Attorney questions
Elkins decision

By Cindy Naley
Assoc. News Editor

Petersburg Commonwealth Attorney
Richard L. Jones has called for University
President Frank L. Hereford Jr. to
“explain to the people of Virginia”
Hereford’s decision to permit a professed
homosexua!l to retain his post asResident
Advisor (RA).

Jones, who received both his un-
dergraduate and law degrees from the
University, expressed dissatisfaction with
Hereford’s decision in a letter to Hereford
dated Oct. 14,

In the letter Jones said he found it
difficult to reconcile Hereford’s oath of
office, which Jones linked to support of
the state consitution, with the provision
Section 18.2-361 in the code of Virginia.
The code declares sodomy a felony
punishable by imprisonment.

Jones in the letter questioned how
Hereford can ‘‘accept or permit a ‘gty’ or
‘hamesexual’ at the University of Virginia
without, in the same breath, excusing or
condoning the crime of sodomy.””
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Decision announced

Hereford announced two weeeks ago
following a 10-day controversy that
second-year student and professed
homosexual Bob Elkins could remain as
an RA in Hancock House.

Hereford’s decision was based on the
recommendation of an administrative ad-
hoc committee which Hereford appointed
t6 determine if Elkins, one-time Gay
Student Union (GSU) president, could
remain at the post.

Elkins was unavailable for comment
yesterday.

Jones said he does not intend to take
any legal action, but explained he wished
to express his views “‘as an alumnus.”

It is Hereford’s ‘‘duty to tell the people
if there’s a difference’” between
homosexuality and sodomy, he added.

“I think homosexuality includes the
crime of sodomy, "’ Jones said.

No evidence of crime

Hereford received the letter on Oct. [5
and referred it to University Legal
Advisor George G. Grattan IV,

Grattan, in a statement issued for
Hereford by University Information
Director William H. Fishback Jr., said he
knows of “no evidence whatsoever that
any crime has been committed or that any
violation of the code of Virginia has
occurred.

“If Commonwealth Attorney Jones has
any such evidence he should make it
available to the appropriate authorities,””
Grattan said in the statement.

The University’s official response to
Jones will be made by Grattan*‘sinceit’sa
legal question,” Grattan said yesterday.

The University ‘‘must put jtself within
the same law as the state - the law is the
taw,”” Jones said yesterday.

What course of action the University
should take ‘‘is the University’s
business,” Jones continued, adding he is
not asking that Elkins resign his post as
RA.

Jones said he is not referring ‘‘to any
specific crime’’ of sodomy.

However, *‘if allowing homosexuals at
the University means allowing people who

practice sodomy. then (Hereford) should
explain his decision,”” Jones said.

Elkins’ attorney during the controversy
four weeks ago, Charlottesville lawyer
John C. Lowe, said yesterday he and
Elkins ‘‘consider the matter concluded.””

Lowe had no comment on the Jones
letter as he is not Elkins’ ‘‘on-going
representative”” although Lowe said he
assumes he will be appointed to the job if
Elkins has further need for a lawyer.

In the meantime, Lowe said, Elkins will
“continue doing the job he has been
doing.”

The announcement by Jones
questioning Hereford's decision revives
what many considered to be a resolved
issue.

On Sept. 20, it was learned that
Hereford had formed an eight-man ad hoc
committee to study a possibie conflict that
may have resulted from Elkins’
simultaneous holding of the GSU
presidency and the position of RA.

Recommendation

After six days of deliberation on the
matter, the committee, comprised of three
students and five administrators, had
decided to recommend to Hereford the
retention of Elkins in the post.

In the meantime, Elkins had resigned
the GSU office, and a number of groups
had  asked that he beallowedtoremain
asan RA.

E
|
1
|



Mike Maszaros
Changes sought
in honor srstem
By Virginia Menzter
Amc. Projects Editor
An honor system referendum which
would appear on the November Student
Council elections ballot has been
proposed by third-year College student
Art Lander and second-year College
student MikeCohen.
The proposed three-part referendum
incliides provisions supporting:
*a uii;tiiimou\ Honor Conimittee
verdict before a student could be con-
victed of an honor offense, replacing the
four-fifths verdict now required,
*changing the “dismissed” notation
currently affixed to the record of students
convicted of honor offenses to a “with-
drawn” notation.and
*the oprion of a trial by a jury of
randomly selected University students.
There is “no reason that if a person
wanted a trial by the Honor Committee
they couldn’t have it.” if the proposed
referendum is passed, however, Lander
said.
I f the referendum is passed, it should be
implemented “as quickly as possible,”
Cohen said.
The results of an honor referendum
would not be binding on the Honor
Committee, according to Student Council
Vice President Stefan Underhill.
The referendum should. be binding,
according to ,%hen, who said “the Honor
Committee gets their mandate and power
from the student body, and the student
body never voted that the Honor Com-
mitteecould overrule thestudent body.”
A petition signed by at least five per cent
of the students must be presented, or two-
thirds of Student CounciI must vote to
have the referendum placed on the ballot,
if the referendum is t o be held, Underhill
-aid
The current election rules may be
changed ~ y ~ ~ ~ s y e a r ’ s e ~ e c l ~ o n c o m m ~ ~ ~ ~ ,
although “ I haven’t seen any problem
with the way referenda have been run in
the past,” Underhill said.
It will he at least two weeks before any
nes rules are ready. headded.
J
Lander said a petition will be circulated,
probably beginning next week.
The “dismissed” notation should he
changed to “withdrawn.” because thosc
convicted of honor offenses arc “not
punished, they’re just renio\ed.” ac-
cording to Lander.
Increasing University enrollment means
“we’re coming to the point where we need
more involvement in the honor iyslem,“
according to Lander.
The jury system would involve rtudrnls
in thesystem, he said.
The Honor Committee has not been
informed “directly” about the
referendum, according to Lander.
“I’m not going to comment on
anything until I see specifically what they
proposed,” Honor Committee member
College Vice Presidenr Kent Sullivan said
yesterday, adding, “I think that it’s
unfortunate” that the Honor Committee
was not informed o f the proposed
referendum.
Honor Committee Chairman Ken
Easley declined comment on the
referendum, explaining that he had not
yet seen the proposed changes.
However, “we are not against change
which the students themselves would like
to have, but the students themselves have
tobebehindil,” headded.
“We didn’t inform them because we
didn’t feel we were communicating
well: I found that the Honor Committee
did not appreciate my inquiries,” Cohen
explained.
Cohen said he saw a need for change in
the honor system, because he believed
discussion of the system by Honor
Committee members was too limited.
He also said he was told that honor
trials. were conducted with only one
break, because the Honor Committee
“couldn’t be gotten together two days in a
row.”
“If that’s the case, some of the strain
ought to be taken off thecommittee,” he
said.
Lander said he is not acting in hic
capacity as Cavalier Daily production
editor, or on behalf of the Cavalier Daily,
but “totally as an independent 5tudent .”


