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the atatemi’nf dependg. We all know that aesp:.te Powell publlc s %

- teynes Yower ;
I-Lc E Zo / Universitv of Lgsex
| ————— e T “ivenhoe *ark s
Colchestéf Tssex

I6th June 1968

Dear 9irp, .

1 would like to make the following comments upon _
the vommittees definition of freedom of Spegch and arrangemenis
for dealing with contraventious of this principle as defined.
‘Alle apprecialing the universities cancern over tnls artlcular
issue T feel that tie definition as prosoped for adoptlon
lacks clarity a2nd is entirely arbitrary. I would ask the
Committee to beag‘ln ming, the fc.u._'!.r.m,z,ng.h Sy B i
a) ‘the 1nadeqnacy Gf the legal aefinition upon Jhlch

pronounceMents and the subsequent events that he canﬂot Sy
be charged under law for 1n01temtnt to 130181 hatred or prequdlcp.%
If we are to be morally respon31bLe lets hOt fall bask on 4 %
"fhe limitations imposed by law" fox they are clearly 1nadequate-=
b) tae legally enforced contraventions of academic
freedom. <Yhis :as well been brought out subsequent 'y LO
tine Forton wown affalx when it was discovered that mery 20
of the papers were not publisied 31nce 1 wouid nave been
detrimental to the "national interest" . The couneotlons of
several unive:sities with ﬁlologlcal dud hemlcal heseareh
nas also been brought to the public attention and the
inadequacy'of finnancing for research well dpmonstlafed;;_
¢} the faect tnat members of t.e unlver31ty were
prevented from attending the meqtlng adﬂressed g @etor ;
+neh from forton and tnat it is extremeiv unllkely that he ;
wourd have accepted an invitaidon to address a meeting § —
in winich &t © moral and etnlcal 1ssues .0f° Research 1nt0_d
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biologica L snd chemical warfare resessehr could nave been
disc issead.

. c) the arbiterr and discretionary powers that'are
left wit.. tae unive éity disciplinary proceedures. '

Bearing these consideratio s in wind T would like t e
Vommittee to consider-including in tneldefinition tne following
provisosi= ' | st o

a/ that all meetings held in fne'uﬁivereity shou.id

~be advertised well in advance and that if any objectidns
are raised by any group in the unlvezblty that these snnuid
be considered by the organisors. % G

b) iQat speakers will normslly be"ekpecteduto answeff
guestions and suitable provisions pade in a meeting for
raising cuestions and discussiogw%g%ore a meeting is closed.

c) that all menbers of the universi v will be allowed
to sattend any weeti

o o“”lod by a_OOPlet Qr
the unlveréfty anﬁ Eiaf entéﬁ wiilj
way. : e =t _
d) that txe organlse;s of a meetlug w111 be su’
to reprisals if any Of the above are contravened. .
e) tnat in tue review of tne a1301pllnﬁrv_pqocehduresﬁt:
tne additional powers tﬂdt ‘the un1ve151tj body @s & whole msy%ﬁ_'ﬁ_
or may not wish to enforce over and above tne limitations of~f.  &
the law be fully defined and delimited such that each member ity
of the university will be fully aware of ‘the conseq“encps of
cont.avening the pllﬂClple.

with reference to the Focton “own affair I would like
to draw to the attentljn of tane Yommittee a fact of wiich they >
are probably fully aware but whicn 1 feel eannot be overwemphasised
The vesult of the demonstrati n in this case was to expleﬁe
the whole issue of biological ana cham*cal warfare zesearch
into a national issue ana debate. Variou: pressures hdd

pLev1ously prevented tne full publicity and lidscussion of thls




& [cEaop3)

was these pressures as well as tae dubious zetions of the
Chem stry department which largely ue?ermlned the strategy
which had to be adopted in this pdztlcular case. ~ ¥We can attempt
tp defend the principle of free speach nere at the unlver81ty

Rat e we are to accept our w1der respon31bllltiés we-dannoﬁ #
expect that everybne will necessar¢1y comply until suph a-t;meﬂ“

as there are v1able alternatlve means of ensuring
disaussion. FEAL '




