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I did so enjoy my visit to Somerville.
It was not only a richly nostalgic occasion
but also a stimulating experience in itself.

Carol and I really enjoyed ourselves and
she joins me in thanking you and all those who
helped to make it such a memorable day for us
both.
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T;e Prie :iiaister Las asU !.ie to thaw>
you for your letter of O. '!.7&Jruiiry b(eu.t her
recent tf_,-;it .th Ox-Zord. ':7;;J.eeats
to whom you nJier irave every r1t to express
their views, 1-4rovided they remai witiiiL tLiC
law, the Prle l';J.hister L conflent that tLe
recent vete dit the J:,:ford ehieL e
better rEflieLioh of sL&ai those
who demotrtedaainst Uer viit.

Tim I'aes.n..,Jr

Philip ;iorhsy, Lisq.



From the President of the J.C.R. • St. Catherine's College • 0)ford
OXI 3UJ

Telephone Oxford (o86 s) 249541
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10 DOWNING STREET

MR FLE

When in ONford, the attached

statement and signed declaration

were passed to the Prime Minister

(via Romola). I think this is

something for Private Office to

deal with.

(It may help to know that

para 4 of Romola's mdnute to PM

of 31 January gives details of

Chairman and members of the JCR.)

BETH FRIER
PRESS OFFICE

8 Febru 1983
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STATEMENT FFCM SOMERVILLE JCR TO MRS THATCHER

We would like to take this opportunity to express the concern of SomervilleJCR with regard to the Government's present policies. We cannot possiblyconfine our criticism to policy concerning Higher Education, since it hasbeen made clear that if there were not cuts in this sector, there would belarner cuts elsewhere, and since we reject all cuts which attack the princ-iples fundamental to thE Welfare State. It was never imagined that theerosion of the Welfare State would be taken SO far, or that the degree ofhartship it has caused would be tolerated with such equaninity. Moreover thecuts nave been presented as part of a much wider strateg,y which,is itselfbasically flawed.

As we Understand it, the present Government's policy of eliminating inflationand restoring competitiveness in Fritish industry has taken the form of thedeliberate creation of mass unemployment. Instead of achieving its proffessedaim only of eliminating unjustified increasss in the money supply in order tocontrol inflation, tte Government has, in fact, brought town inflation bymassive cuts in aggregate demand. Iho resultant unemployment has contributedto the slowing down of inflation primarily because the fear of unemploymenthas obligee workers to accept lower wage increases.

Any beneficial effects cf this are outweighed by the fact that increasedunemployment contributes to further reductions in demand that are leading tomounting redundancies ant the bankruecy of many of the firms which would beexpected to provide the basis of an economic recovery; a criticism which hasbeen levied from within industry itself. This means that, by the time thatinflation has been eliminated, we shell be left not with an economy of lean,competative firms, but with irreversible deindustrialisation.

Despite the overwhelming importance of these issues, we feel that, as studentswe are particularly qualified to hia.hlit one aspect of Government policywhich is currently teint=7 disbussecl.

The loans system currently beinm iebated within the Conservative Party propos-es to replace the present i:1595 c.rant with a loan for half that amount and ameans- tested 7r.ant for the other half. There would be no minimum grant. Theaverage sht will thus have run up a clebt of around :2500 at the end of '
three years.

We believe that this scheme will not have the proposed effect of reducin
Government Expenditure on student support. ln particular there would be thedifficulty of debts, which would require an expensive and intrusive bureau-cracy to follow u all graduates, sometimes for years. Problems of default
would arise, and unless current interest chares are to be made for each
year untdl the debt is paid off, the movernment will incur c7reat losses wheregraduates take several years to reach the minimum level for repayment. At atime of hiE;i1 and risink kraduate unemrloyment, many will find themselves inthis predicament.

Furthermore the sche would have the tragic roult of resticting access to
Higher Education. Prospective students from ,,:corer families, particularly 'those with no previous contact lith Hieericr Education, will be deterred by theprospect of incurring a larme debt which mikht often take years to pay off,whereas those students whose parents pessess s,uficient resources to settle thedett immediately will not incur accumulated interest chares.



Women normally take longer than men to reach higher income levels, due todiscrimination and because of the time which they may spend in bringing upchildren before returning to their careers; the debt will thus hang over themfor a longer period of time, and if interest charges are to be made for thewhole of that period they will find themselves facing a far larger debt thantheir male counterparts. Mature students will also be deterred by the prospectof financial hardship.

We believe that this scheme marks a step back towards the idea that educationis a priVilege, enjoyed mainly be those who can afford it, not a right to beenjoyed by all. Restricted access to Higher Education is not only a waste ofsociety's precious resources, but also demeans the principle that educationis valuable for its own sake.


