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CONFIDENTIAL

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEWCASTLE

Memorandum to : Members of Council.

Subject 3 Dispute in the Department of Commerce.

¢ At the meeting of Ccuncil on 17 August, 1979, more than one member of
Council commented on copies of letters received from Dr. M. E. Spautz,
Senior Lecturer in Commerce. COthers apparently had not received this

correspondence, or a copy of my letter to Dr. Spautz on 13 August, 1979
which I had circulated by mail to members of Council. Since then,
much more correspondence has been circulated by Dr. Spautz, and the
Chancellor has sent a memorandum dated 19 September, 1979 to members of
Council.
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A It is not proposed to attach to this memorandum copies of this voluminous
Q correspondence. However to ensure that relevant information is available
®  to members of Council, I list in attachment A the correspondence between
Dr. Spautz and myself. There are other papers on file such as the docu-
ments circulated to members of Council by Dr. Spautz. Any member of
Council is welcome to study this file before (or after) the meeting of
%. Council on 19 October, 1979 - the file is in my office.

'3>, I direct attention to the fact that some correspondence on file is marked
-‘—-h_(fpersonal and confidentiali. Now that the matter is before Council, however,

N
‘E Eé it is my opinion that access to all relevant material should be available
J

Ll
7 whntn

to members of Council who wish to see it, but on the above understanding
of course.

. HISTORY :

It is difficult to attempt a summary in a few pages only of a matter as
complex and difficult as that presently before the Council, and which

has occupied so many hours of staff time throughout 1879. However, from
the information available to me I offer the following(abridged>version of

events. = 2eloctn< ¥ Lrzaell

Dr. Spautz was appointed a Senior Lecturer in the Department of Commerce
in August, 1973 from the U.S.A., (without interview).

Professor Williams was offered appointment to the Chair of Commerce by the
Council at its meeting on 16 July, 1976 (Report of Selection Committee,

paper C46546)- and took up duty in January, 1977. The Selection Committee

met f§§35g1n March, 1975 but declined to make a recommendation - instead

the Chair was re-advertised. Dr. Spautz was iﬁvapplicant on the first¢fﬂx¢°vﬂ
occasions and was interviewed by the Committee) Professor Williams was

an applicant on the seeené occasion and was interviewed by the Committee

when it met again. A

I am unaware of any difficulties between Dr. Spautz and Professor Williams

during most of the, first two years of,Priffsso* Williams' appointment to
Newcastle. M LA At — sl % 2

8. On 21 November, 1978, Professor Jager, Head of the Department of Commerce,
advised me of internal arrangements which had been made for his Department
to function in two sections, with Professor Williams to head the Management
Section and Professor Winsen and himself to jointly head the Accounting and
Finance Section. Although Departmental statutes make noc provision for ]
"Sections" (and I pointed out to Professor Jager his residual responsibility ?
to Council as Head of Department) the arrangements were not ocbjected to dnd

the usual financial delegations were given to Professor Williams by Council

on 19 January, 1979 (paper F2.9:79). : ” —,&M£741§;“¢‘/
| A (7 i 23 ot )
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The relevance of the above information is that by 13 December, 1978, Dr.
Spautz had written to Professor Williams demanding that if he didn't
"mmediately stand down as Head of the Management Section™, he (Dr.
Spautz) intended to call a meeting of other Section members "to present
my case for a vote of no confidence in your lLeadership'.
i Y !},@e/-m/i&%m‘y‘
10. It transpired that A meeting of the staff forming the Management Section
had been held as early as 1 November, 1978. A handwritten file memorandum
of that date, addressed to Professor Williams from staff in the Management
Section, records that "this inaugural administration meeting of the manage-
ment divieion (sic) of the Department of Commerce expresses its wnreserved
and enthusiastic support for its firet head, Professor A. Williams and
wighee him (well) in his endeavours in his firet term. We offer our full
co-operation to assist him in this task. In diesent - Dr. M. E. Spautz'.
(Dr. Spautz's initials a ar against his name). , i ¢
J T o ne s i S Ik s st Jogens prestisce
11. On 13 February, 1979, Dr. Spautz visited me (at his request) and my file
/,,‘LJ,‘ k 4 notes of this discussicy record his extremely strong views and his intentions
7}"‘;”})“ in respect of Professgr Williams' future role in the University. He sought
W 2 meeting o » Professor Williams, himself and myself to which,
P uhwﬂhﬁof course, I agreed. The meeting was held in my office on 5 March, 1979
2 as soon as Professor Williams came out of hospital - Mr. E. Burke, Senior
o Lecturer in Commerce, was also present at Dr. Spautz's request.

12. By then, I had alsc received (2 March, 1979) a memorandum signed by five
members of staff in the Management Section, directing my attention to the
"personal and academic friction between Dr. M. Spautz and Professor A.
/NMV ,[ Williams', re-confirming their C??Eﬁalified support>to Professor Williams",
ﬂ}”Jm{ and requesting my assistance in overcoming "ou%\problem which, over t eﬂEQSt
few months has shown no sign of dissipating”. e . ﬂ%ﬂiu 4

13. At this stage, Dr. Spautz had criticised Professor Williams' Ph.D. thesis
as "psuedo-scientific”, with the empirical portion thereof "eompletely
invalid, being based on spurious statistics and an inverted cause-effect
model". He continued to dispute Professor Williams' role as Head of the
Management Section and in addition, claimed in a letter om 5 March, 1979
* that "on 1 November, 1978, in an obvious attempt to discredit and discourage me.,
P W0 YMr. #illiams falsely and maliciously accused me of character assassination

7 in the presence of seven colleagues." | Wilbima cecowd o S co BTET e
ot 4 d J ( Adal PM??—Mszmtjm%z’z)
14. On 6 March, 1979, the day after the meeting in my office, I wrote to Dr.
Y . Spautz confirming that Professor Williams had had certain administrative
’Ilwﬁ _ duties properly delegated to him by Professor Jager and stating "I was
wﬂ/‘x:,,-if ‘glad to have your assurance that you will carry out diligently those duties
J, ‘}fyﬂ“"’[ allocated to you by Professor Williams". Mention was also made of the
ﬂ*f,ﬁwéir fact that Professor Williams had received his Ph.D. from the University
ﬁ#&ﬂ o] tern Australia prior to joining this University and that. in mv o inion,
it would be '"highly improper and very offensive for this Iniversity to question
the academic judgment of the University of Western Australia'. ‘

15. Both in the discussion on 5 March, 1979 and in my letter of 6 March, 1979,
I endeavoured toconvey to Dr. Spautz the way in which differences of
i uld be properly engaged and determined. To
quot solution should not be poesiblZys ccademic courtesies
itnvolve a ULLILAGNEss to aﬁ-ee to differ uithcu@to the normal
7
WW,
16. After the meeting on 5 March, 1979, Professor Williams wrote to me (8 March,
1979), with a copy of higéxact statemeni’to the first neeting of the
Management Section of the Pepartment on 1 Hovember, 1978 and attached the

unsolicited memorandum of /support from the other members of staff in the
Section (para.l0 above)

life of a Department".
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17. Professor Williams wrote to me again on 3 April, 1979 stating that Dr. %
Spautz refused to "accept the facts that I have been allocated specific N 3
duties as Head of Management Section and as MBA Course Co-ordinator, ... §
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causing widespread disruption to staff and student work", Professor
Williams also enclosed a copy of a document circulated by Dr. Spautz
on 29 March, 1979 entitled "The Case Against A. J. Williams". Professor
Williame stated ' vice I have received indicates a suit for libel
would_certainly be successfuly bzt I am nc-.;:, at this time, interested in

thie cours

‘Q
| ¥
18. It was clear that there had been no improvement in the situation an ~ Y
- 13 discussions with an advisory group which I had formed (Professors(Jage ﬁ%){
(a8
j%iﬁé%;ﬁ4 Assistant Secretary-Legal) persuaded me that stronger action should be gﬁg
attempted. Professor Jager gave me a statement of the situation in the - ~
sttuation i8 now such that Dr. Spautz' disruptive conduct has seriously )

indgren (Dean of the Faculty), Carter and Tweedie with Mr. Farrell,
Department as he saw it (4 April, 1979). In this letter, he stated "the é;

and adversely affected the good name, student fidence in, _}éfvc;denric
endeavours of the Depariment" L. e 1 ,&ﬁﬂfga 7 @V_ZL P J
: aﬁék}t 0&.(}ﬂL13~%# ) N

19. A letter was sent to Dr. Spautz on 1l April, 1979, requiring an explanation
of his alleged misconduct. He replied on 16 April, 1979, but in a way which
did not lead the matter much further forward.

For example, to the allegation that he had

- Persistently challenged Professor Williams' authority
both with respect to the MBA Course and also the
Management Section of the Department.

Dr. Spautz replied :

/WLMZzZZE( To the extent that challenging is sometimes constructive,

Vel even ethically mandatory (e.g. as established by the
L Nuremberg tribunal) perhaps some of my actions could be
sc construed. In the absence of specific instances

fﬁgm}iﬂiQ\ being cited, I am in no position at this point to

either admit or deny this claim.

20. In addition, the following day, 17 April, 1979, Dr. Spautz wrote to me
eﬁﬁJbﬂ&Mq requesting me to investigate his charges of incompetence against Professor
J ;7 Williams, based on an article published by Professor Williams in the Real
glfwyc Estate Jourmal. His letter stated that his present intention was to use the
A’ material provided in his letter as the basis of a rebuttal article for
’Ubl- ‘ publication in the Real Estate Journal. As I had made it clear to Dr.Spautz
ukﬁ/' back in our March discussions that this was the proper way for matters of
ﬂﬁ academic dispute to be resolved, I welcomed this evidence of his acceptance
of such an approach, and took no ether action (see paras. 25 & 26 below).

ia 21. However, his letter also stated that this would be "in addition to the.ﬁéz‘ecf;

, campaign for justice which I have been waging'. It was clear that relation-
Qg S ships in the Department were still at an impasse and during further discussions
.Jg' AR with my advisory group (see para. 138 above), Professor Carter offered to

a attempt to mediate in the apparently intractable position which had been
2 2y reached. Dr. Spautz was advised on 15 May, 1979 that I was asking Professor
Carter to contact him "fo explore in Ffull the issues raised” and seeking his
: *g co-operation.

= : advisory group on his enquiries and his discussions with members of staff in
- D the Section. It was concluded that his efforts had been unproductive and

that we were no further forward. -+ wﬂ%, it Z;,u»'&«( E:E/VW[Q#'L

23. On 3 July, 1979, I held a meeting with all the members of the Management
section present, plus Professor Jager. The discussions were frank and
canvassed options available, if not to resolve the dispute, at least to
mirimize the damage occurring. It was at this meeting that I offered to
consider a different Department for Dr. Spautz, an offer which he subsequently
declined in an interview in my cffice on 11 July, 1979.

Brconnac 4 weld et plie 2tn prodilinnn 7 WM»JMW
b phg it Ol Mgl ~delegatinnn e . = voboct,
A by o sk sz). :

3 ::;:2‘% On 5 June, 1979, Professor Carter reported orally to a further meeting of the




24.

26.
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On 10 July, 1979 Dr. Spautz wrote to me presenting what he described as
"a serious new charge against A. J. Williams: plagiariem!, and enclesing -
the first of his photocopied extracts from Professor Williams' Ph.D. thesis T
(No.l). This was the first occasion on which I had sighted such material. )
(It was not until Dr. Spautz sent me a copy of Professor Williams' thesis
on 16 August, 1979 that I was able to check whether the cited reference
appeared in the bibliography of the thesis). %M My, Cathe

P T g e e .ol o e g b S 3
On 13 July, 1979, Dr. Spautz wrote to the Editor of the Real Estate Journal
(para 20 above) and also to the Managing Editor of Rydges enquiring about SA§
the fate of manuscripts he had sent to these journals. On 30 July, Dr.Spautz
sent me a copy of the reply from Rydges stating "in our judgment the material j§
submitted by you 1is @ and therefore wnusable'. Further letters were
then exchanged between Dr. Lsizutz and, the Editor of Rydges.

At [

On 2 August, 1979 the Editor of the Real Estate Journal wrote to Dr. Spautz 5
returning his manuscript and stating "we think <t unlikely that members of
thie Institute would recall the substance of the findings of A. J. Williams
in the Journal in 1975 and in these eireumstances feel it would be inapprop- %&
riate to raise the subject again”. In his reply to this Editor, Dr. ‘§
Spautz concluded "I'm enclosing some backgrownd documents in the hope that
you will change your mind and help me to expose thi Otheryise }.'é—/“ ~

may be forced to bring these matters_to the attentiom,of t olice! 2l
“ % P e R (B L~ waj/ '

With the approaching meeting of Counéil on 17 August, 1979, Dr. Spautz

commenced his direct mailing to members of Council with the consequences

outlined in para 1 above. The Chancellor wrote to Dr. Spautz on 7 September,
1979, explaining that I would be bringing to Council a paper concerning

the material Dr. Spautz had placed before me. On 11 September, 13979 I

wrote to Dr. Spautz and concluded my letter by assuring him that the Council

would operate strictly under its By-laws in dealing with disciplinary matters.
Loconre

Bespie tllis knowledge, on or about 25 September, 1979, Dr. Spautz apparently
distributed widely around the campus the memorandum which is attached
(Attachment B), thereby escalating the dispute to a near-public level.

Various members of staff outside the Department of Commerce have mentioned

the matter to me but as of the date of writing this report, I have not bkeen
approached by the media. One member of staff wrote to the Editor of

University NEWS criticising Dr. Spautz, but the Editor obtained the writer's
agreement not to press for publication, on being informed that the matter

was on the Agenda of Council for 19 October, 1979.

' At various stages students have become involved in the dispute. On 19

September, 1979, Mr. F. Hawkins, Secfétary to the Faculty of Economics &
Commerce, wrote to Mr. P. Alexander expressing his concern about the effects
the dispute was having on student problems, particularly in the MBA Degree
course. To quote, "Over the pastmonths & number of students have expressed
concern about the activities of one member of staff, Dr. M. E. Spauta',

Mr. Hawkins went on to name one student who had told him that it had become
necessary to avoid Dr.Spautz because of embarrassment when he (Dr. Spautz)

refers to his campaign against Professor Williams. Again "other (student)
comments have referred to the introduction of the personal conflict into
lectures given by Dr. Spautz'. ' fool /

30. The above refers only to a of the correspondence which is
on file and the gyents which have transpired. Nevertheless, I trust it is
a useful and ummary of the key events.

THE ISSUES : / y et s

31. The essential issue, as I see it, is that a break-down in the relaticn-

ship between a Senior Lecturer and a Professor in an academic department
has occurred in a way which has resulted in damage to all concerned - to
student and staff mcrale and to the academic standing of the Department.
Unless the break-down is repaired or other action emerges, there could
ultimately be serious damage to the University.

Ny T e A berrge e s S Y
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36.

THE CHARGES :

Silks

38.

The nature and p ses of a university are suci\that a constant conflict
of opinion on academic matter is valid andwelco if properly
expressed and reasonably argued. The normal forum is the academic peer
group, both within the university and, through the literature of the subject
and attendance at conferences, etc., the academic community at large. In
such forums, it is the quality of the ideas and arguments presented, and
not the seniority of the author, which is, and should be, the persuasive

factor. It is also possible erson to be right and all others to
be out of step, at least as( new idea 9urface for the first time.

Strongly-held differences of opinion should be able to be held, expressed
and respected in a university without a break-down in human relationships or

———*the{@é;elopment of personal animosities.) In practice, this is too much to

hepe for. Many disputes simmer for years, a few end up in the law courts
and some are never resolved or reconciled, prior to retirement or death of
the participants. Colleagues and students inevitably are drawn into such
disputes and regrettably are often "used' by the participants.

Nevertheless, the importance rightly placed on free and frank discourse
makes a university a different environment from that of a factory or a
business, where disruptive side effects, if present,can be rapidly dealt
with. Universities facing this problem have occasionally attempted to
produce "codes of conduct" but with little success or influence on those
situations which may largely have got out of control.

The "collegiate"” nature of a university distinguishes it from a
"hierarchically-organized” enterprise, but the difficulties in finding

an organizational structure which accommodates this concept properly

were exactly those facing the Council's Committee on University Government
when it was carrying out its task in 1975-77. It should be noted, however,
that in a Faculty Board, all members from Lecturer to Professor have an

equal say and an equal vote, and that the Departmental statutes were designed
to provide for a full and frank exchange of views on departmental issues.

From discussions with the Management Section of the Department of Commerce,

from the record of the Faculty of Commerce Board meeting on 11 July, 1979

and from otheryevidence available to me, I am convinced that-ﬁzisﬁpnnhz&/uaiﬂﬂﬂ/
has isolated «Mf from his colleagues. Attempts at mediation from

various quarters and by people of have all failed. (It should

always a few members of staff

, and who sympathize with the
n principle). ,
RlguT MAKES MIGHTT Ooiten. 7/

The detailed charges made by Dr. <Spautz are found in his various letters

to me and in the memcranda forwarded by him to mémbers of Council. A

summary of them is found in his widely-circulated memorandumdated 4 September,
1979 (Attachment B). j\;{/ﬂ% Stn Yo . )

The first five charges {(sub-parag hsl to 5) all relate to Professor
Williams® doctoral sig The overwhelming academic cpinion would be

(ffﬁét Professor Williams' thesis was a matter for the University of Western

Australia to judge and that it is not a matter for this University to question.

39.

ya”

In respect of sub-paragraphsl to 3, I would not see myself as a person )

properly-informed to make a jgﬁgggggézfsﬁﬁfﬁggagraph 4 must surely have bee
matter for the University of Western Australia to consider in making its ,

judgment. ~In respect of sub-paragraph 5, thers ma T € as

to the use made of reference material in the thesis, but the fact remains

that the sources do appear in the Bibliography.

5 4




40.
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As regards sub-paragraph 6, Professor Williams has provided me with an oja“"JZ“
answer to Dr. Spautz's charge of refusing to return his "eonfiscated" copy

of the thesis. On 11 May, 1979 he wrote to Dr. Spautz re-iterating an
earlier offer, and giving Dr. Spautz three options, "a refimd of the $30,
another copy of the thesis, or to wait until yowr copy ie returned from

Dr. Spautz declined all these and wrote instead on a copy of

e memorandum given back to Professor Williams a fourth option, "to have

back your own profusely amnmotated copy immediately".

As to sub-paragraph 7, I cannot usefully comment. Sub-paragraphk 8 is a
statement of Dr. Spautz's position (see paras. 42-44 below) and, perhaps
especially in the light of this memorandum to Council, I do not think it
necessary to comment on sub-paragraphs 9, 10 and 11, other than to say I
have sought over the months, tog >of this matter to the
point where it would become a matter for|Council to consider as a disciplinary

issue. L e Y 2
/Mdkzwvn7 Cpn et u#?

SENERAL COMMENTS

42.

B

14 .

e
3

i6.

Because of Dr. Spautz's accusation that Professor Williams obtained his 2 4
"present high office” by fraudulent means, I have reviewed all aspects of _ dié
the Selection Committee‘s procedures, including the advice received from é S
referees, and am satisfied that the appointment was properly mzde. This 3 j
is not to deny the possibility of a Selection Committee erring in its .
judgment despite the care taken. Whilst I am not persuaded that this is g
such a case, the procedures followed by Chair Selection Committees are a {j
separate issue for Cpuncil to consider at any.time. -ZZii / \
ﬁrwm&l &%/WM\%M&MM -
It might be useful to members of Council to have the following gquote from
one professorial referee for Professor Williams : “Dr. Williams recently
completed his Doctor of Philosophy degreeCin this Depart
was in the area of Small Business Mapagement, and was commen
three examiners, two of whom wersintermational academics.
Dr. Williame is currently Aystralia's leading authority on & cterigstics

‘D
11 busi 1o —th n, 25e of o .
of sma sinesses v ~ths Vﬁ’;?},w?/l M:,) come b et

The members of the Selection Committee, which, in addition to senior academics
of this University, included Professors Gvnther of the University of Queensland
and Professor Carrington of the University of New South Wales, could well take
umbrage at Dr. Spautz's inference of ing petence on their part. of e i) i
Nemed — MY chguad o bd¢ﬁ&.ﬂv%222 3
Charges and counter-charges of slander and libel are ultimately matters for
Qm ’court action if either party wishes to press them. They are probably
only capable of resolution in this way, but I can understand the reluctance
of anyone to go that far, parti ularly when the origin is a matter of academic
opinion and judgment. W,guwf/ W Willowms Mw,m? e ?
If there were simple solutions available, no doubt they would already have
succeeded. Various options for action will cccur to members of Council and
several have been canvassed in private conversation with me. Whilst none
offers the certainty of the dispute being resolved, the next steps will
clearly be most important to the final outcome.

AECOMMENDATIONS

7.

I believe that the University would@ welcome a statement by Councii

(a) acknowledging the right for differing opinions to be held on féééz.

academic matters and stating that Council recognizes and | W
defends this right; and Akénlﬂw?@

(b) emphasising it is important that academic debate should proceed

in ways that do not damage the work of Departments, the interests

of students, or the standing of the University in the eyes of the
outside community.

I recommend that Council so resolves.

B b s Vg,
T e et ;

%]
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48, The potential damage to Professor Williams' reputation persuades me to
recommend that Council should record "that nothing has come to Council's
attention that would cause Council to question hiswork as a Professod

in the Department of Commerce in the University". — —f—7 z (/,-\,2,5 /
49, I further recommend that Council direct that Dr. Spautz be informed :

(i) of what is said in para. 47; .

(ii) of what is said in para. 48;

(iii) that Council views with concern the acticn he (Dr. Spautz)
has taken in publicising statemgﬂts_ragizaing7g§ofessor
Williams and (other colleaques; JM??'EﬁE o[ )

(iv) that Council seeks, .as soon as possible, resolution of the

problems that have arisen within the Department of Commerce

and has asked a committee of three Professors (Carter, Curthoys
RE to use their good endeavours in discussion with

gouws (Dr. Spautz) and other members of the Department to

restore a position in which normal academic work can proceed in

the Management Section of the Department of Commerce;

N

that Council will review the overall situation at its next meeting
and wishés you (Dr. Spautz) to know that, failing satisfactory
resolution of the situation in the meantime, Council may find it
necessary to invoke disciplinary proceedings in terms of the relevant
By-Laws.

s Tthaoh doco acd . .. Zhe
%W ;L A Zﬁc &Mﬁ»ﬁm W‘ﬂ‘ﬂ ’ﬁéezm .

My recommendation that Professors Carter, Curthoys and Lindgren should form a
committee, stems from the essentially academic origins (or, at least, academic
aspects) of the dispute and from my belief that, even now, there should be a
further attempt at reconciliaticn at an academic level. I envisage that the
committee will bring back to the next meeting of Council advice from this academic
viewpoint.

ADDENDUM :

“ D. W. George. U

Vice-Chancellor. 76{& g vt%\ ﬁ/ ’ﬁ'(' Z'j T 7/

8 October, 1979. /(/L‘Ei , W W



Attachment A to C.109:79

" (a) " Letters or Memoranda, Dr. Spautz to Vice—Chancellor :

(b)

Letters,

21
29

16
17
is
11
17
18
22
29

10

15
16
31

11
13
14
17
24

March, 1972 (two)

March, 1979 (a) and (b)

March, 1979 :

March, 1979

April, 1979 (a)

April, 1979

April, 1979

April, 1979

April, 1979

May, 1979

May, 1979 and 17 May, 1979 (c)

May, ‘1979 (b) and (c)

May, 1979

May, 1979 (a) and (b)

June, 1979

July, 1979

July, 1979

August, 1979 (the first letter to be marked "copies
; to members of Council®)

August, 1979
Rugust, 1979 (b)
August, 1979 (a)
September, 1979 (a) and (c)

September, 1979 (a)

September, 1979 and 13 September, 1979 (b)
September, 1979 (b)

September, 1979

September, 1979 (a)

Vice—Chancellor to Dr. Spautz

28

6
19
11
24
15
23

6
13
11
14
27

February, 1979
March, 1979
March, 19279
April, 1979
April, 1979
May, 1979

May, 1979

June, 1979 *
August, 1979 (with copies to members of Council)
September, 1979
September,_ 1979
September, 1979.
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CoPY

IN VITA VERITAS
4 September, 1979
Memorandum to : A. J. Williams.

From

M. E. Spautz, Senior Lecturer.

Subject 5 Request for your resignation.

Almost a year has now passed since I first learned (from 2 colleagues) about
the phoniness of your doctoral thesis. During these twelve months the
following facts have come to light :

1. The statistical part of your thesis is largely spurious;
2. Your cause-effect psychological model is backwards;

59 3. Therefore your thesis conclusions and implications are almost
completely invalid and should never have been accepted;

4. The supervision of your thesis was apparently inadequate, and you
admitted that you were allowed to nominate your own examiners!

5. You plagiarized numerous passages of the historical and theoretical
chapters of your thesis, from a variety of sources.

6. You refused to return my confiscated copy of your thesis for 10
months, in the futile attempt to prevent your plagiarism from

being detected and exposed. E —ﬁb\u:( o/ E£ ’/’M% /
. {f"/p, 7&{ #W/,lg £ Lol
During the past year, furthermore : ‘jhdmpﬁ‘gdéal’

; in order to scare me off, and even
uit for daring to expose you! ;
T Mles
8. I accused you of jﬁ?aining your present high office by fraudulent
£ 1

means. (&/Jﬁﬁ_ﬂf.( V ¢ A4, zszﬂi

a You slandered and
threatened me with

9% The University administration has refused to investigate my charges,
despite the overwhelming proof that I have supplied.

I have been advised by several people that the University
administration is planning to obstruct justice by causing my
dismissal on phony charges of misconduct, whilst suppressing the#»pﬁzz=(gﬁwh1«
proof of your fraud, incompetence, and several proven instances

of serious misconduct, on the false grounds that my charges are '——t52;2/-
insubstantial!

I have warned the Administration that I have no intention of
allowing myself to be railroaded in such an unscrupulous manner,
and that I am prepared to fight this case "tooth and toenail®
in the Court of Public Opinion, if necessary, to get justice,
simply cannot believe that the majority &
would allow such a transparent miscarriage of justice to be /
perpetrated, just to preserve the power of the professoriate. vamfxﬁi‘ e
+ 1T They should be somehow induced to sSuch & Dert ctiomn, '
(e.g. through bribery, black-mail, veiled threats, false
testimony from your boot lickers, etc.},I cannot believe that
my colleagues, students, fellow Americans, and other responsible

citizens, would tol it.
, wou olerate it W {hw{f ?

(over)




Attachment B to
C,109:79

Bow, I say to you: "Al, why don't you simply resign from your obviously

.ill-gotten position, and prevent a public scandal?"

Unless I get a satisfactory reply by 25 September, 1979 (the first
anniversary of this sorry affair) I predict that copies of this memo
will blanket the campus like snow. I say that the public has a right
to know about corruption wherever it occurs, Universities not excepted.

M. E. Spautz (signed)
M. E. SPAUTZ

c.c. Members of Council and Selected Others.

RIGHT MAKES MIGHT |
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