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THE (SROWTH OF THE 
RADICAL H O V E M E H T : 

Dr. Jim Cairns believes that the radical movement begun by 
studcms in this universily is politically very significant, l ie said 
as much, but showed it just as clearly by making a special trip 
from iMelbournc in late January to accept an invitation to .iddrcss 
S.D.A. in defence of parliament as an agent of social change. At 
the end of what amounted to a confrontation he said lhat he 
regarded the Queensland movement as more continuous both in 
theory and in practice th<in any other in Australia. 

This opinion reflects that of many other commentators on the 
student scene. It is often suggested that the movement here is 
more scriotfs, capable of cnbracing more viewpoints without 
ideological factionalism, more organised and more advanced in 
respect of its links with the working class movement, 

it seems to mc that these impressions are not unfounded and 
in what follows I would like to give my own account of how the 
present radicalism came to be so strong. I- write without any 
prctentionsions to the sort of objectivity beloved of my colleagues, 
not only because that now stems to me a fraud at best and at 
worst a menace, but also because the views of a participant are 
more likely to stimulate other participants to put forward alter
native analyses or views and more likely to turn pretended "cool 
observers" into fhe protagonists lhat they need to bo if this 
university is ever going to waken to a fuller intellectual life than 
than it has at present. . . K ^ 

I 1966 was the year in which a number of independent sources 
lof social criticism upon campus began to converge. Throughout 
11965 there was the usual pervasive apathy, lightly dispersed by 
j occasional rowdyism from the bullyboys who set the tome of 
I activism, and even moro-lightly troubled by occasional remarks of 
Icriiics to (he effect that Ihis wasn't all there was to life. There 
I were, however, a group of intellectually puzzled Catholic students 
I who began to constitute a sort of left opposition within the 
IXewman .Society. Preoccupied with the development in their 
I own lives of a form of Christian humanism, they were responding 
I to the new initiatives in the Church after Vatican II. .Some 
! regarded themselves as radical Ciitholics increasingly alienated 
I in the atmosphere of "oflicial" Australian Catholicism. Others, 
I for various reasons, thought of ibtmselves as ex-Catholics, or 
I (as the more "establishment" Ncwmanites referred to them) 
["Catholic Athiesis." Meeting informally at parties and in the 
I refectory the group emerged with its own ethos and its own brand 
I of commitment to the pursuit nf certain intellectual and moral 
I values in modern life contexts. Its main vehicle of expression 
I was a fairly frequent forum, explicitly directed towards bringing 
I about "an intellectual community" to take up and eNplore ques-
I lions of religious, moral and social importance. Among the topics 
I dealt with Was the nuiuro of the university, a fairly traditional 
[preoccupation for a society named after the founder of the 

I Catholic university of Dublin. 
These forums continued through 1966, with a growing con-

jsciousness of many of the siudenis involved thai just as the 
Church in Brisbane did not measure up to their inielleciually 
formed ideals, nor did ihe university. Berkeley was not much 
more than a name and they did not usually denounce the uni
versity as a capitalist mind-factory but they found the sorl nf 
deficicnces that Newman himself might have found—the illiberal, 

I utilitarian conception undcriying its structure and course conteni, 
over-specialization of professional courses and utter lack of intense 
intellectual communication or dialectic beiween disciplines, 
beiween staff and students. Essentially a liberal critique of what 

I Clark Kerr has called "the knowledge industry." 
It was in 1966 thai ihe members of this group began meeting 

I and listening to another group who were also in revolt .igainst 
the provincial climate of Brisbane. The beginnings of this group 
were not so theoretical, but more alter the fashion of the N'ew 
Left groups in America—gut-reaction lo particular issues, Karly 
in 1966 they began to call themselves the Vietnam Action Com-

I mitiee (V.A.C). 
The leaders of this group had begun to be involved in radical 

politics in the town organisation Youih Committee against 
Conscription (Y.C.A.C.) but had soon come to see the need for 

Ian independent campus-based group with a widened scope of 
[protest against the war. Protest atlivity of any kind was extremely 
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unfamiliar to Brisbane and the campus was no exception. The I 
hully-tjoys and their crude egg-throwing tactics were one form j 
of attack lo be surmounted. Another, only slightly more subtle, 
was offered by ihc various "critics" who accounted for the pio-
tcstors by giving profound analyses of their various complexes | 
(ranging from inferioriiy to martyrdom} which drove them to d o | 
things so obviously repugnant to God, man, and reason. 

A number of atiempied ptoiesis soon made it abundanily clear] 
lat the police were using the Tratlic .Act regulations to dis
criminate againsi anti-government manifestations, and civil [ 
liberties began to be an issue with the group. Meanwhile as iheirl 
involvement grew they began to be aware that they were not an [ 
isolated phenonemon. They began to recognise their concerns [ 
as ven' similar to those of groups, especially in America, known | 
as the New Left. In particular they began to read the literature[ 
of S.D.S., notably the newspaper Notiomil Gunrdian and began [ 
to think beyond Vietnam to a critique of the .Australian social | 
system in terms of "participatory democracy," of bringing the I 
social reality in various areas of life into line with the liberal[ 
rhetoric. 

In the August vacation the crossing of the initials of S.D.S. [ 
with V.A.C. led to the ncw'name of the group—S.D.A.—Society f 
for Democratic Action. Along with the new name went an in
tensified desire to embrace a whole range of social issues in a new 
social movement committed to radical alternatives. S.D.A. was! 
to be involved in action on Vietnam, conscription, educaiioni 
from primary to university level, cibil liberties, aborigines,! 
conservation of natural resources, local government and othcr| 
topics. 

However, not much depth of thought went into the linkingl 
of these issues and through most of 1966 and 1967 S.D.A. wasl 

I to be mainly concerned with consolidating an organisational 
infrastructure and sponsoring aciinn on various issues. 

The third significant group that contributed to the emergence 
of a radical movement was a number of yiumger siatl with a | 
range of criticisms against ihe universily bmh iheorelical and I 
practical. They had come into txnuaci with dissenting siudenis 
in fairly informal ways, some in the context t)f the radical Newman 
mo\enieni, some in the Labor Club with its vaguely socialist 
atmosphere, others in the growing S.D.A. ferment and others in 
discussion with intelligent though fairly individualist students I 
critical 01 tlie standards ol their own depariment in the humaniiies. j 

These various tendencies within the university needed only i 
an occasion for coming into contact. This was provided hy an I 
issue late in 1966. It was alleged that there had been discrjinina-| 
lion by the university Administration against an outside Peace | 
movement who were sponsering a conference on South-Hast 
.Asia. A protest was held in the Great Court on a platform hastily [ 
procured by .S.D.A. activists. Staff and students spoke to a crowd I 
numbering nearly 2lH)0 and a petition was signed by hundreds of | 
students and staff. 

More important for the radical movemeni was a motion carried [ 
at Ihe meeting that the whole issue of university reform betaken! 
up at subsequent meeiings. This gave rise to a series of forums) 
in the J. D. Story room at W'hich the nature of the university [ 
was discussed, bringing together all the groups mentioned pre
viously. A loosely structured society was formed known as ihei 
University Reform Group (U.R.O.) that had three separate| 
branches of activity; 
1. to call series of public debates on the concept of the university I 
2. 10 do survey-type rcseareli on the nature of the educaiion| 

offered in the university 

3. to convene fortnigluly seminars al which papers would be 
delivered on aspects of the universily and ils place in society. 

This was a broad formation allowing tor the convergence in 
! debate :ind mutual interaction of all seciions from ihe most 

romanlically comniuniiarian to the most politically aciivisi, from 
those with the most scholarly objections lo ihose wilh the most 
immediate frusiraiioiis against authority. It was not wiiliom 

tensions but ii al least allowed for ihe unleashing of peni 
j energies and il led lo further activity. 

Over the holidays people continued to ihink along the lines 
sketched out so far. S.D.A. consolidated itself by gaining n local 

I habitation as well as a name, a priming plant, and undertaking 
what was probably Australia's first summer campaign—in
volving group activity of various kinds, lealleiting, political dis-

I cussion, door-knocking, on various issues. In January and 
l-ebruary of 1967 Brian Laver, .Mitch Thompson, Gail Salmon 
and Barbara J.inc Gaines all went lo jail raiher than pay fines 
over their participation in the N.U.A.U.S. sponsored march 

I against conscription in October 1966. 
1967 was clearly going to be a year of heightened ferment. 

This impression was strengthened by the orientation week 
[ activity. S.D.A. ran its own complete counter-orientation in 

introduce new students lo issues such" as the great imbalance 
beiween rich and poor nations, the danger of nuclear destruction, 
the significance of the Vietnam war, the function of the university 
in a capitalist society and economy. A range of methods were used 
from poster displays to what became characteristic of S.D.A., 
the open-air forums in the refectory area. 

A part of the oflicial orientation programme also lurned out 
10 be, in effect, a radical initiative. Peter Wertheim and 1 had 
been invited to give our view of the university to the freshers in 



SEMPER FLOREAT MARCH 17 th PAGE 10 

>:;>^ 

F "•;•>/ 

'••••Iv .•**^'' \Z»7I.' WiiM 

^;;y, i«wa 

^ V.;,!/-^w«^)j 
• > • • . - ' ' < ' ; / . » ( ; y 

""•'•'•? 

fc^; 

the limc-sloi usually reserved for a how-to-study lecture. We 
did this, and a minor storm broke loose in the press, blowing 
over to reveal thai many students were now ready lo take seriously 
the issues of university reform proposed for discussion. 

One further effect of the oricniaiion week activities was a 
growing together in sympathies of ihe people who were beginning 
1(1 ihink in terms of radical solutions. This was the climate in 
which the Universily Reform Group renewed ils acliviiy. 

It was at one of iis earliest seminars in the Relaxalion Block, 
lhat the nc.xl significant grouping mo, place. Don Mannison. 
who had studied ai Berkeley before the I%1 revolt sjMikc of ihe 
slyle of siudeni acliviiy there, mentioning the formatitm of 
SI.ATli, an inira-university polilical parly tn cimlesl student 
affairs elecilons. This was llie iONpiraiion for the formaiinn of 
the New Siudeni ,\lovemeni. N.S..\l,;. Il was lo he a broad-
ninging plait'orm on which all student bodies, all deparimcnis. 
all progressive-ihinking groups could co-operate, lis iniinedjaie 
aim was lo capture the L'nion Council in ihe I9(>7 elections. Its 
uliimaie aim was lo use this insiJiuiion of student power wilhin 
the university lo hrinp ahoui various changes in the nauire ol ilie 
university, It produced .1 live-pufte plaiform ofilelailed rei|iiirc-
nients for change m (ive jiieas of Union cimcern. I( ^el Inrih iis 
ideals in an ininuliiviion: 

"We li\e in linies ol crisis and rapid thangc, and the studcni 
I'Hidy allempls spavnliHlitally in ils extra curricular life 10 rcspmul 
lo ihis almospliere. liui tl cannol do iliK ellccli\cly because ti 
lacks iiiiliaiive and siiniukis Irom its ostcnsihle leaders. 

There are three ;ireas which are i>l nititli iniercst 10 sludcnis. 
arc being allowed in pi by dd'.iull: 
1. Sludcnis h.ive an inlcrcsl in (he L'llivcrsity as a LiMiinuiniiy 

nf stall and sividenis. even 10 ihe cxteiil ol rcprescnlaiiiMi nii 
imporiani tonimilies wtlhin the siruciure of ihe Uimvisiiv. 

2. Students have an interest in getting at the facts about educa
tion in Australia and particularly tertiary education in this 
slate. 

3. Students are citizens not in the making and in the future, but 
AS students. Consequently they have an interest in the wider 
community in which the University is an institution. They 
have an interest in articulating, reserving and exercising 
certain rights and duties." 

This proved to be a set of principles lhat could rally together 
the bulk of the radicalism on campus. Over forty candidates stood 
on the N.S.M. ticket, great numbers lurned up to N.S.M. 
functions, teach-ins, staff-student discussions, weekly policy 
meeiings. 

.N.S.M. was of course belaoured from the beginning as an 
S.D.A. front, and therefore (seriously) a communist front. 
Age-old questions were raised such as "where was the money 
coming from for the series of pamphlets?" In fact N.S.M. was a 
genuine alliance of ihe forces I have outlined as active from the 
beginning of 1966. But the novelty of such co-operation und the 
inadequacies of their political consciousness made them over
react 10 Ihe inevitable smears. \X'hen Brian Lavcr won the N.S.M.* 
vole at a badly-attcndcd meeting N.S.M. nearly split. It became 
apparent that, for various reasons N.S.M. was without depth of 
cimsensus needed to bring aboui iniernal cohesion and resistance 
10 external attack behind a sludcnt leader mainly known for his 
identification with S.D.A., with its largely off-campus image, 
furthermore, many N.S.M. members thought there were deep 
disagreements of thcoryrand style between Laver and the emerging 
spirit of N.S.M. 

'nomination for presiJem by a narrotv vote 
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Ultimately a compromise solution emerged. Lavcr was to run 
as an independent candidate with strong links of sympathy and 
mutual support with N,S.M. who would not themselves run a 
candidate for president. 

The excitement of the clctions, with its mounting pamphlet 
warfare, and the slow emergence of a coaliiion of anii-N.S.M. 
"independents" was, however, soon to be over-borne by the 
clamour of a more significant movement. This was the civil 
liberties campaign. 

An action committee, mainly Ralph Summy, Brian Lavcr and 
Mitch Thompson, had produced an argument against the Traffic 
Regulations, proposals for change, and a plan of action if no 
indications were forthcoming from the government. From May 
1967, a gnidual consensus was building up around this plan. A 
Civil Liberties Co-ordinating Committee was formed of re
presentatives from staff, the political clubs, the religious clubs 
and other groups on campus. Forums were held increasingly 
from early June. It looked as though a march of some hundreds 
might occur on the stated deadline of II July. Then Union 
President Frank Gardiner began the series of contacts with the 
Government and the police that were eventually to escalate the 
movement to the stage reached in September wilh ihe Govern
ments' manifest betrayal of the moderate hopes of its own moder
ate committee. 

The September march of 4000 and the year or more of activity 
subsequent to it on various issues of freedom of speech and 
assembly arc alive enough in public memory noi to go into them 
here. Suffice it to say lhat the civil liberties issue was, through ihe 
stupidity of the government, and the all-too-evident compliance 
and distortion of the mass media, the main matrix in which 
student consciousness was formed and directed towards oiher 
deficiencies in our society. It still is ihe main issue which makes 
apparent lo student activists that tWcte arc a whole range of 
topics and minority groups in our society which never get fully 
discussed cither in the media controlled by the rich and powerful, 
or in the streets policed by the government in the interests of 
that "traflic" so important to a stereo-typed populace force-fed 
notions of what is customary and what is not by the media. 

The dramatic events of the forum surrounding the posipone-
mem of the July march had brought the campus to a new pitch 

of political awareness. Especially since some paternalistic remarks 
of the acting vice-chancellor. Professor Tcakic, had almost 
produced the university's first sit-in. Thus it was that the cam
paign for the Union elections proved to be such an exhilirating 
debate over issues. Laced with the usual conflict of personalities, 
notably that beiwccn new-deal type progressive Nucifora and 
radical Lavcr, irritated with the traditional .Australian futilities 
of smear and accusation, the campaign ncverihelcss opened up 
a new dimension of seriousness in student life and the hegemony 
of old-style sludcnt "professional" politicians was broken. Lavcr 
got an astonishing 40",. of the popular vote, and the record 
number of voters (nearly 6500) seemed to have turned out not 
so much in excessive enthusiasm for conservatism ns in kar of 
the real threat posed by the new radical ideas. N.S..\l.s impaci 
was not to hi measured iTicrely in terms of ils twelve successful 
candidates. 

The debate and tumult of 1967 persisted in voice, deed and 
written word until the examination period itself There was even, 
especially after the march, some wild talk of boycotting certain 
examinations, but without going so far there were many students 
who made almost palpable the feeling that, after all, the examina
tions were not a central part of the pursuit of knowledge, and 
the practice of critical reasoning. The forum was held sometimes 
up to three times a week right into November and a communal 
breakthrough seemed to have been made. Refectory trivia gave 
way to serious discussion, and immature groupings based on 
prejudice broke up in a new climate of serious cameraderie. 
There was a feeling akin to trade union consciousness abroad. 
There was something in the atmosphere of the campus lhat I 
had recalled lo me in reading the Penguin report on the May 
196S "revolution" in France (p.91.): 

"The most striking feature of those days was ihe sight of 
people talking to each other—not only casual exchanges, 
but long intense conversations beiween total strangers, 
clustered at streel corners, in cafes, in the Sorbonne of 
course. There was an explosion of talk, as if people had been 
sa\ing up what they had to say for years. And what was 
impressive was the tolerance with svhich they listened to 
each other, as if all those endless dialogues were a form of 
group therapy. Many French men and women «oke up to 
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the fact that tneir relationships with each other had been iar 
too stiff and suspicious, far too unfraiernal. It seemed as if 
the system were wrong: children not speaking freely to their 
parents, employees touching their caps to the bosses, the 
whole nation standing to attention before ihe General and 
his vision of France." 

In fact, it seems to me, what happened here in 1967 gave to a 
whole generation of young radicals a new psychological posses
sion, a new permanently memorable sense of hunian possibilities 
that is more immediate and more conducJNe to action than ibe 
"excessive optimism about human nature" with which they are 
often charged by the disillusioned elftisis of the 30s gcnctaiion. 
There is now, I am saying, an instinct for a vision of a franker, 
more open, more communal society abroad, ihat operates not 
at the level of theory, of notional possibility, but at the deeper 
levels of identity-formation, and at the more immediate levels 
of mutual regognition by young people of disposition, mood and 
style. They know that these things are possible, in imagination 
and in fact. They have had experience of them that cannot be 
rebutted by the arguments of the cynics and "realists" in arm
chairs. Hence ihcy have begun to turn ihcir aiiemion towards 
all the attitudes in our society that restrict and distort community, 
thai trammel energies of co-operation; they have begun to isolate 
and attack too the various social structures lhat reinforce those 
attitudes. They attack them not ultimately in the name of any 
theory or laicrnativc worked-out system, but out of the felt 
communal awareness of forms of human life thai cannoi be con
tained in the present institutions, with their impersonality, 
authoritarianism, and repression of all joy or creative responses 
lo situations. 

Once again I am reminded of France, of the words spoken by 
the philosopher Sartre to Daniel Cohn-Bendii; 

"Something which astonishes, sonieihtng which jolts, some
thing which repudiates all lhat has made our society what 
it is tiKlay has come out of your movement. I call it extending 
the range of possibilities; don't give up." 

To draw one last conclusion from the experience of 1967, 
nobody will understand the radical movement here unless they 
take its emphasis on direct action seriously. For it arises out of the 
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integral loial desire of persons to live in a more open society. 
It is not just a tactic intellectually adapted to a temporary purpose. 
It is the product of a constant desire for more communication, 
more democratic debate, more open attack on admitted but 
hypocritically dissembled vices of ihe society. The openness 
and free public communication of direct action protest and open-
air mass meetings are ends as well as means. It is a thrust towards 
greater social health of the body politic. And that ii why violent 
repression and jailing will not stop it. Because such action merely 
conlirms the intuition in young people of our society's sickness 
and mean-mindedness. 

This was the final legacy of 1967 to the radical movement, a 
sort of basic orienialion, something underlying the separable 
activities, a dynamic that was compounded of disgust and dis
illusionment as much as audacious hopes for community. To 
adapt Mario Savio's words, 

".Australian society in the standard conception il has of 
iiself is simply no longer exciting. The most exciting things 
going on in Australia today are movements lo change Aus
tralia. Australia is becoming ever more the Utopia of sterilised 
automated conteniment. The "futures" and "careers" for 
which Australian students now prepare are for the most 
pari inielleciual and moral wastelands. This chrome-plated 
consumers' paradise would have us grow up to be well-
behaved children. Bui an important minority of men and 
women coming to the front today have shown that ihey will 
die rather than be standardised, replaceable, and irrelevant." 

The studeni movement, here, and all over the world is now-
moving beyond ihai semi-tragic style of determination. But it 
still remains an important ingredient of the movement, and 1967s 
events here matured the moral stance of our radicals to tlie 
point of real empathy with iheir international counterparts. 

The student movement seems lo escalate in rhythms of aclion 
and reileciion on aclion, adventure into new concerns and sub
sequent theoretical consolidation. To those involved in these 
waves there are the dangers of over-optimism and unwarranted 
dejeciioii but these are merely growing pains, for the motives 
for continuance of the movement are buili into the structures of 
the society itself and they will be there in the coming years along 
with the radicals' incommensurate mentality that opposes struc
tures with a growing theoretical sophistication. 

1968, in some ways disappointing lo protagonists, can be seen 
in retrospect as a year of advance upon the front of awareness. 

Hut first a brief catalogue of events; 
Over the holidays the Civil Liberties Co-ordinating Commitlee 

ran a somewhat less than successful summer campaign on the 
traffic regulations. 

F.arly in the year S.D.A. founded Foco in the Trades Hall. 
Along wilh the appointment of Laver as a research ofiiccr, and 
siudeni involvement in strike action over the Postal dispute this 
signified the emergence of greater links with the working class 
movement. Building upon the unions' support of the big march 
this led to the notion of a student-worker alliance well before the 
world was made aware of the possibilities of such co-operation 
in l-'rance. 

Radical Dip.Kd. students imik direct action in the Teacher's 
Cj>llege against ihe Government's "Umergency" Crash Course. 

Al various times the Universily Administration took repressive 
action against student political and intellectual life. This produced 
a series of protest meetings but no direct action. 

There was continued leafleiiing againsi ibe law on pamphlets 
in Queen Street, The police allowed a number of footpath de-
numstraiions including one on Vietnam. Then there was the fairly 
successful march of 2000 from Albert Park to the Botanic Gardens. 
The main feature of all this activity was a new awareness of 
students ihai ihc mass media are not responsible agencies of free 
information, communicaiion and argument in our society. 

Throughout the year most of the students who had been 
iiiilialors or close supporters t>f N.S,,M, seemed lo have dis
appeared from view, but many of them, not so ovcrtiy political 
in their inleresis as the S,D,A, activists, were actively involved 
in movements fiir siudeni parlicipalion in department control 
and refiirm of courses. 

In the course of S,l'>.A.s arguing for the July march and for 
the validity of the N.L.F". cause, a vocal and intelligent opposition 
arose from the right for the first lime. The foolish immature 
personalities directed ai the radicals by ihc Democratic Club 
were replaced by pro-Governmenl cases put in the forum. 

Possibly more important than this was the re-birth of the Lakir 
(;iub as a radical group. Afler going through a succession of 
presidents early in the year it came under the leadership of 
Bruce Dickson in ihe lasi six months. He sees it as having suffered 
from the lack of a public spokesman after the S.D.A. mould 
tliriiughoui 1967 and considers its re-emergence lo have been 
due 10 two initiatives in 1968, 

I'lrsily it called for a Consciiption (;ommiiiee in June lo lake 
anii-Government action in time for the second call-up of the 
yeai in July-August, This commiltee responded lo a growing 
need on campus among young men in danger of being conscripted. 
Many students became activists around this issue, including the 
bulk of the Liberal Club executive, who revealed themselves in 
disiinclmn from the membership of their Club as small "1" 
iheorelical liberals, some of whom pui forward the proposiliim 
thai socialism is the completion of liberalism in ivvenlielh century 
condilions. The Labor C\{ih gained a fair number of the younger 
members of S.D.A. HKI, partly out of disappointment wilh the 
decline in action by S D.A piirlty out of the desire to "work 
through the A L P " . 

The second action of the Labor Ĉ lub was the leafleiiing of 
Hinh SchiH)K around the time of the N.L.F". solidarity march 
in IKiuber. The origmal leallei written by Dick Shearman and 
distributed al his former SCIUM)I, Kedron High, was an account 
111 how he had come to doubt the Government propaganda aboui 
the war'and the N.L.I-'. This leaflet was copied and dislrihuied 
hy iiiher ex-high SCIIIKII students tii iheir own schools. Then in 
Ihe late iif criticism by ihc newspapers, the l-dutaiion Dcparimeni 
and the schinil masters and parents, iilher leaflets were distributed 
aiiatking the bias of the education system in favour of certain 
ideas to Ihe exclusion ol others. Ii was pointed <iui thai (Jovern-
ment departments, the R.S.L. und «ither bodies <suth as the 
N C.C. in (.'athnlit schools; were allowed to prupagandise iheir 

ideas without hindrance, to say nothing of the in-buili assump
tions and prtKedures of many courses and school practices such 
as the Cadei Corps. 

Throughout this period of the latter half of 1968 the Labor 
lub mel constantly on Sunday nights in infonnal discussion of 

heory. policy and strategy. However President Bruce Dickson 
;sees a lack in theory as one of the inadcqu-acies of the Labor Club. 

Ie believes iliai there tends lo be a raiher Km inclusive and un-
xamincd acceptance of "socialism" as an all-sufficient perspec-

In the meantime S.D.A. was beginning to feel the need for 
igreaier iheorelical backing. Al the Socialist .Students Alliance 
meeting in the first vacation in Sydney the idea of a student 
radical newspaper for all campuses had been fTut forward, lo be 
published and circulated from Brisbane. This was The Ihnhaiie 
Une which ran through three editions from laic August to early 
September and then folded. The reasons for its failure are pro
bably HKi complex to be gone into here but a not-too-inconvenient 
summary is ihai ihe movemeni had neiiher ihe intellectual pro-
ducliveness nor the mass involvement w-ith the project to keep 
it going. 

The collapse of Tlie Biiahaiie Line merged with increasing 
criticism by campus radicals of Foco as a good idea gone wrong 
10 represent a fairly total challenge for ihe rc-ihinking of S.D.A.s 
direction. It seems to me that wilh the absence of Briar Laver 
on an overseas trip and the virtual absence of .Mitch Thompson 
for periods as an A.L.P. private secretary, S.D.A. had been 
'exposed to one of its weaknesses, lack of capacity for initiati\-c, 
often even lack of intellectual understanding by the rank and 
file of the rationale and inier-connexion of S.D.A.s involvements. 
It could be charged against Laver and Thompson that they had 
over-led the movemeni, but then it could also be charged .-igainst 
several S.D.A. activists that they had not sufficient commitmeni, 
understanding or respimsibiliiy to live out the ideals ihey profes-
sed^i f dispersal of power, of participatory democracy, of the 
primary of critical reason and creativity over custom. In any case, 
jfrom September onwards S.D.A. went thrlugh a crisis of self-
definition W'hich invol\-ed the decision lo carry through an 
intense self-education campaign until the beginning of this 
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academic year, a period of self-criticism in which the existence 
of a leader-syndrome was diagnosed, accepted, and reversed, 
and the consequent emergence of some dozen or so more intel
lectually cummiticd, capable student leaders, or perhaps I should 
say leading non-leaders. 

S.D.A. has now emerged as a far more organised movement. 
It has absorbed the more dynamic elements of the young workers' 
movement, the Young Socialist League, and has continued lo 
build up contacts with the miliiants in the Queensland trade 
union movement. It has,come to a recognition that it is simul-
laneo^usly a student movement within the university, and a 
student-worker movement within the institutions of society. 
There is growing in more than the few spokesmen a theoretical 
perspective enabling members to preserve an over-view of the 
movements ditTcrcnt areas of interest and current direction. 
With this goes a new tolerance of and capacity for prolonged 
intellectual debate and a bourgeoning recognition of the validity 
of separate individual interests within an over-all concern for 
radical social change. 

It seems to me that S.D.A. now has four distinct areas of 
concern, inter-related by different members in different ways. 
There is not an all-encDmpassing ideology, though all would 
probably agree to being anti-authoritarian, in favour of increased 
democracy in the poUtical and social field, supported on the basis 
of decentralisation of power. Many -.vould argue thai the com
pletion of the trends of S.D.A. thinking is the adoption of a form 
of workers control in all institutions. Some would sec the under
lying philosophy of the movement as a form of socialist humanism. 
Some would sec S.D.A. as a transitiorial grouping in advanced 
capitalist conditions, tending towards an cilectically Mareist 
form of revolutionary socialism. Others tend, at this level of 
generality, to organise their perceptions and .-ictions in terms of 
less political creeds, emphasising the socio-cullural and moral 
content of the revolution fought for. Some see forms of non
violent revolution as the soul of all revolutionary movements, 
the inner principle of all attempts at really radical social change. 
Some profess to be theoretical anarchists who consider any State 
power ultimately illegitimate. 

It is indicative of the new maturity of social thinking in S.D.A. 
lhat theory is seen not as a polemical conflict of ideologies but as 
a method of guiding a body of concerns towards fruitful future 
development. There is a genuine dialectic of general views that 
liberates participants for action and does not manipulate them in 
the interests of an abstract model of reality. So far as I can see, 
il is this which makes the Brisbane radical movement so different 
from the movements in Sydney and Melbourne. There is more 
openness to ihc complexity of theory -and practice and wn-
sequenily the ability to co-ordinate more interests into a continu
ing movement. 

At the moment S.D.A. has four major fields of intercsl. 
I. It has continued the support of social revolution in the third 

world, and now takes a comprehensive anii-inlperinlist stand 
against the USA with iis global economic and "strategic" 

interests. Similarly it is opposed to the bureaucratic deforma
tions of socialism in Soviet influenced countries and in support 
of the democraiisation of socialist regimes. 

2. It concentrates on the university as a crucial institution 
wilhin western capitalist society, posing student-staff control 
at all levels as necessary to recapture university education for 
the development of individuals rather than the efficient per
petuation of the social and economic goals of the status quo. 

3. It extends the principle of producer democracy beyond 
universities to alt work places w-ithin society, from the public 
service and the schools through to ihe factories. To this end 
it seeks links with the working class movement and hopes to 
influence it away from its current cconomism and compliance. 

4. It seeks structural involvement with the forms of under 
privilege in our society, whether it be racial, educational ot 
economic. Forms of organising with the underprivileged must 
be found similar to American S.D.S.s formation of community 
unions and rent-strikes. This is necessary not only in itself, 
for the sake of the present underprivileged, but because there 
is plenty of evidence to show that poor people are a necessary 
part of the advanced ctipitalisl economies (over 30 million in 
America, seven million in Britain, one million in Australia). 
They are the internal colonies that correspond to the economic 
colonies of the Third World. The same "pluralist" system 
impoverishes internationally and domestically. 

I go into this detail over S.D.A. not because I think it is the 
only focus of radicalism on campus but because it seems probable 
to mc that it will continue to make the intellectual pace and to 
lake the initiatives of action which will require other groups to 
respond for or against. 

One hears much criticism of S,D,A, from people who find ii 
too crude in its,analysis or too unconcerned with individuals as 
individuals. In the absence of more evidence that such people 
are building the serious, more intellectually complete and more 
humanistic and compassionate movements that they apparently 
invoke as standards, I must conclude lhat they arc rationalisng 
some reluctance on their own pan to engage in the son of direct 
action.and public critique that is ofien needed. Much of iheir 
opposition to S.D.A.s "methods", as they call ihem, rings fairly 
hollow beside Martin Luther King's words abi>ui young radical 
groups: 

"W'hethcr they read GailJhi or FrMt: Fivum, all the rt.idieals 
uiiJerstoiiil the need for tietioii—direct felf-tramforming iind 
structure-transforming action. This may he their most erciiiifc, 
<-otlective insiglu." (The Trumpet of Conscience, Hodder 
tsf Stoiightnn p.52.) 

There is a particular need to emphasi;.e this point at this time, 
because it seems lhat 1969 will be a time when dialogue and niuiual 
interplay of the strengths of dilferent groups will result in com
munal and consequently individual development. 

I have met a number of people over the last three years or so 
who share many of the critical altitudes of radicals and of S.D.A. 
in particular, who started out in defence of Christian humiinism 
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or inielleciual values, who lixiked fonvard to the building of 
some kind of inielleciual community and of a movemeni of 
social concern, bm who currently adopi a fairly individualisut 
line or make ambiguous and partial affirmations of solidurily 
wilh radicalism ihat stop shon of common action or even public 
dialogue to sort out differences. They convey somclimes the 
impression thai they believe, there is some "nicer" way of pres
sing for change, some more refined, spiritual and subtle way of 
working that lliey would of course join in w-ith, if only it were 
offered PO them, I think Christian liberals and radicals in parti
cular have a lendency lo this kind of thinking. Ai its best it 
strikes mc as wishful musing aboui the state of the world or a 
form of self deception, at its worst it is a failure to witness to 
beliefs and values out of a deep fear of being identified w-iih a 
body ot people conveniently regarded by the majoriiy as "ex-
trcmeisls". 

I conclude on ihis note because it seems to me ihat after a 
number of years during wliich radicals were continually expected 
lo demonstrate their sincerity, ihe position is now reversed. Il 
could be argued ihat the people whose sincerity is currently in 
doubt are the liberals, the "modcraie" sympatherisers, the non-
aclivisl intelleduals and critics and the selectively activist and 
iKcasionally revolutionary (.hrisiian humanists. In some ways 
the future growth of radicalism in this university depends on 
whether or not they meet the demands of the time. 

It may appear to you thai 1 am on the one hand idealising the 
present state of S.D.A., over-playing iis maturity and so on and 
on the other hand, cracking down too hard on the critical non-
aligned studenls who do afler all, lake an inicusc interest in 
humane concerns, I am conscious of boih possibilities and yet 
1 do nol relracl my remarks. For both tendencies arise logciher 
out of a continual sense of fruslralion that I feel about the intel
lectual life on this campus. In 1966 it kxiked as though a creative 
inieraclion might occur here between three vigorous traditions 
of social and cultural philosophy. There were lively groups re-
prcseniing various strains of what we might call Christian human
ism, secular liberal radicalism and a sort of benevolent rationalism. 
There «as every promise thai if insights were conlinually validated 
by free communal discussion and values reinforced by the decision 
10 act out common beliefs, then there might arise an inielleciual 
and activist community of great seriousness and unusual spiriiual 
depth for Australian condilions. The process of mutual influence 
in aclion and in dialectic would have matured individuals and 
groups 10 a new intellectual, moral and polilical development. 

That this h.is occurred so meagrely and in such a truncated 
form seems to me less altribuiahle lo the intelleaual short
comings of S.D.A. than to a failure of nerve by the Christain and 
inielleciual wings of the original groupings. If I idealise S.D.A.s 
iheorelical growih it is because 1 am conscious of the difliculty 
of polilical radicalism's dex'eloping a viable social philosophy 
wiihoui the nea-ssary contribution of day-to-day dialogue ,ind 
enrichment by other relevant traditions. That it has come so far 
with so few resources is to its great credit. If I seem loo hard on 
llie Christian and other intellectuals, both student and slafT, il 
is because ihey seem lo mc to have allowed ihcmselves to become 
less serious than the radicals, while maintaining for themselves 
and others the immense illusion thai they are more serious. Their 
"bjecitons to the radicals strike me as excuses (disguised as 
explanations) for their own failure to either transform the move
ment to their own intellectual satisfaction or create a more ade
quate movement. To put it quite bluntly, may it not be that some 
of them are simply afraid to buck authority? There is after all, 
ample historical precedent for such fear among both Christians 
and intellectuals. 

Finally, it will luit do for any of us to stand upon the debating 
ploy of calling the existing anti-authoritarian movements just as 
authoritarian or manipulative as ihe status quo. For lhat does nol 
excuse us from cither joining and dcmiKratising such moyements 
or attcmpiing to create our own iion-auihoritarian movements 
lowarils real democracy. Whichever way wc turn at the present 
time we are confronted by the need for action. Now is ihc accep
table lime. 

Dan O'Neill 
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Is the New 
Left Ageing? 

The New Left represented in this 
universily hy S.D.A. and the nevv-
Uwk I.ahor C.luh, is and has been a 
FTiuch critidzed phenomenon. Apart 
from highly unoriginal criticisms 
relating to the alleged lack of original
ity of the Australian New Left, and 
suspect exhortations regarding sin
cerity, it is often motited within n^ore 
Sophisticated circles that the K'ew 
Left is not analytical enough. During 
the summer vacation, S.D.A. has 
been conducting a fairly intensified 
self-education programme. New Left 
ideologists like Marcuse, the Aus
tralian economy, the J'Yench Invents. 
Australia's "radical" hislnry. An
archism, and a whole lot of highly 
relevant topics were presented in 
papers wliich were (̂ f high enougli 
academic quality to please even the 
most "objeclive" bourgeoise analyst. 
Perhaps the most unimportant result 
will be that those of us who consider 
ourselves to be Left-Liberal of Lelt-
Radical of the "intellectual" variety 
will no longer be able to accuse the 
New Left of lack of analysis. We will 
have to find other ways to jusiify our 
eXLiii-iiue. 1 nis is not to say of course, 
that the self-education programme 
has reached the grassroots of S.D.A.s 
diverse membership—a majority of 
them remain largely ignorant and 
anti-intellectu-al, although "commil-
ted" in rather a compelling way to 
all that the New Left holds dear. 
This is important, because it means 
that the S.D.A. leadership is far 
above the grassroots as far as an
alysis and political awareness goes. 
It is my opinion that the ideologising 
that the New Left leadership have 
been engaged in recently have put 
them out of contact with both their 
rank and file, and the student body 
on campus. The jargon of "revolu
tion", "worker control", "partici
patory democracy" have ceased to 
have any meaning or relevance to 
anybody outside the leadership. This 
is not to say that they have no 
meaning to the articulators of the 
jargon; but it docs mean that S.D.A. 
can no longer pretend to be an anti-
ideologist organisation. 

Does this mean that the rank and 
file will fall away from the main 
ideologically committed body? No, 
these will gather around anyone who 
articulates a doctrine of dissent 
against the established order. VX̂ hat 
is going to happen, is that S.D.A. 
will no longer be able to relate to 
and win support from the student 
body, as it has been able to do in the 
past. 

What was attractive about S.D.A. 
in former years was the fact that 
they articulated in forceful and ideal
istic language, the bourgeois myths 
about freedom, justice, and equality, 
which everyone believed in, with a 
bit of dedication, and compelling 
argument, it was not very dilficult to 
convince students to march for Civil 
Liberties in the name of Democracy, 
or be up in arms against the Senate 
in the name of Academic Freedom. 
Now, however, they arc being asked 
to do the same in the name of 
Revolution—which is not a term 
attractive to the bourgeoise. 

Unless S.D.A. is able to reorien
tate itself to the level of student 
consciousness that now exists, 

and which il helped to create, :,\ • 
I douhi if we will see mass student ' 
action under New Left leadership 
in the future. Incidents of student 
direct action will̂  of course, continue 
to take place in the near future, hut 
they will become increasingly the 
work of isohitcd minorities. It is 
hoped that the Queensland New 
Left, which is probably the only 
authentic radical movement in Aus
tralia, will not isolate itself from the 
rest of the campus by an over 
emphasis on ideology and revolution, 
as have the tiihcr Left-Student move
ments in Australian Universities. 
It is not too late to stop the ageing 
process. 

•i FASCIST 
AND 

REACTION
ARY 

OVERTONES 
"Now thai the march is over, it is necessary 
for those of us who were involved siudcnt.s 
and staff—to assess how things stand in 
order that our aaions in the future will be 
reasonable, resolute, and effective." {Semper 
Floreal, Friday September 15 1967.) 

This was the editorial commem of 
Semper when it was sold on the streets of 
Brisbane in 1967, just after ihe now-famous 
"march of September 8". lis advice is 
something which continues to be most 
vibrant. Civil liberties seem to have died 
down a little, University reform to have 
taken on more imponance. But whatever 
the issues, it seems inevitable that much of 
the debate which will be conducted on 
campus in 1969 will centre on the strategy 
to be adopted. Because this debate has so 
far tended to be a parasite on the pressing 
substantive issues at stake, weakening the 
argument and dividing its forces, it would 
seem better to remove the debate on strategy 
from this platform, so that when issues arrive 
which conunand the respect of large numbers 
of students, there will be no "false 
opposition" to weaken the movement, nor, 
hopefully will there be any "fake 
strategists" to destroy its chances of 
success. 

It is my belief that the forces of 
radicalism on this campus (principally the 
Labour club and S.D.A.) have adopted 
attitudes, reactions and strategics in
appropriate to their goals, and irrelevant 
to their context. 

If there is one word that characterises 
the "Left" attitude toward radical action, 
that word is "impatience". The campus 
radicals tend to sec things very much in 
terms of day-to-day events; to ignore the 
historical background and the institutional 
structure in which they are working. The 
Left at Queensland University is, at least 
among its leadenhip, an educated and 
perceptive group of people. As such they 
inevitably see many things around them 
which do not measure up to their picture of 
a "good society". Being aware of these things, 
they arc also "activists" in the purely 
objective meaning of the word. If they see 
something ihcy believe to be wrong, they 
feel a social obligation, an idealistic 
compulsion, to sec that thing righted. 
These two attitudes, awareness and acuvism, 
are often criticised but usually from the point 
of view of those who have some interest in 
seeing that "The Boat" is not "rocked". 
It is my belief that there is no just ground 
for such criticism. A democratic society 
assumes "eternal vigilance" and demands 
(not merely permits) social involvement 
from its citizens. 

However, the campus radical adds to his 
awareness and his activism an impatient 
assumption that all things wrong in his view 

can be put right in a space of time, measured 
more in months than in decades. The radical 
chooses to ignore, because he does not like 
several important facts about social change. 
The first is that nwst people want to be 
fully aware of, and prepared for any impon-
ant changes in their living habits, or in their 
cvcry-day assumptions about their woHd. 
The second is that, unless they are aware of, 
and understand the motives behind such 
changes, they will automatically oppose 
them, whether thdr opposition is rational 
or not. Indeed it is true to say thai the 
radical demand for immediaie changes 
wilhoul the accompanying widespread 
understanding must lake the form of a 
challenge to the "happiness" of sodety; 
and Ihis i.i valid irrespective of thedifricultica 
of communicating such understanding. I 
believe that the "happiness" of sodeiy (not 
ihe academic idea of right or wrong; is the 
ultimate value by which all sodal aaiviiy 
should be gauged. 

The second fundamental attitude of the 
Ixft force on campus is thdr disposition 
towards the use of naked power. They die 
Paul Goodman as thdr prophet: "Anarchic 
inddents like Civil Disobedience arc essential 
parts of the Democratic Process." This is 
the creed of those who, frustrated by thdr 
narrow view of the process of change rcson 
to the "pawn" of direct action, as opposed 
to the "influence" of negotiation. I would 
not deny lhat situations may arise where 
a "pawn elite" can so oppose the majority, 
can so detract from their ultimate right to 
enjoy thdr life, that direct action, indeed 
revolution can be justified. Martin Luther 
King pointed out rightly that "Non-violeni 
direct action seeks to create such a crisis 
and foster such tension that a community 
which has constantly refused to negotiate 
is forced to contront the issue." It is a 
simple question of wdghing up the sodal 
costs and gains of such aaion. There have 
been times when the costs in terms of 
disruption, destruction, and misery have 
been far outwdghed by the sodal gains to 
be made when the wrongs have been 
righted, and the sodal order restored lo a 
position where sodal "happiness" takes on 
bright prospects. 

Radicals have tended however to 
exaggerate the existing evils and hence 
inflate the sodal gains to be won from 
direct aaion while ignoring almost 
completely the sodal losses that can be 
incurred, costs which include a drastic 
overall reduction in student and graduate 
influence both within and outside the 
campus. More importantly, a predilection 
for direa aclion will consolidate and sense 
to jusiify the anti-intdleclual anti-siudcni 
and anti-University attitudes of a great 
njany people within our sodety. 

The discussion so far on and about 
direct action has centred around an 
accounting conception of profit and loss. 
At University there is one ftirther considera
tion to be looked at. The use of direct action 
seems to be the complete rejection of certain 
values of a ttrtiary educauon. Tony Bowen 
in a pamphlet last year complained: "The 
often incoherent mumbling of "respectable" 
clcan- îm establishmcni orientated people 
is generally of more interest to the press 
than articulate objection to govemmeni 
pohcy voiced by a group, many of whose 
members exhibit socially unacceptable 
tendcndes in relation to pot, sex and hair." 
Direct action seems to be the very epitome 
of incoherent mumbling. 

The pursuit of knowledge, and more 
imponantly the channelling of knowledge 
to produce desirable goals, are the 
prindple works of true education. If direct 
aclion achieves ends at all, it does so witiiout 
regard to the merits of its cause. If a 
University should concern itself with power, 
it should be the power of knowledge, the 
influence asserted by an informed point of 
view, not the childlike demonstration of 
contempt and annoyance when faced with 
an unpalatable refusal, but the more 
commendable approach of working to under
mine the rationale of that refusal, and 
imposing by force of argument one's own 
concept of rationality. This is the norm of 
the educated sodety. 




