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IC rents hit roof

Rents in College accommodation will rise by up to £5.00 from
the start of next term. This will mean that students in Weeks,
Linstead and Southside Halls will be paying over £35 per week

for a single room.

The rent increases were approved
at the last meeting of the Student
Residence Committee (SRC) on
Wednesday. The new figures hve
been calculated by increasing the
current rents by 5%, and then adding
a figure of £3.50 to cover the costs
of the ten new houses in Evelyn
Gardens. There is likely to be a small
adjustment to the rents for Weeks,

Linstead and Southside to make the’

charge the same for all three Halls.

The substantial increases have been
expected ever since the acquisition of
the new houses in Evelyn Gardens
looked likely. Though the new rents
are a significant increase the College
is hoping that they will still be good
value for students, in anticipation of
moves by a Conservative

Government, if returned, to scrap
housing benefits for students in
private accommodation. (Students
living in College maintained Halls or
Houses are already ineligible for
Housing Benefit).

Subject to these final adjustments,
rents in Weeks (presently £31.20),
Southside (£30.00), and Linstead
(£31.00 single not including the
refectory service) will all rise by
approximately £5.00. Rents for Beit
Hall will be £32.90 for the New
Hostel and £30.07 for the Old Hostel.
In Garden Hall single, double and
triple rooms will cost £29.02, £21.25,
and £17.36 respectively In Evelyn
Gardens a single room in one of the
“upgraded houses will now cost £29.02
and a double room £21.25. For non-

upgraded houses the rents will be
£27.34 (single), £19.57 (double) and
£15.68 (triple). In the new houses,
recently purchased from the RCA, the
rents will be £31.33 (single), £23.45
(double) and £17.15 (triple).

The wardenship of the new Evelyn
Gardens Hostel was also discussed at
length at the Students Residence
Committee. Most members of the
Committee, including current Evelyn
Gardens wardens, are keen to see the
new accommodation divided into two
‘Houses’ and two new wardens
appointed. The alternative, which
appears to have the backing of
College administration, is to appoint
only one warden, who would be a
member of academic staff, and senior
to the other wardens in Evelyn
Gardens. College Assistant Secretary
Michael Arthur submitted a paper to
the meeting, supposedly outlining
both sides of the argument. A version
of this will go to the Rector’s Policy

Committee under the signature of
College Secretary John Smith. Most
members of the Committee felt that
this paper was biased in favour of the
one warden option and will be
drafting a fresh document for the
Rector’s Policy Committee, the Body
which will make a final decision,
though the Rector is not present
himself.

Speaking to FELIX yesterday, Mr
Arthur said that the College had to
take a ‘‘wider view’’ than was
represented at SRC and that it was
essential to have a senior staff warden
if he or she were to have overall
control of 600 residents.

Earlier in the week Mr Arthur
commented ‘‘I’ve never heard of a
six-pack, I always buy mine in
threes!”’ He went on to say ‘‘If Ian
Howgate were David Owen it would
increase my chances of voting
Alliance.”’
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IC orchestra, during their performance of Tchaikovsky’s 1812 overture on
Wednesday

Princess
Anne

launches
LIVE-NET

Princess Anne officially opened the
University of London’s LIVE-NET
system yesterday. LIVE-NET is an
interactive video network allowing
communication between any four of
up to sixteen sites at one time.
Presently linked to the LIVE-NET
system are Imperial College,
University College, Kings College,
Royal Holloway and Bedford New
College, Birkbeck, Queen Mary
College, University of London
Computer Centre and Senate House.
Princess Anne spoke to academic
staff, LIVE-NET staff, and students
on each site, about the network. Prof
Ernest Freeman of Electrical
Engineering chaired the Imperial
College contribution and Colin
Grimshaw was in charge of the
technical presentation.
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Letter

GaySoc
Defended

Dear Dave,

Why are students at this College so
paranoid about homosexuality?
Homosexuality has always been
present in our society and
undoubtedly it will continue to be so.
If we acknowledge or accept
homosexuals as a part of our society
will it corrupt us all? Are we going
to become ‘bent’ because we hear a
gay song, see a gay play, read a gay
book or, my God, actually meet a gay
person?

The establishment of a GaySoc at
IC should be supported for 2 reasons:

1. It provides a supportive outlet for
gay students to express themselves.

2. With time (centuries?) it should
be seen by all IC students as just
another society which caters for the
interests of a minority (ArtSoc exists
to give theatre-lovers the chance to
‘come out’ and say they enjoy going
to see Shakespeare. Hopefully they
are not classified as abnormal just
because some IC student’s idea of a
good night out is 16 pints of lager,
a vindaloo and a voluminous
throw-up).

Since leaving the ignorant shores of
Ireland (where, as you know,
everybody lives in big happy families
with at least 13 children and
homosexuality does not even exist) I
have been constantly shocked by
reports of child abuse, wife-battering,
rape within marriage, incest, child
prostitution, paedophilia, abortion
and divorce. These, Mr Thomis, are
the horrifying threats to ‘the family
unit’ in our society today, not
homosexuality.

I hope to God that people of our age
and education can see the difference
between acts of sexual violence and
expressions of sexuality.

Yours sincerely,

David Currey, Software

Engineering (Chairman of

ArtSoc)

Prejudice
Attacked

Dear Dave,

I would like to add my 2p-worth to
the ‘gay-rights’ debate. People have
prejudices. The mood around College
at the moment is that these are in some
way wrong—a sickness to be cured.
I do not agree with this. People eat
meals and enjoy them—but when they
are told what was in it, they change
their mind—a result of human
prejudice. We all know what we find
attractive in the people we meet—and

we all exercise our prejudices in
sifting friends from our aquaintances.
‘Homophobia’ and racism are
prejudices which are unpopular
because most people cannot
sympathise with them. However if a
racist wishes to avoid the company of
the races he dislikes then good for
him, because to attempt to overcome
his feelings would create tension and
difficulties—and the same goes for
‘homophobes’. When these people go
out ‘queer bashing® or ‘nigger
bashing’ is when it all become
abhorrent.

Open expression of prejudice is
often damaging and hurtful, but the
feelings themselves are not. The
biggest mistake of the lot is to attempt
to ignore or fight our prejudices.

Andrew Allum
i Physics 1

\Procreation

Revisited

Dear Dave,

The arguments over the rights and
wrongs in the ‘‘gay rights’’ issue
continue. We do at least seem to have
some agreement that sex and love are
different things and that it is possible
for sexual desire to be inappropriate.
It is surely true, I would add, that
simply because we are in love with
someone we cannot treat all possible
resultant physical actions towards that
person as true and appropriate
expressions of our love; some can
definitely be quite the opposite.

As I have argued before (May 15th)
I certainly don’t think the evaluation
of the rightness or wrongness of
anything (especially where there is
dispute and we propose to publicly
push our ideas) can proceed purely
from the basis of personal experience
without attempting to reasonably
become a bit more ‘sure’ (ref Andrew
Bannister May 22nd) that our feelings
are good and ordered. Even (indeed
especially) ‘love’ itself, if we really
believe it is more than the
meaningless result of some random
atom barging, should not I think be
let loose to be talked about and
nurtured just in the context of the
apparent ‘instincts’ of individuals.

Perhaps the sheer biological
purpose of sex, that is for procreation
(something very clearly acknow-
ledged in the life cycles of the animal
kingdom), is something we should
bring into the discussion. Procreation
is of course inherent to the survival
of the special and so, for the
evolutionists among us, this purpose
explains the physical pleasure
associated with sex. Human beings of
course bring in the infinitely higher
level of iove, but in noting that we
should also be careful to note that we
can certainly beautifully express love
and become very close to a person
without having to use the particular
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physical expression which is having
sex with him/her/them (or even
experiencing sexual desire—though it
may, perhaps inappropriately and
regretably, force it’s way in). Love
does not depend upon any particular
physical expression. Perhaps, then,
we can see sex in the human species
as, by design, an expression of love
which wants to create (and so bring
up) another person—a completely
committed and totally unselfish love
that is—crowned with the physical
pleasure which is there, after all,
because the act is that which
procreates. Sex outside of this
context, then, can become an untruth.
A lack of love or of the procreative
potential places the sexual pleasure
outside of the context of what it
means. of what it says.

If we really believe in the existence
and value of human love and want to
share true love I submit that some of
the above considerations are relevant.

Yours sincerely,

Hugh MacKencie, Civ Eng RA

RCSU:

Hacking ltself
to Bits?

Dear Dave,
Sad though it is to have to air one’s

dirty laundry in public the question :

has to be asked. What has RCSU done
to itself?

A once proud and happy union has
been plummetted to the depths of
shattered egos, petty bickering and
worst of all, it’s losing any sense of
humour.

This year has seen a series of
attacks from certain prominent RCSU
officers (and non-officers) on a group
of people who have, on the whole,
had no means of reply. Their general
good nature has meant that they
haven’t really been bothered and the
attacks aren’t really going to change
their lives. However, what type of
image is all this vitriolic back-
stabbing giving the RCSU; it’s not
exactly showing it to be a bundle of
laughs is it? Who is going to get
involved with a group of people who
spend their whole time slagging each
other off in public?

Over the months we have seen.

numerous attacks on so called hacks,
both old and new. Can I point out to
these ‘non-hacks’ that without the
support of these people, especially the
older variety, there would have been
no drivers for Rag Tour, the Smoking
Concert would have lost some of its
best acts, their would have been
nobody to clean after many of the
major events of the year. Many of
these people were the ones who kept
the 1,000,001 darts going and Jez

would have stayed in her garage until '

after Easter if it wasn’t for them. |
could go on but what’s the point? The
people who have initiated this hate
campaign are set in their ways
they’ve got it into their minds from
somewhere that ‘hacks’ are a baq
idea. It’s pointless explaining wha
has been there to be seen by anyone
who cared enough to look the
controversy over.

*‘Not Broadsheet™” is just another
example of the way the life blood of
RCSU is blackening. Over a number
of years, the helpers on Broadsheet
have produced the occasional Spoof-
issue, the purpose of which has been
just for a little fun at the end of the
year.

Some of us, this year, decided it
would be quite a novel surprise to ask
one of the most notable of the recent
past editors to edit this special edition.
Given the noticeable absence this
term, of Broadsheet, it was felt that
a number of things had to be said
before many students disappeared
after/before exams. The publication
wasn’t meant to offend; quite the
contrary, it went out of its way to
praise the official editor. As to
whether the principle was
constitutional, the content of
Broadsheset is at the (official) editor’s
discretion, and thus not at her dictate.

It is appreciated that some of the
material was controversial, however,
if a publication goes out of its way not
to offend anyone, it soon becomes
very stagnant and obviously boring.
Because a number of people on IC
Council share a particular belief, it is
automatically assumed that other
groups with opposing points of view
should keep silent, and that any
mention of such opinions is strictly
taboo. I don’t believe this to be true.

Having read this week’s official
Broadsheet and heard the judgements
of the RCS president and president-
elect, and also having talked to many
‘average’ students, I believe the
publication of Not Broadsheet was
justified. In fact general support for
it was positive, perhaps the powers
that be should think carefully about
this discontinuity. The current
hierachy promised to change RCSU,
they seem to be doing quite nicely.
That much vaunted war-horse, the
constitution says RCSU should
‘‘promote social intercourse between
students’’, and also ex-students. The
only change that has been brought is
sadly towards social discourse.

The spirit of RCSU is slipping fast.
The political bullshit should be left to
ICU etc. Why can’t those who are
involved with RCSU drop their
mission to change the universe,
because they’ll never do it, they just
need to relax and enjoy what there 1S
to be appreciated, they are missing
out on an awful lot of fun.

There should indeed be room for
both camps to be allowed to exist
together. If everyone continues the
way they are going, both sides will
become so bitterly intrenched, any
spirit of enjoyment will disappear
forever, and RCS will have died—
please don’t do that!

Yours sincerely,

David H Williams







