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COUNCIL AGAIN UNDER DURESS
In July,  1969, members of Council assembling for a meeting in the University Offices were prevented from

entering the Council chamber by a crowd of students, and there was a good deal of pushing and jostling and a great
deal of argument. In the end the Council meeting was abandoned.

Following that incident I announced that, in my opinion, the change from mere verbal disputation to physical
confrontation and violence marked a serious deterioration in the behaviour within the University. I pointed out that
the apirit and scholarship of the place were bound to be harmed if this sort of thing continued.

Unfortunately, that incident was followed by others:   a meeting of the Discipline Committee was invaded ;
the Careers and Appointments Office was occupied; the V.U.S.E.B. Offices in St. Kilda Road, where the Council
was meeting in an attempt to avoid interruption, were entered by a crowd of students led by Mr. Albert Langer;
there was a violent scuffle at the door of the University Offices which were later forcibly entered.

Then last Monday,19 April, the University Offices were blocked in an attempt to prevent the Council from
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THE PATTERN OF CONFRONTATION

These events at Monash follow the pattern of confrontation that has become familiar from incidents all round
the world. A stream of allegations and assertions about capitalism, inperialism, the war in Vietnam, repression and
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Then some particular issue, if possible one to which the University authorities can be said to have "over-reacted','

is chosen for special attention, and some sort of a confrontation is organised. With luck a good deal of general student
support appears; if so, that issue is pushed as hard as possible;  if not,  it is dropped and another is selected.

Any concession by the University is ha fled as a victory for direct action, but there is no letting up of the pressure.
For instance, the disciplinary charges against students who invaded the University Offices last October were dropped
and, in a public statement, I expressed the hope that this action would be interpreted as a conciliatory gesture and that
a new spirit could prevail in  1971. But I might have known better: that action is now conveniently forgotten and at a
general meeting on April 19 this year I am condemned "...for his apparent seeking to prolong the conflict .... "

Attention is now concentrated on the three former students, Mr. Hyde, Mr. Hadden and Miss Miller who are
still excluded, and demands are being made for.their unconditional reinstatement. What are the facts about these
people?

THE EXCLUDED STUDENTS

These students, along with others, were originally found guilty of involvement in the  1969 impeding of council
and the invasion of the subsequent disciplinary hearings. They were excluded from the University for various periods,
but the operation of the penalties was suspended on condition that they were not subsequently convicted of similar
offences:   they were subsequently found guilty of sinilar offences after the Careers and Appointments Office was
occupied and therefore the suspended sentences took effect.

It is true that many people in the University thought, and perhaps still think, that the penalties were severe;
but it is also evident that some of these people still do not realise that they were, in fact, inposed in  1969 and that
their coming into effect was the inevitable result of the occupation of the Careers and Appointments Office. The
deliberate refusal of those charged to attend the hearings (except for one brief appearance by Mr. Hyde) lends further
credence to the view that this incident was engineered for just this purpose.

Be that as it may, I was told at lunchtine meetings which I held in the last fortnight of the  1970 academic year
that University opinion "overwhelmingly supported" a reduction or even remission of the sentences. My reply was that
if Council were persuaded of this they might be prepared to exercise the prerogative of mercy, and that it was in an
attempt to find out what the University's opinion really was that the referendum was hurriedly organised.

THE REFERENDUM

The questions on the referendum paper were, as it turned out, not very well chosen, and the results were
inconclusive. The most that could be said was that they did not show overwhelming support for any particular view.
Of course attempts have since been made to argue that there was a majority for this or that coursf  of action. But,
irrespective of the validity of adding together votes from different categories, the results simply do not show the volume
of support for remission that had been claimed. Moreover, I am certain that it was not clear to many of the respondents
that three of the exclusions fonowed inevitably from the 1969 deteminations.
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Nevertheless, the Council was urged by myself and others to give the students the opportuiiity of appealing for
clemency and this was done at two long night meetings. I believe that if the expelled students had then given the
slightest sign of contrition, or of being ready to undertake to refrain from violent confrontation in future, the Council
would have ameliorated the penalties in some way. But the students were quite defiant and the penalties were not
changed.

THE VISIT OF MR. HYDE, MR. HADDEN AND MISS MILLER

Not long ago, these three former students came to see me to ask whether Council had modified its attitude as a
result of the M.A.S. resolutions demanding their reinstatement. I replied that it had not; I  reminded them that they
had not taken advantage of the opportunity to state a case that Council had given them: and I said that I  was sure that
it was only if they were prepared to give an undertaking to behave  peaceably in future that Council was likely to
reconsider the matter.

I then gave Mr. Hyde a copy of a letter which I had written not long before in which I had  said:
"What I had in mind was that if an expelled student weYe to petition the Council for re-admission`

and to support this plea with an assurance that he would in future adhere to the attitudes defined
in the statement on "The Limits of Protest" ~ both in the letter and in the spirit  - then the Coul`cil
might be prepared to remit his penalty and readmit him on conditions of some kind.
"I should myself be ready to support such an action provided I was satisfied that the supplication

was genuine."

I have since told Council what transpired on this occasion and, while at  that  time I  thought that Council might
have been prepared to reopen the matter if it had received some assurances about the future conduct of the  three,
the M.A.S. last resolution which was carried last Monday and other events that  followed can only have been calculated
to exacerbate relations between the student body and Council.

WHAT HAPPENS NOW?

I hope that what I have set down will make clear the fact that a section of the student body is determined  t{t
continue their attempts to disrupt the University. Let me remind you of what I wrote in the Foreword  to the  1971

t   Orientation Handbook:
"We welcome constructive criticism and creative participation in all the many areas in which students can

now share in the work of running the University. But we will resolutely resist any intimidation and
violence."

If students wish to repudiate the absurd activities that are being carried out in their name, they will have to take
appropriate constitutional action through M.A.S.

I am charged with the responsibility of seeing to it that the University continues to function and, in particular,
that Council can meet when and where it wishes.

J.A.L.  Ma[hestjli

Vicc>-Chaiiccllt>r

ACADEMICS N.B.

It was perhaps as well that Council was not prevented from meeting on April  19:   one item of business was the
autiiorisation of the payment of the 6% increase to academic staff!

Authorised by K.W.  Bennetts, Information Officer


