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Prince
gives
Mooney

thumbs
up!

PRINCE PHILLIP payed a
visit to IC on Wednesday to
chair the Tenth General
Council of the Duke of Edin-
burgh Award Scheme. Over
400 delegates from all over
Britain and 100 from over-
seas attended.

They were welcomed by the
Rector at 11:00am, and then
proceeded to discuss the progress
of the scheme which *. . . is
intended to help with both the
young and those people who take
an interest in their welfare. It is
designed as an introduction to
leisure time activities, a challenge
to the individual to persoanl
achievement, and as a guide to
those people and organisations
who are concerned about the
development of our future
citizens.” HRH

After ‘Opportunity for all — a
Reality? — an address by Lord
Perry of Walton, and a ‘Discussion
with particular reference to
young unemployed, young
people in employment and
disadvantaged groups’, the
delegates- adjourned for lunch.

Being served in the JCR, lunch
was provided by the College
caterer, Mr Mooney, and com-
prised of Fish Kedgeree, Tomato
Salad, Chicken Pilaff, Pilau Rice
Fruit Salad, Grapefruit Cocktail,
Saute Kidneys au Jerez, Chicken
vol au vent Regency, Croquette
Potatoes, Salad Croquenbach,
Cheese, French Bread and
Coflee, sufficient for 550 hungry
souls — all washed down with
250 bottles of wine.

No.566

Colin Palmer

‘food had been
offered her congratulations on.

Margaret Vallance, Press
Officer for the Award Scheme
commented to FELIX that the
‘excellent’ and

our having such a superb caterer
in College. It would appear that

the entire occasion was a great

success from almost everyone’s
point of view — the Duke’s and
the delegates’ arrival at and
departure from College being so
well organised as to be almost
unnoticed by the majority of
students. Indeed, when FELIX
asked Captain Lindley how
many visitors had been here, he
said: ‘I don’t know, I don’t
stand and count ’em, and it’s not
up to me to count them either”.
When pressed further on the
point, he said, “Oh God, I don’t
know’’.

FELIX would like to apologise
to Captain Lindley for thinking
that he should know.
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IT WAS sunshine all the way for the drivers and passengers
taking part in this year's RAC London to Brighton Run for
veteran cars. Thousands of spectators were out early on Sunday
morning to see the 282 starters set off from Serpentine Row in
London’s Hyde Park at the start of the 53-mile run to Brighton’s
seafront.

A contingent of Guildsmen,
some dressed in pyjamas, gave Bo
a cheer as the two cylinder 1902

After lunch the Guildsmen
took over the dodgems and big
wheel with the day traditionally
ending with a dip_in the sca.
Hyde Park.

of

Bo driver, Chris Rolph, had an VLY SIK Wi
eventful journey. At Purley he ME%"‘ 7! At T
heard ‘knocking noises’ coming oS HE o TG\

from the engine. Despite a few
problems, Bo, and passengers
Chris Gyot, Dave Gayer and Sue
Ridd arrived at Brighton at
1:00pm.

100 Guildsmen gave Bo a
warm welcome with a storming
Boomalaka as it motored along
the Brighton promenade.

Andy Rushton, with passenger
Jo Armitage, successfully rode
the Ner-a-Car all the way to
Brighton. Jez and a party from
RCS also went to Brighton but
did not take part in the Rally.
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Letters to
 the Editor

Dear Sir
It is always difficult to defend
any illegal activity — anyone

who feels slightly affronted
immediately has a very big stick
to beat you with. CB is illegal,
and will remain so for. a while
yet, and I fully realise the
implications of its use. However,
I am sure I am not alone in
thinking of the benefits a legal
CB would bring to the country as
it has in many other countries.

My personal use of any equip-
ment is my look-out, as I can,
indeed, be prosecuted — just in
the same manner as I can be
done for speeding.

My original intention was, and
still is, to form a social club of
people interested in CB radio to
apply pressure for its legalisation
on 27MHz as soon as possible,
rather than promote illegal
activity, which is up to the
individual.

I have said all I want to say
about the technical side (FELIX
564) and shall conclude this letter
by saying that if anyone is
interested they can put a letter in
the Mech Eng letter-racks —
under ‘F’. This is the Ferret
going 10-8, 10-10.

The Ferret (Esq)

Real name and address supplied.

Dear Sir
I have been following the
correspondence on CB with some
interest, and having strong
feelings on the matter actually
wrote a letter on the subject last
week. As this would have required
a 99-page FELIX supplement, it
* was not printed, and so I would
like, having squeezed as much
venom and contempt out of them
as possible, to present the main
points here, in the hope that they

constitute a reasonable summary

" of the pros and cons.

1) If some form of radio
communication between private
citizens was legalised, it would
.not -only be fun, but useful.

2) The operation of imported
27MHz CB equipment causes
,gross interference to. the legal
‘users of not only the 27MHz
;band, but to many services
| outside it, e.g. aircraft landing
systems, etc (see Government
discussion document ‘Open
Channel’).

3) Channel 16 is not the only
one causing trouble.

4) Radio Amateurs do not
particularly want ‘“to dominate
the airwaves”. We haven’t got all
that much frequency space
anyway, considering the number
of people in the world who use it.

5) For simple, friendly local
contacts, 2m FM should suit the
CBers perfectly. A suitable
license is very easy to obtain.

6) Police do not automatically
turn a blind eye to CB operation.

If anyone is really interested in
radio communication and would
like to get involved without
crashing aeroplanes or old
people’s alarms, I would invite
them to come along one Wednes-
day afternoon to HAMSOC’s
little abode in the Union Building.

Yours faithfully
J Savage
Physics 3
G8RRD

Dear Sir

I have been asked to reply to
Matthew Huntbach’s letter,
printed in FELIX no 565.

His letter is a hot-potch of
disconnected jottings that served
to warn me of how liberally
afflicted with tunnel vision a
student politician can become.

He writes that the Government
is not ‘putting much priority on
profit-sharing’ and ‘that workers
do not get any direct benefit from
being competitive and thus do
not have any incentive’.

Traditionally firms have paid
higher rates for overtime and
now many are trying to introduce
a productivity element into their
pay seitlements. This is a type of
profit-sharing and certainly
provides an incentive to be
competitive. There is little more
for the Government to do. It has
however enhanced the value of
such arrangements by reducing,
at all levels, the rate of direct
taxation.

He goes on to say that mono-
polies can exist under private
ownership and competition
under public ownership. I agree
but feel bound to point out that,
in this country at least, the
opposite is more likely to apply.
Where this is happening the
Government is aiming to allow
private enterprise to compete.
British Airways is facing competi-

tion from British Caledonian and
air fares on national routes have
fallen, making prices compare
favourably = with corresponding
train fares. This Government has
also given private coach operators
the chance to compete with the
National Bus Company. ‘Inter-
City’ coach prices have been
reduced, demonstrating that
faith in private enterprise does
not go unrewarded at least not
for you or me — the consumer.

Matthew then goes on to say
that Sir Keith Joseph was
inhumane to suggest ‘that people
should accept lower wages to get

jobs’.

Now an employee is unlikely to
move to a lower paid job. Maybe
Sir Keith meant that an unem-
ployed person should accept
lower wages to get a job. But an
unemployed person receives no
wage so, that doesn’t hold. The
implication must therefore be
that an unemployed person
should expect to receive a lower
wage than had previously been
anticipated. This might be good
advice to those who read or hear
about how wage ‘claims’ ‘could’
result in . . . etc. Expectations are
bound to be raised by such
reporting and by the exaggerated
talk of associates. If someone
unemployed pays heed to Sir
Keith’s advice then his words will
have borne fruit indeed. Because
there is, as I hope Matthew is
well aware, more to a job than
financial reward.

In the final paragraph it was
claimed that Conservative
policies are ‘designed to ensure
that real power and ownership
lies in the hands of a small and
privileged élite’ — rubbish.

The continuing intent to sell
council houses, the aim to allow
private enterprise to challenge
state monopolies and the desire
to switch from direct to indirect
taxation show that the Govern-
ment is trying to give the
consumer more economic
freedom, more choice and
therefore more control. The
Government still has a long way
to go but it has set out in the
correct direction.

Yours faithfully
Mark Clegg
Chairman of IC Con Soc

Dear Steve,

I would like to reply to Mr
Teelock’s somewhat emotive
letter last week with a few points
I consider relevant to the
situation:

1) As I have previously ex-
plained, both decisions regarding
the TV Lounge were made
during Malcolm’s term of office
and thus I had assumed he had
informed Snooker Club.

2) He states “for a long time
now, the room has been the
meeting place of Snooker Club”.

I was not aware of this, and
indeed, it should not have been
so. Snooker Club have their own
room, can book a committee
room for an official meeting like
any _other club, and certainly
have no right to the room simply
because it is next door to theirs
and was not used at lunchtimes
for a long time.

3) He gives the arguments
used in the past and states that he
“was given a distinct impression
last year that the Club would,
probably be getting a table this
vear”’. I'm afraid he was misled,
as last year’s officers cannot
control what this year’s Union
Finance Committee will decide
after due consideration of the
circumstances.

4) House Committee are not
my ‘bosom friends’ (very witty!),
the members are elected, two
from Council, and two from the
student body, i.e., any member of
Snooker Club (or ICWA for that
matter) could have stood. If the
committee’s intention was to get
rid of ICWA, I'm sure it could
have done better, i.e. the ladies’
toilets conform exactly to the
relevant clause in the By-laws:
A portion of the Union Buildings
shall be set aside for the use of the
members of the Imperial College
Women'’s Association”. I am also
sure any of them is capable of
proposing the appropriate By-
law change at a UGM.

5) Union Finance Committee
(of which I am also the Chairman,
i.e. I do not have a deliberative
vote at either Committee) is
composed of the presidents of the
CCUs, the Chairmen of the
major sub-committees, and two
ordinary members (which again
anyone can stand for). All are
elected by their various bodies,
who presumably considered
them responsible enough to
“handle roughly £12,000 of your
money’' when they voted for
them.

6) I would suggest that calling
the committee ‘‘self-centred
hacks™ and “‘twats who really get
up my nose’’ is not going to
persuade them to spend £2.750
on Snooker Club’s table at Major
Claims on Tuesday.

Yours sincerely

Rachel Snee

Dear Mr Marshall

I am writing on behalf of Mr
Morton in reply to the letter from
Messrs Fox and O’Boyle. Mr
Morton would reply himself, but
he is currently attending BRAIN
(British Racegoers Association
Inquiry on Nobbing). Your
readers will undoubtedly realise
how important this Inquiry is
with the Fox-O’Boyle Memorial
Handicap Chase to take place in
the near future. The question of
Nobbing has been raised as we
believe some runners and riders
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