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What arush .... A Freshers’ FELIX producedin
_six days! The photo is of Colin Palmer.

INOUNCTION

ATTEMPT
FAILS IN

We apologise to readers that because of a
subjudice rude; the Freshers’ FELIX has had to
be censored and rewritten. In the rush some
articles have had to be left out.

FELIX HIGH COURT DRAMA

EXEC APPOINT COLIN PALMER ACTING FELIX EDITOR

Following the failure of his second year
Mathematics examinations, John
Shuttleworth, who was elected FELIX Editor
last March, was deemed by College not to be
of ‘good academic standing’. This means that
he cannot be registered as a student for the
session 1979/80. He is barred from taking up
the Sabbatical by a College Governing Body
regulation, which has been accepted by a
Union General Meeting but had not been
incorporated into the Union Blue Book.

After taking all things into consideration,
including the fact that the Sabbatical is tied to
the FELIX Editorship, Imperial College Union
Executive issued a statement deeming John
Shuttleworth to be ineligible to take up the
post of FELIX Editor, and appointed Colin
Palmer Acting Editor, as he was the runner-
up in the original election.

IC Union Executive
8th August, 1979

Solicitors Anscomb Hollingworth wrote the
following letter to Chris Fox, President of
Imperial College Union, on August 15th 1979.

‘Malcolm Brain, Deputy President, also
received a copy of the letter.
“We act for Mr Shuttleworth who has referred
a copy of the Union Bluebook to us together
with copies of correspondence relevant to his
improper removal as Editor of the Union
newspaper.

, Solicitors on

Paragraph 19 of the Rule Book states quite
clearly that any amendments to the rules car
only be incorporated into the Book in
accordance with rule 19 and the Editor of the
newspaper can only be removed from office
in accordance with rule 4b.

Mr Shuttleworth has therefore been

‘properly appointed Editor and cannot be

dismissed in the way in which you have
purported to do.

We are therefore writing to you to require
you by next Monday 20th August to confirm
to us in writing that Mr Shuttleworth will be
allowed to continue as Editor and that his
grant be reinstated.

If you are unable to accede to our request
then our client will have no alternative but to

institute proceedings against you and the

Deputy President as officers of the Union for
the appropriate cow order.”

On the 7th September a writ was issued
against Chris Fox and Malcolm Brain, (sued
on their own behalf and on behalf of all other
members of the Executive Committee of

- Imperial College Union), accompanied by a

summons to attend the High Court of Justice
on the 25th September to defend an

_application for an injunction to reinstate John

Shuttleworth as Editor of FELIX pending the
full hearing of the case. These wereserved on
the I9th September and affidavits from John
Shuttleworth, Sheyne Lucock and Mary
Attenborough were collected by the Union
Friday, 21st September.

The case was due to be heard by a High
Court Judge in Chambers (Q.B.11). At 12:30
all those concerned trooped in and the
application by College to become joined as a
party to the action was heard. The barrister
for John Shuttleworth opposed this but
eventually Imperial College was given leave
to be joined as Second Defendants to the

ion commenced by John Shuttleworth.

e hearing adjourned at1:00 p.m. and Mr.
King embarked on the plaintiff's case. This
lasted some forty-five minutes during which
the Judge asked many questions.

At this point the Union Barrister, (Colin

Manning), rose to reply:but the Judge bade

him sit, having already decided on his
judgement.

In his Judgement, Mr. Justice McNeill
dealt at some length with the various issues

i raised by the case. The basic view taken by

the Judge, however, was that the Union’s
Bye-laws could not be read in isolation and
must be taken in context with the Union’s
relationship with the College. Moreover,
membership of the Union was restricted to
members of the College and as John
Shuttleworth was no longer the latter then he
was not entitled to the rights and benefits of
Union membership.

Allowing also for the balance of
convenience between the parties, it was

' inappropriate for the ‘Injunction to be

granted.
The hearing ended at 4:30 p.m.




Sirs,

In this discussion 1 shall

attempt to analyse as opposed to

deseribe aspects of the structure of

this union. We are all aware that
the checks and ‘balances which

exist between diflerent sections of
the Union makes for a relatively

democratic institution in that no
extreme view can predominate

for long. However. the very

process of particular sections of

the union ensuring that their
respective positions are advanced,
or at least not eroded, means that
we are distracted from observing
the existence of attitudes common
the

to many sections of

union. In this essay I hope to
correct this imbalance to a certain
One of the

prevelent among various sections

extent. attitudes
of the union is in my view what 1
shall
Theé most notable offenders in this

call anu-intellectualism.
respect are institutions such as the
CCUs and the Rugby Club; it has
been realised for some time that
they attempt to degrade those
people who join them with such
initiation

events as their

ceremonies, Smoking Concerts of

doubtful entertainment  value,
and, if the latest example is any-
thing to judge by, rag mags which
can only be desceribed as products
of sick minds. But these are only
svmptoms ol a creeping discase
which attempts to cast people.
and . ipeople DAl atinidny
impressionable age. in the same
mould. the people who belong to
and run the CCUs are afraid of
individuality since ‘this threatens
their paranoid grasp of these
The

worst example of this desire for

reprchensible  institutions.

uniformity is in their approach to
the
consciously realise that they. are

intellect:  they do not
anti-intellectual, since they are

not adult enough:to do so. Anyone

doubt

who is seen taking an intérest in
their academic work. as opposed
to the minimum amount required
by the examiners. or some other
activity’ not approved by the
CCUs: - s

because

with
that

viewed great

distrust: person
refuses to be taken in by the tribal

hollerings ol the CCUs. Given |
that intellectuals. will not
participate in the  pernicious

CCUs

follows that non-intellectuals and

activities of the then it

in many cascs anti-intellectuals
will take charge of the CCUs and

thus perpetuate  the svstem (o
clone their own kind ol beer-
swilling lout. Theyv thus

perpetuate the worst aspect of the
English public school tradition
all

something Freud would have no

being chaps together™,
latent

the

ascribed to  a

homosexual desire. and  at
same time despise the intellectual
side of the same public school
tradition so that it is entirely
destroyed.  The situation would
not be so bad were it not for the
fact that because they are so
prominent within the college and

appcal to the basest instincts of

. people. people join them before

they have a chance of discovering
the CCUs truc nature or the
of available alternatives.
Ini-a 00w
something

range
Once
doing

all chance of
different is
immediately denied..

It is therelore evident that these
organisations arc detrimental to
the life of individual students
within the college. T suggest that
conscquently they are in breach of
our by-laws and scrious
consideration should be given to
CE s

Frank James
SOCIAL CLUBS

COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN

the abolition ol the

RiSa]

agree

don’t expect anvone to
to do so

CELs

iribal taboos: also they have a lot

with this since

would be to break the

ol votes at clegtion time.

Copy Date for next
Friday’s issue

sssessssns

.... you've missed it!

) s

Last Friday I went into
Southside Refectory for a meal. I
had stuffed aubergine. According
to the price list it cost 67p. With
the aubergine you get a certain
amount of rice. I asked for extra
rice. I then asked for chips as well.
I found I had
sinned.Having rice means you
really had the second

I went to pay.
haven’t
vegetable which the menu says is
included in the price. Therefor
you pay six pence less than the
menu price., But rice is an extra

vegetable over and above the two
allowed which costs 14p, so you
pay 8p more than the menu price.
For this reason, my‘‘Mooney’’cost
me 75p. If I didn’t have rice, but
peas, I would have paid 67p. You
may be utterly confused. The
point is this; If, in Southside, you
have main course plus two veg.
you pay menu price. If you have 3
veg. you pay l4p more. If you
have 1 veg. you pay 6p less. If the
meal costs 70p, the veg costs 28p,
so the meat bit costs 42p. If you
don’t have any veg. at all you pay,
according to the rules, 6p less for
every veg. youdon’'t have, leaving
58p. The meat costs 42p, a gap of
16p. Dear Freshers, go and pay
meal

Mooney 16p for no

whatsoever.

Seriously, if Mr. Mooney can
explain this anomoly, I would be
very pleased. ;

Yours sincerely,

Nick Davies.

Dear Colin,

Please could you put
this information in the Freshers’
issue of FELIX:-

Tuesday, 2nd. October at
7.30pm. in the JCR there will be
the Life Sciences Freshers’ Party
(admission will be free for Life
Sciences Freshers - others must
bring a bottle after the bar closes)

If you need a space filler please
put the above somewhere else as
well (I'm terrified no-one will
turn up!).

Katy Tatchell,

Life Sciences’ Dep. Rep.

Sir,

Having spent the late Bank-
Holiday weekend in Paris my
thoughts have turned to banning
all smoking on the Underground
svstem. This would result in a
cleaner environment for all. The
Metro is an example, in many
ways to our tube svstem. The

Metro
adhered to by all travellers and

rule of no smoking is

has demonstrated the need for
such a policy here.

Yours Faithfully.

Roger Stotesbury.

Sirs,

Why, in the bottom right
hand corner of the Letters Page. is
there always a letter pretending
not to be a space filler?

Yours Esoterically,

Eric Jarvis. R.ILP.
Nick Davies, R.LLP.
John Whitehouse.
Dave Crabbe.

Pat Leggett.






