %o behave “in an unlawful wanner’ and of )
E &0y} 1 without naming the acte makes & mocke 3 nf aqv Torm of Jas ice.
B It ia prLC1uv1v the gituation H¥ailka describes n S g
ro gssence of a,,ltr““b rule. FHow docs somebody (o ﬁbOuL def i
; ' v ohn chavge 2. %in an unlowiul pannar’ ¢ Ha

mun“y Irom Tressider Union? Have
to ghoot every wai, wowan, ahd chi
ana P?lu the hodies uhd wisces 01" Lodiczs
+had "11liciy sexual IeLatJOJo.
iesbprs, male or Lcmqie? '
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brokwen @ window? Have
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Now those dre not frivolous QUhhb*Oho, IOr
individug ropised 0 e given an ¢

1 au
cha rbcs ﬁqa nst him hetore he decides
Boa
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-

wliether :t(“

}' the Advisory Board. fhe aceusaticn may be of .dueh shameful =ots, given
: existivg taboos, thak the'lnulvidual Jdoes noh want s eariog, even i toe
7 accusatloq wug false. Jor have known of wore ihan ong caae
1 - - where & proYessor ‘was wcoused tlege president of homosoxvael acte
and volunta?ily-gavc'T" i T

pen heve a bhearing, althoozin
cteriecal 'Tear i

c};z:r;e was {alse, becal

tbimi?d horogexualeg in t

o SDJmLuP that thig is not - Lie kind
charpge me wilth acticg in, bub 1V it is,-l P)qwf ‘

the ﬂdv.sory Roard in ovder oronly 1o defoend my brothe

Goy Lihersbion inat this bisd of sbback., Ancther

Wane g the ek liege in ths Fact thoh. s
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