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Lbstract
tuuy of Govo“nw ent Lolloy—lafln" In Hirter Techn 70"1~ul Toue2tion,
194468, Submitted by Nosemary i, Vipond In rulfilment Of The
Heguirement Ior The Dorrece of Ductor o Di;lﬁﬁO?HV in Ausust 1932

This study vrovides a detailed anzlysis of govermnment policy-
making in higher technological educaticn 1944-68; and attempts
to explain this in terms of a particuler understanding of the
mlicy-naking process,

The introductory chapter outlinzs in brief the sitvation
higher technological education was in during World War II, thereby
providing the background to subsequent developments

The second chapter looks closely at the poriod 1245-50 vhica has
been depicted as one of debate ranging from the Percy Repvort to tha
of the National Advisory Council for Education in Industry and Commerce.

The third chapter is concerned with the first four years of
Conservative Govermment and its atiraction to the idea of establishing
a technological instityte,

Attention in the fourth chapter focuses largely on the technical
colleges; the decision to establish 8-10 Colleres of Advanced
Technology and the Nationzal Council for Techrnologicel Awards,

The recommendations of the Robbins Committes as they affected the
developuent of technological education are outlined i *ne fifth
chapter; and in the sixth, the binary policy and the 2ihting ap of
the polytechnics are cons 1dcreu. -

Two main thenes underpip this gtudys:s firstly, there is the du%lr'
to re-organise the system of higher technological education on a more
rational basis; and secondly, the need to increose the ouiput of
technologists. These themes, together with the ways in which they wero
de2lt with, form the central concern of this siudy.

Throughout this period farm-reaching reforns vere proposed, bab
only incremental chanses were made,  Often these imonosals were forma-
lated in terms of a singlse, 1gvc1 golution. However, as this otudy

suggesls, no such solution was likely io rove workable given the
conatraints of the existing system. at best thcre would e piccemeal,
merginal changes. Thus in 1968 the cystem of higher technologrical
education wes not very different from thatl of 1944: it still remained
straddled between the universities and the technical colleges.,
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A STUDY OF GOV'RIIIIT POLICY-MAYONG IN HIGITR
TOCIMIOLOGICAL WDUCATION, 1944-68

CTAPTR 1

Policv=lTakinm in Hirher Technological Pducation: Introduction

A, Introduction

Tis study is concerned with the attempﬁs of successive Pritish
govermments to formlate and implement policy for the develomment of
higher technological education between 1944 and 1968.

The term higher technological education is used to cover a wide
range of disciplines including, for example, the many branches of
engineering -~ civil, electrical, mechanical, chemical, etec. -~ as well
as metallurgy, mining, applied chemistfy, textiles and plastics, to
name but a few, studied to degree level in either a university or a
technical college.

It is in iarge paxrt the technolozist's grounding in basic
scientific knowledge, received as part of a degree prograrme in
applied science, that underlays the distinction between a technologist
and a technician. The technologist requires suéﬁ a background in ordexr
to generate ideas, to relate theory to practice in an inéustrial setting,
to initiste new developmentsvof improvements. The technician, by way of
comparison, is concerned with the -~ often routine -~ application of a
specific skill or technigue within iﬁdustr&. )

The distinction between technologists and technicians has often
been difficult to draw in pracéice, not least because technologists
have had to accept vwork as technicians. Such confusion might have
been reduced had one been able to assert that technologists were
educated sclely in universities ani technicians in technical colleres,
Howvever, throughout the 20th century, and most especially dating back

to the period of the second Vorld Vaxr, this has not been the case.



Rather, stﬁdents wvere able to pursue cburses in higher technclogy in
either the uwniversities or the technical colleges, 'The desire to
rationalise this situation is one of the themes running through this
the;is. | |

Having outlined in broad terms the sphere within which this study
of volicy-mzaking falls, the remainder of the'chapter will deal with the
following: firstly, an attempt will be made to outline what I understand
by the policy-making rrocess.

Secondly, a brief summary of the source material used in carrying
out this study will be given.

Thirdly; a survey of some of the recurrent issues or rroblems
dominating the minds of those involved in the policy-making process
throughoul thi; period will be outlined to providé a baékcloth against
vhich the twists and turns of govermment policy can better be understood.,

Finally, zs a prelude fo this study of policy-making in the post-
var years, a brief study will be made of the situation that higher
technological education was in during the wvar years, and an indication
given of some of the ideas vhich were circulating as to how this might
be clarified and improved upon., Particular emphasis will be placed upon
tﬁe ideag being conszidered within the Board of Tducation.

B. The Policy-llakine Process o T

Yhat does a study of volicy-making entail? 1y aitempt to analyse
government policy-making in the field of higher technolozical education
1944-1968 rests upon a definition of the volicy-meking vrocess vhich oves

he work  dvlom. (1) . .
much to the work of C. E. Lirndblom. The policy-meking process evolves
out of the complex relationships existing between various actors vho have
an interest in the develorment of higher technolesical eduecation and vho

ev=Fakine Procass (Prentice-Hell, Inc.,
v \
rsey, 1963),

Inzlevecd Cliffs, lew J

(1)c. 7. Lindblem, The Poli
o

1

24



seek to influence its development: thus in this particular case the
actors involved moy include representatives of varioﬁs ecducational
associationa, members of educational institutions, spokesmen of
indﬁstry, and ministers and officials of govermment departments., All
these actors have particular roles to play within the policy-making
system: some are particularly concerned vith putting forward arsuments
to persuade others to accept their case; others carry responsibllity
for drawing up poligy documents., However, ultimately they all seek to
influence or persuade each other to accept their ovm views about how
best hisher technological education might be developcd. In pictorial
terms it is difficult to find an adequate description of this system
of pressures and influences. Lindblom suggested the system might be
thought of ;s ;ircular or as a ladder system.(1) HoweVef, perhaps a
more satisfactory image might be that of a pyramid with the ﬁinisters
and civil servants of the relevant government departments at the top =
those vho are ultimately responsible for outlining goverrment policy in
White Papers and for accepting or rejecting the recommendations pﬁt
forward‘by various cormittees of inquiry - and beneath them, all those
actors or groups of actors seeking to influence these policy-mokers.
However, it should not be forgotten that the direction of pressure is
not merely one-way but two-way: if policy is to be implemented success—
fully ministers and c¢ivil servants need to be suré that their policies
will be acceptable to the other participants in the rolicy-making process.
Such is the system, but how does it work? Essentially the policy-
naking process is an incremental one: policy is rorely altered in a
radical or fundemental way in a single move, rather it develors piecemeal,
slowly, each moye chenging the backcloth agcinst vhich future policy

(1 )Lindbl()m, Q_RLQ-E. y Do 11 8.



decisions will come to 59 nace.

Tt it suech a serics of gradaal, even ca emtions, changes in
goverpnment policy fox higher technoligiczal education that will be
illustrated in the encuins chapters of this thesis. Indeed it will be
seen thzat even in the wake of considerchle debate about technolegical
education, the result was often inaction rather (hen ection, In
eddition, whilst supporting this general theory cof incrementalicm I
shall also szek to demonsirate in subsequent chapters (see Chapterg 3 end 4
in varticulsr), that from my study of this particular policy-making
process, it can be argued that at times of considerable policy confusion,
vhen there is strong pressure for Jygg.action, mediated through strong
pereonalities,. the actions chosen represent a significent addition 1o
2ll possible lines of policy choice,

Finally, in the cowrse of this thesis, perticulzly througl: the
roles of certain key individualc, the ultimately political nniure of

nunber of the policy decisions in this ficld will not be sllowed to
pass unmoticed, Simultanéou:ly'though.it will also be shown that for
the mest part the policy dGclulonS talken, vhilst political in the
broadest sense, were not perty politiczl issues,

By adopting an essentially historical approach to this study the
intention i1s to examine at clese renge the intricacies of this pafficular
rolizy-meking yrocess in depth. Hovever, throvghout this thesic an cffort
will also be made to extrapola%e from this farticuler case study points
of contrast or comparison with other areos of ed cational volicy-making.

C. §ou c2 Material

e primary source naterial upon vhich thic study is based has
consicted of Ministry of Fducation ond other records held at the Tudblic

Records Office in Jienden, the limiles of the Comittee of Vice-Chancellors
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and Principals, 1944-65, the {iles of the Association of Education
Commitiees, now lodged at the University of Teeds, and Leeds University
Archive Material,

In a2ddition to this T was fortunate in secvring interviews with a
rumber of individuals who had playved some of the key roles in the
developuent of government policy for higher technological education
during the period concerned. Iy thanks are due to the following vho
cave generously of -theie time to discuss with me at length matters thatv
had occurrcc fifteen or more yecrs ago: the late Lord Boyle,(1)

Dr. B, G, Edwards,(2> Sir Antony Part,(B) I, E. B, Robinson,(4)
Lord Robbins,(S) Sir Lionel Russell,(G) Sir Jones Tait(7) and

(8)

Sir Toby Veaver.

The interviews were conducted on a cne-lto-one basis without the
vee of a tape-recorders Fach interviewee received a-detailed list of
gnuestions which I wished to discuss with him - usaally in advance of
my visit -~ end the discussions were based on these, Y.ving the course
of each interview I made lengthy notes, and tidiéd thecee up as soon as
possible alter the interview was over, Most intervieveces seemed to find
the cuestionnaires a useful means of jogging their memories - indeed
this seemed essential given the time that hod elapsed since the issues

vnder ciscussion had been in the forefront of their minis,.

{1)Parlianentery Secretlary, Hinistry of Education, 1957-59, Minister
£ Bducation, 1962-64, lMinister of State for Bducation (resvonsible
for higher cducation), Apr-Oct 1964,

{2)Princinal, Bradford Institute of Technolozy, 1957-66, Vice-Chancellor,
Bradford University of Technology, 1966-78. .

(3)0nder-Sacretary, Hinistry of Tducation, 1954-£0, Deputy Secretary,
liniatry of Educaticn, 1960-63%,

(4)Principel, Dredford College of Technology, end formerly Fresident of

e Lssociaticon of Teachers in Technical Institutions.

.
ot v
[

o

(5)Chnirman, Comnittoe cn digher Bducation, 1061-532,

{G)Chinf Bducation Officer for Birmingham, 1946-68.

(7)¥rincival, Northamwton Collerss of Advanced Technology, 1957-56, Vice~
Chane2llor, City University, 1255-74.

(8. Deyuty Secretary, Finistry of Education, 1962-73,

‘J]



The benefits I derived from these interviews were two-fold. On the
cne hand they providsed a neans of corrobor;ting evidence already glecaned
from othor sources, and on the other hand tﬁey enabled me to achicve a
closer, more personalised perspective on this poliecy-making process.

D. An Tatrodvetion 1o some of the Key Problems Recurrins Throusiout
'f'h']., Study of Covbrr“wnh Policy=liaiting

The experience of VWorld Var IT highlishted the nation's shortage
of secientific and technologically-trained manpower. Jor example, the
Centrsl Register showed up the failure of the supply of technologists
to meet demand, and this in turn led to the establishment of the
Technicsl Personnel Commlttee( ) under Lowrd llankey, on whose recommenda-—
tion a murber of shori-term measures desigmed to allieviate short-falls
in the fields of radio, engincering and chemistry were implemented.( 2)
It was thus hardly surprigsing that n the immediate eftermath of war
there was a widespread concsensus in favour of trying to increase the
outrut of technologically-~trained manpower, This consensus prevailed
throughout the reriod mnuec consideration: and only cnce, in the eaxrly

1960s was any suggestion made that goverrment policy might have gone too

(3)

far 2long thie rond - a supggection that was soon dispelled,
However, througshout this period wvhilst there was general agrecment
over the nced to increase the nuuber of technologists, there was also a

marked lack of unanimity as to how this increase should be brousht about,

A mumber of alternative stratesies secmed possible: either expansion

(1)Its terms of reference were: "I'o conxider and deal with guestions
relating to the demand and suprly of technical personnel of
rrofessional or approximately professional standard, including the
determination of priority of demand for such personnel, its economic
use, ond measures for increasing the c*mm].'\r."

(2)4. M. D, Pariker, la anooer - A Study of Yortime Pelier & Administraticon

(H.1.S.0. and Longmans, Green and Coes 1957) p.y.301 ~27.
(5}”ﬂ° Ionz Tern Demand for Scientific lMenmower, (Cand 1450) Hanpower

ormittee of the Advisory Council on Soiemtific Folicy (1960),




could take place in the existing universities alone, or in both the
universities and the technical collrmen, or in novw technological
institutes., MNow technologicazl education micht best be developed was
the central question vwhich worried those responsible for the
formalation of policy in this ficld between 1944-08. It was around

this guestion that intense debate developed; and it proved to be the

axis around vhich policies came Lo be formulated.

That this question aroused £o much argument and debate and led to
the formulation of a succession of differing policies for the develop-
Aent of higher technological education reflected the widespread and
often very cenfused attitudes which were exhibited towerds technolesieal
education, Dating from the setting up of a number of uvniversity founda-
tions in the second half of the 19th century induding Owens College
Menchester (1651) and {he Yorkshire College of Science (1874), technologi-~
cal education had been an accepted vart of a university. However, its

acceptance had sometimes been grudzing and there were Eliase vho coatinned

to regard technological education with circumspection. Thus in 1958
E. Ashby vas able to write of higher {technological education in the
universities in the follcowing terms:

"It was difficult enough for British universities to adant
themselves to scientific thought; it is proving much more difficult
for them to adaot themszlves to technological thought. ¥or pure
scientific rescarch is akin to o*her kinds of scholarchip: it is
disinterested, rursued for its own szke, undeterred by prectical
considerations or vopular ovinion, There is.no great divergence
between the attitude of the vhysicist toward the concept of eniropy
and the attitude of the philosorher toward the concevt of viriue,

But teaching end rosearch in technolesy ere wnechemedly tendentious
and their tendﬁntiou°n3:s he2s not been molloved (25 it has for
medicine and law) bj centuries of tradition. Technology is of +the
earth, earthy; it iz sus cepulble to pressure fron industry and
government departments; it is under an obligation to deliver the
roods And so the crude engineer, the nere t@cqwolo cist (the very
d1nctvau are sympions of the atiitude) are tolerated in universitics
becarse the State end industry are willing to finzaca them., Tolerated
but not assimilated; for the trxaditional don is not yet willing to



admit that tochnologists may have enything intrinsic to contribute to
academic 1ife, It is nov 3 Jet taken for grented that o faculty of

technolosy enviches a urndversity intellectually as well as materially,
The attitude of universities toverds techinolomy is still ~md -L,aouu,
vntil the ambiguity is resolved 'che universities will not have adapted
themselves to one of the major conzeauences of thz scientific

revolution,"{1)

It wvas largely on zccocunt of its applicd natuvre that some argaed
that technological education did not really fit in with the accdemic
orientation of the universities. t was also considered tc lacl that
'liberal' aspect vhich was regaxded as an integral pert of a uriversity
education., TFrom there it vasz but a short step to the view that
technological education was necessarily 311liberal ond thus had no tloce
in the universities, That, though, wos a rather extreme view and held

only by a small mlnorlt"' i

[as
jul
m
'3
3
C,N
(2]

the inadeguacy of such arguments
- had already becn partia‘).ly conceded by the esteblishment of the teivic!
wniversities, ; ‘
Yevertheless there was somz supnozt fo“ the view that technological
education really belonged outside the traditional unlivovsities, and
there were some who 'm,f;ued that technological eduzation weuld never

achieve its true stabus within the existing universiiies. Advocates of

both lines of argument lent support to the idea of establishing separd

Q\)

te

jo

techmological instilutes for the development of higher technolegical
education, Such an alternative wes one vhich had been sucerssfuvlly
adopted in a mumber of Fuvcpzan counmtrios e.f. G::r'narx,f 2nd Switzexrlond,
and also in the United States, This alternative provides a recurring
theme in later chaptlers, with the Hlassachusetts Institute of Technolos
in the United States being cited as a sucecessful, illustration of this

pattern of develorment.

(1) \,. Agtby. Technolonr end the Acedemies (Maemillan and Co. Lid.,
1958)5 papaE5-€E,



Reference to this alternative leads onto the inevitable question:
to vl extent waz such a pattern likely to be viable withian the Dritish
context? Without wiching to pre-empt the arguments of later chapters it

. .

should pverhaps be borne in mind that in Britain the traditional miversi-

ties had =zlreedy opened their gates Lo technological education vhilatl

nte

A3l
Tureve and in the Unitfed Stotes these ingtitutes hed growm vy becanse the
universities there had remained closed o applied séience.

loreover, the situation in IEngland and Wales was further complicated
by the existencs of a lerge mmber of technicel colleges which also
offered courses in advancad technology. As there was no machinery to
resulate the courses taught in these two types of institution there was
not infrequently, considerable duplication of some courses tausht by
wniversities and their neighbouring technical colleges - in some cases
due to the stimulus of 1ocal demend - and the complete neglect of others.

THowever of yet greater concern in the context of central and local

govermicnt policy-making in the field of higher tnchhn czieal education

.

vas the markedly different status of the two types of institution. At

. .

the instiintional level, whilst the uvnivercsities vere the indirect
responsibility of the Treasury via the University Grants Commitiee, the
technical colleges came wnder the control of the local education

avthorities and the Minisiry of Bducation., Thus the universities enjoyad

an sutonory and a degree of acaldemic freedeom denied to the technical

collegese.
Moreover, these two tyves of insgtitution provided different types
of educzlion for different types of people., The universities were multii-

feaulty institutions offering mainly full-time courses at edvenced level,

and ativracting students on a national basis. They attracted an education-

al elite - students who went straight on to higher education at the age

Q



10.

of eighteen, follovwing a secondary edvcation in public or private, or
perhaps gramar schools, and who in academic terms constituted the top
2-39§of the 18-year cld age~group. By contrast the technienl colleges
concentratzad mainly on scientific and technical courses at a verietly of
levels renging from courses in advanced technology {o teaching fairly
elementary skills and craftsmanshiv, These vere tavght mainly on a
part~time basis, and attracted local students who were already in work
and wanted to improve their qualifications. The zze range of the
students in the technical colleges was thus consi derably greater than
that of students in the universities. It was in the csvheres of advenced
seientific and technological education only that the vork of these two

types of institution overlapred.

These dlffcrence« raoflected the differcoce

(¥

n stetus enjoyed by the

,.J-

wniversities and the technical colle‘au. Tnere wes also one further
factor vhich reinforced this, end which pceoved to be of partiemle
significance in the development of the technical collosas during the
period 1944-68. ihlo vas the wniversitiec' monopoly over the awerding of
degrecs. The technlcul colleges had no awvard of their own vhidi was
equivalent to a university degree. At advanced level their students
could study for either an cxternal degree of the Univercity of London,

or for an internal degree of the un%versity to vhich a particular college

vas affiliated, Both alternatives highlighted the problem of rigidity

[ %1

¥
v

and extornal control of syllatuses tausht in.the'technical colleges,
This was an issue viich successive attempts were made to resolve during
the pariod wnder consiceration, — A

It was on account of such problems indicated above that there was

such debate cver the develorment of govermment policy for higher

technological edveation in the post-war yoars, Some mention should alsco



be made at this steze of the tendency wmong the public at large to heold

'S

techmological cducction end techmical erpertise in low ontsen, It is

Fal
&

not ezsy to exvlain vhy this was so for the explonation seems to have
ested in that unguantifiable meosure c2lled social vrejudice ox
snobbery. Such an attitude seems to have been peculiar to this
coundry - &t Jeast it ves nod shared on the Continent or in the
United Statez, Unfortunately it also seems to bhave been reinforced
by our egnally unidﬁe systoem of technicsl education vhich hag never

enjoyed the same prestige as the universities,

. Tigher Technolozical Tducation During the Sscond World Vex

(a) GCongral
In the acadenic year 1938-39, just before the outbreak of war,
there were, according to the U.G.C. 5,288 students studying technology

in DBritish universities, and of these 4,400 were in universitise in

1) . . ;
Englend and Wales.( ) The figures for the tachnical colleges were nob
nezrly as precise. However, early in 1941 H. B, Wallis, Undew~Secrataxy
in the 'Technical' tranch of the Beard of Tducation, drew atiention to

the fect thet, according io the London University Calendor lhore were

-

, 200 enginecring studentes under the heading 'Registered BExternal
Students', and 2,389 science students. ¥From this, though, he wes unable
to estimate exactly how maay students were actually studying in the

(2)

technical collegss. fle also referred to 2 note on external decrce

e ; . 4 (3)
students in the field of engineering prepared by H,M,I, Dr. Abbott

in 19%7. Hz had estimated that the armmal nunbor of candidates offering
themselves for engineering degrees CXblUdlp” the Internz) Students of the

=L

1647, University Grants Committee

1)University Develomment from 1935
(1943 “Appendix I1Xo.

(2)p.R.C. 7D 1367350, liemcrandum by H. B. Welli

(3=, ull];am ADvott, C.3.F. 0. Staff Inspac

TN

o]

5, 17 Apr. 1941,

>3
tor for ¥nginceoring.

£

1.
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(1)

Iondon Polytechnics was of the order of 200, Another mancrandun on
the nunber of students in Marther ZTducation in 1941 put the ficures at
" 9,000 full-time students of z senior end advenced grade, and 220,000
part~time.. The subjects most commonly ztudied by full-time students
were listed as including Commerce, Pharmacy, Engineering, General Science,
Chemistry and Architecturs., However, there was no further brealkdown of

he figures into degree-level, sub-degree-level clec. It was simply
reccrded that a substantizl proportion of these students were preparing
for external degrees of the Univergity of London.(z) Unfortumtely
there is no recovrse to any nore detailed fimures from the Board of
\Education for it did not publich its ammual reports between the years
19726=-45. Neither do these figures tally very closely with those

adopted by the Special Commivtec on Higher Technological Education

L ot op 4ops (3) .

under Lord Percy in its report of 1945. It put the figure foxr the
enmual output of engiveecring students wilth external degrees of the
University of London & 130 in 1939, of which only a few were thouvght

to be full-time. The B@ﬁort aleo estimated that the total number of
defree~level studénts in the technical colleges vwas only Jjust over 1,200

(4)

as shown in table 1 belew, In this context it is perhaps approrriate

to note that the Fercy Report considered the Higher Kational Certificate

(Z.11.C. ) to be of degree stendard, It was the last report to do so. By

(1)?.2.0. D 136/£69, liemorandum by H, B. Wellis, 17 Apr. 1941e

(2)P.R.0. 1D 136/295, Note on Further Bducation, 5 Sep., 1941,

(3)imis Special Committee on Higher Technological Tducation was set up
by the Bozxd of Tducation in 1944. The work of this Committee is
discusged in deteil in the next chaptler.

(4)Peble 1t Perey Remort — Cutmut of enminners 1939

Technical Colleges, Fari-time degrees (Hl11.C.) 1,053
n " Mll-time 39
" " Internal Dogres, Lendon Univcrsity)only a feu 40
" " Yuternal M n " JPull-time 10

1,27

Ny




the close of the decade the H.N.C. hzd come to bz regarded as of gub-
degres level, and the Higher National Divloma (FL1.D.) 25 cquivelent

As for the conditions in the universities and the technical colleges,
whilst obviously both btypes of institution suffered ceriesin herdships
and shortiages both during and in the immediate aftermath of war, it
cannot be denied that the universities enjecyed considerably better
conditions than the fechnical colleges. JAmongst the major additions to
university buildings belween 19%5-6 and 1944~45 the U.G.C. listed new
buildings for Fhysics and Engineering departments at the University
College, Southampton, and a new building for the Glass Technology

. )
l . A 1]
() Az for the technical colleges,

cu

epartment at Shefficld University.
plens to invest £12 million had been drawn up in 1935-6, but shelved at
the onset of var. That there was 2 need to inprove the conditions in
the techmical colleges can best be appreciated by refercence to the state

of the Leeds College o Technology in 1936, It was described thus:
"The College of Techinology is housed in tcn'separate buildings;
in shops, attics, cellars and hutments. Some of the buildings are
app 0X ] macelv one mile distant from the others: and in such poor
tion that manufzcturing firms have recentliy preferred to give
aent to other colleges rather than Leeds because of the
unsuii ability of the buildings." (2)

The following extract, written in 1945, further serves to outline
the out-moded and totally inadeguate condition that the technical

colleges vere in at the close of the second Yorld Var

§1)Uhivev sity Develorment from 1935 4o 1947, U.G.C., Appendix V,
2)H. B, Corrington. The D“V°70”ﬂ“ht of “ochnical Tduention in Fng
vith soceial reference to Leods, H.ad. Theses, Dema rinent of
Nducation, Leeds Univerbltj, 1945, v. 196 ~ zuotaticn from a
pamphlet pablished by the Leeds ¥dueation Committee in 1936,

and

D em




"The boom in the erection of builuln 3 for Technical Bducation
occurred Curing the last twenty yeors of tne 19th century vhilst the
Scicnee end Arte Denmrtneonts! gront scheme vas in oneration, but
since the opening of the present century cmnhasic has been on the
acadenic secondary scheel. In goneral the buildings in use today as

Technical Colleges were ballt to satisfy the neceds of technical
students of half a century ago or more, or ucre built for some other
and have been nore or less adapted for tuition. Conditions

equireraents of this generation are vastly different, and the
aci es queathed to it are totally inazdequate and hopolcssly
ntiguated.” (1)

{ ’U

n the Technicnl Collepes Undes
tion 19%5 = 1944

(v) }irhﬁr Technolosical Tducation i
™ a

D“ucussvoh in the Board of Ddne:

Small though the number of advaonced students in the technical
colleges may have been by 1239, their prosence thare at all was

beginning to cause concern within lhe Doard of Education,

by Wallis {towards the end of 19%6,

The preblem was first raised
> | ) T 7. o (2)
in a menorandum sent fto lfr. B. G. Savage 1o be passed onto the

Technical Inspectors._ Vallis was perticularly concerned about the
effect of providing both degree and non~degree level vwork in a single
institotion, aud to this end he raized the follewins ouestions:

(i) was there such a demend by employers for graduaics to justifly a
subslential prov1ulon of full-time degree courses in the technical
colleges, (ii} could it be ascertained into which 1nduqtr1es and types
of jobs the Txternzl Degree holders would £o, end (iii) was there a real
demL vl for Bxlernal Degree places in the technicsl) collepes, or vere
they rcally competing unnecessaril& with the universities? 3By way of

conclusion the memovendum stated that the technical collesss were not to

be deflected from their normal activities by outside (university)

3) -

~~

influences,

(1) Caxrington, op.cite, pe141. "

Gun
(2) nduecation Ozi’cnr to the Londonﬁpz%* Council from 1940,
(3) PR O, B £6/291, "Technical Dducation and University Vork',
Hemeorendun by ¥e B, Wallis, lejo).



Vith the outbreak of war the issue went into gbeyance but as early

as 1941 Vallis was raising

considering in respect of technical education,

it again

P
arl

ongst a number of problems he w

as

Concentraeting on degree

vork carried out under the ausoices of the University of London, Wellis

argueds

YThere has been, I think, general e
part-tinme or full-time is a disturbing influence in the Colleges.
tends ‘o have a disprovortionate amownt of attention given to it
results in over—emphasis on ecademic qualifications in the staff;

it means lhat requirements as to equivment, sometimes unsuitable for
local needs, are vrescribed by the University."(1)

creement that degree work vhethe
It
it
and

Interestingly, having exhibited a considerable lack of enthusiasm

for degree-level work in the technical colleges, YWallis vent on to

cquestion whether they provided enouch by way of post-graduate coursec.

n,

He also expressed regret at the exclusion of the universities from the

control of the Board of Education, especially in respect of technological

(2)

education.

In a further mamorandum, in Cctober 1941
? 9

Wallis cutlined a numbox

of voints by way of a response to some of the questions he had raised in

d_

n

3

LY

he preceding one., OFf particulzr note was his lack of

ubstantial increase in the nunber of full~tine courses

in the techni

cclleges for students over the age of 16, although he conceded that

o
(@2

]
L4

suprort for any

o
.

excertions might have to be mode in connection with certain industries

-

cuch as building end the chemical trades.

expenzion of part-time courses for students over 16 years old.

Instes
(3)

also stressed the need to clarify the relationship bétween the

universities

courses, 8 view which was also shared by the Inspectors.

5/669, “Some Frobl

.
2Ws AN

and the technical colleges in respect of advanced-level

(4)

")

‘echnical Bduecation", H. B.

.

He

Wallis . favoured the

Zduecation: Post-Wor Folicy end Organi--

1040
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Dy tay 1942 VWellis was looking yet more closely at the rolationshin

batueen the universities and the tecimical collegos vhich resulted in

his preparing a detailed memorandum on the subject. He began by peointing
out the extent to which the universcities and the techniczl colleges
overleppad in the provision of certain types of courses such és engineer~
ing - civil, electrical, mechanical end marine -, naval architecluvre and

leather technology; and he also stressed that, with a few excevptions

such as the relationship between the RTutherford Technical College and

Kings' College, Durham ﬁniversiﬁy, thero was uvsually a total lack of

(1)

co-ordination between neighbouring institutions,
Wallis also touched on the question of status, acknowledging that,

"It is cleaxr that the whole vroblem is complicated by the question
of vrestige. Rightly or vrongly many Principals of Technw,vl Colleges
feel that their position is not duly recognised in the locality and they
often have recourse ta the establishment of Lordon External Degree
Courses in the hove of raising the status of their institutions."(2)

If Vallis lacked cnthusiasm for degree-level work in the technical
colleges he expressed equally strong reservetions atu.t *he development
of technolozical educabtion in the universities

At ome time it might have been gaid that the Universities were
solely concerned with 'disinterested' or 'academic! study and that
thig meant that they should devote tiemseclves to pure science,
leaving aprlied science to the technicel colleges. This peint of
view no doubt has a certain value, but it could herdly be maintained

unconditionzlly at the present time ... it seems, however, safe to say
~that the main ficld of University actlv1ty is Pure Science; that a
coce needs to be made Tor exoyglons into zpplied sciences “ni that
the queslion must be cond dered in reola tlnn to the needs and struchure
of the najor induatrles.'(B)

(1)P.R.0. D 13 6/569 "Universities and Technical Education® s He B, Vallis
Hay. 1942, pera T, .

(2) ibid, pora 8, .

(%)ibid, para 9.
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Such an attitude expressed by an administrator within the Board
of Bducation is paxriticularly interesting: on the one hond it sugecsis
that it was wol merely members of the universities themselves who
retained a certain ambiguity in their minds about the development of
higher technological education within the existing universities; and
on the other hand it reflects an unwillingness to recognise the place
that technological education had already von for itself within the
universities.

It was Wallis®' initiative within the field of higher techmological
education wﬂich ultimately led to the establishment of a special
conmittee to look into the variousy problems associated with it, and most
especially in%o the relationship between the universities and the
technical colleges in this field. Towards the end of 1942 the
universities had evidently learnt of the Poard of Education's interest
in this question, and in liovember of that year, during the coursc of a
meeting between R. S. Wood, Deputy Sccretary in the Board of Lducalion
and Sir Franklin Sibly, Cheirman of the Commitiee of Vice~Chancellors
and Principals, the latter suggested that the relationship between the
universities and the technical colleges in respect of technological
education should be investigated byAa Royal Commission or a strong
departmental committee.(1)

The Board of Education decided to give the issue further considera-
tion before consulting again with the universities, and during this
pericd there emerged from within 'T!' branch the idea‘that there was room

to develop higher technological education in the technical colleges:

(1)E.R.0. B0 46/292, Meeting between R. S. VWood and Sir Franklin Sibly,
23 recorded by YWood in a memorandum of 29 Nov., 1942,
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vork whicn would not be in direct competition withithat carried out in
the universities, ond which could'possibly best be provided for by
developing, in selected existing technieal colleges, national schocls
or departmenis devoted to particular hranches of technology,(1)

In Seplember 1943 the Board of Education received another deputas
tion from the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Princlpals, during
which general agreement was reached on the need for an inquiry into the
relationchip of the universities and the technical colleges in the srhere
. o con. (2)
of higher technological education.

However, having reached agrecment on the need to set up some soxrt
of enquiry, there remainad congd. derable controversy over the actual
constitution of the committee and its terms of reference.

Taking the chairmanship of the committee first and foremost, right
from the start Vallis saw that it was important to eppoint someone of
national standing, but who was not chviously connected with either the
wmiversities or the technical colleges.(a) The Board of Education
considered a mumber of nzmes including that of Sir Alan Barlow, Secretaxy
to the Treasury, and Sir II, Hartley (Railways). Eventually, though, it
was decided that Sir Dustace fercy should be asked, the suggestion
receiving suppert from both the Board of Education and the universitiesg4)
Although Lord Fercy was in a sirict sense a 'university' man, then being
Pactor of the Newezstle Divigsicn of the University of Durhsm, he had
alweys shown a considerable interest in technical education, In addition

he was a former President of the Doard of Lducation, and was thus an

acceptatle choice to the administrators. In recommending Lord Percy's

(1)0.R.C. BD 456/295, Note of Conference held within the Board of
Bducation, 14 Aug. 1943, para 7.

(2)ibid, Eerutation from the C.V.C.P, meets the Doard of Fducation,
17 Sepe 1947,

(3)ibid, Memoroandum from ¥, B, Vallis to R. S. Wocd, 28 Sep. 1943.

(4)ibid, R. S. Yood to R. A. Dutler, 1 Jan. 1944.
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name 1o the President of the Board of Tducation R. S, Wood expressed
only the slightest reservation cencerning their choice:

"There igs, of course, always a dmnger; if I may say so about c¢ne
of my late Masters, that he is sc full of idess that he may a little
overwhelm any Committee. On the other hznd, ideas are vhat zre wanted

ard my impression is that Lord Tustace oflfers all the possibilities of
- . . . 2\
doing the job extraordinarily well,"{1)

Tord Tercy accepted the chairmanship of the Committee when he met
R.A, Butler, the Presidént of the Board cf Fducation, early in 1944.

Deciding upon the actual composition of the commitieec as well as
i1s membership gave rise to yet further debate and discussion.
Initially Wallis suggesied that the Committee chould comprise a total
of 21 members: 6 representing the universities and 6 the technical
colleges, 4 representing industry and commerce and 4 official members,

(2)

plus the cheirman. However, following upon discussicns with nmembers

of the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals it was sgreed not

to appeint this commitles on a representative besis for fear that it
nicht prove too large and wwieldy, end possibly aleso ineffective if

it was a balanced body of representatives of particuler interests.
Ingtecad it was agreed that lhe Iresident of the Board of Education

should appoint a.committee,(s) but that the chairman should have the

pover to co~opt suitable perszons to scrve on sub-committeecs as and vhen

(1)

the nced aroce.

Barly in 1944 R. S, Vocd thus suggested the nemes of a number of

(5)

people who might serve on the commitice, and Yercy was also consulted.

The latter was particularly critical of the bias amongst the liet of

potential members towards rhysicists - Sir Lawrence Bragg, Sir Henry

1)ibid, R, S. Yood to R, A, Putler, 1 Jan. 1944,

2)ibid, 4, B. Yallis to R, S. Wood, 2C Sep. 1943,

3)ibid, R. S. Wood to R, A, Butler, 1 Jan. 1944,

(4)ivid, R. A. Datler to Lowxd Percy, 18 Feb. 1544,

(5) ibid, R. S. Vood to R. A. Butler, 1 Jan. 1944, See 2lso
Apvendix e
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Tizard and Sir Edward Appleton were all zmenzst the names originally

(1)

mat forward. Iven when the {iral list of manbers vas drawn up,
Percy remained of the opinion that it wvas too heavily oriented towards
the interests of physicists: in 1945 in a letter to Miss Ellen
Wilkinson, then Minister of Fducation, he remarked,

A Cormittee coﬁposed so predominantly of physicists and‘heavy!
industrialists could not have commended confidence if it had ventured
much beyond the field of engineering."(2)

In addition Dutler oeriticised the composition of the committee
on the grounds that it would not covervsuch arcas as textiles or the
chenical industry.(s) Lventually, though, the membership of the
committee was agreed upon, as set out in Appendix 2.

In April 1944, this Special Committee on Higher Technological
Education held its first meeting. The cubstance of the Committee's
deliberations and final recommendations form the cpening part of the
next chapter., The foregoing should have illustrated some of the
arguments and questions that were behind its establisﬂﬁcnt, as vell as
its origins.

{c) Tz Nzed to Clarify the Relationship Between the Imiversities

and _the Technical. Collemes in respect of Higher YWechnoleogical

Flucation:  Some Views Pains ¥xpressed Qutside the Doard of
®mducation, 1943-44

During the last years of the second World War the Board of

Tducation was not alone in dbelieving that the relationship between the
universities and the technical colleges in the field of higher
technological education required clarification and pessibly rationzlise~
tion. A munber cf reports published around this time, and individual

cxrressions cf opinion in the press, indicated that there was considerable

1)ibid, Percy to Putler, 4 Fob. 1944,
2)ibid, Fercy to E, Wilkinson, liinicter of Dducation, 10 Sep. 1945.
3)ibid, Dutler te Percy, 18 Feb. 1944,
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support for looking at this matter, and for appropriate action to be
taken, It is to these views that attention will now be briefly turncd.
One o the first bodies to comment upon the development of higher
technological education was the Parliamentary and Scientific Commitiee
vhich published a report on Scientific Research and the Universities in
1943.(1) This report was interesting on two counts, Firstly it
contained some statisticsl data on erpenditure on the universities and
on research in the U.S.A., the U.S.S.R. and Britain, which illustrated
the wnfavourable nature of the British position.(z) This type of
comparative analysis of educational systems and the amount of money and
resources devoted to them was a standard feature in much that was writtean
about technological education at the time; and it was used as a pointer
towards a similar poor showing expected on Britain's industrial front.
Secondly, the Report raised the question of {the respective functions
of the universities and the technical colleges in the develoyment of
technological educaticn,; ind went on to make the following recommendation:
"As a useful step towards the solution the Board of Educétion,
vhich bears the responsibility for technical education, should arranse
consultations to include the U.G.C, and the vice-~chancellors of the
universities. Consideration should alco he given to the possibility
of meking more colleges into institutes of technology on Americun lines,
with much more full-time work and chairs in various branches of applied
science (as in the Royal College of Technology, Glasgow, and the
lonchester College of Technology). It is in such places as well as the
universities, that the urgently needed chairs of aeronautics, radio
engirecring and so on, might be fornd,"(3)

In the same year the City and Guilds of Iondon Institute submitied

its views on the technacal colleges to the Board of Bducation:-

(1)Scientific Research and the Universities in Post-War Britain,
Farliementary end Scientific Conmittee (1943),

Q)ih;g, paras 4 - 5,

3)ibid, prwa 45.



"It is important that a broad basic education in science and
other subjects should rzceive first consdl deration so that they can
rank educationally as high as vniversities, They should be distai~
buted so as to be linked with specialised branches of industry,
associated with different districts, and their individual provision
for advancad and post-graduate stuvdy and research ghould be plaimed
accordingly. Apart from these, it may be possible to re-orientate
or upgrade some existing institutions for this purpose."(1)

(As regerds this proposal it may be surmised that a fair amount
of self-interest came into play here for the City and Cuilds examina-
tions were taken in the technical colleges, and they would obviously
have welcomed the possibility of placing their certificates on a pur
‘with university degrees).

This awareness of the inferior position of the technical colleges
vig-a~vis the universities implicit in these recommendations to up-grade
the technical colleges was a2lso felt within the techniecal colleges
themselves. However,-the Ass 001atlon of Technlcal Tnstitutions and the
Association of Principals in Technical Institutions stated the problem
in somewhat different terms in a joint policy statenrnti in 1944.<2)
This document fook the line that the universities and the technical
colleges each had a distinctive contribution to make in the field of
higher technological education: +the universities were viewed essentiz 1
~ly as places of scholership, vwhilst the orientation’of the technical
colleges was seen to be towards industrial production and designm.

These functions, though, had become somewhat blurred over the years -

"Eéch type of institution has a clearly defined field of activity
but each has been guilty of consi derable trespass. The university has
to some extent altered its traditional outlook by too narrow a pursuit
of technological development while the senior full-time course in the

technical college has endangered its existence by an equally narrow
pursuit of the degree quallflcatlon."(j)

1)T.B.8. 11 Dec. 1943,

523P011gl_3n Technical Education, Report by a joint comaittee of the
AT I. and ARSI, (1944),

(3)ibid,




The A,T.I. and the A.P.T.I. wanted the distinct orientation of
both types of institution to be maintained, Vhere they sow a need for
change was at the level of the award given for courses of an advauced
nature in the technical colleges. They were appreciative of the
vrestige attached to degrees and suggested that cne altermative might
be for the techniecal colleges to associate themselves with their neigh-
bouring universities so that degrees in technology could be conferred
on successful studénts from the technical colleges.(1) A more preferable
solution still to the AT.I. and the A.P.T.I. was that of ectablishing a
system analogous to that for H.N.Ds, i.e, a joint committec representative
of industry, the professional bodies, the Doard of Lducation and the
technical colleges, but which would have the power to award degrees ir
technology. Ideally these awards would remain distinet from uwniversity
degrees involving a period of 'college apprenticeship' or its equivelent
and possibly the submission of an industrial thesis.(g)

There were also a few individuals within the technical colleges
vho realised that the relationship between the universities and their
own institulions called for some re-~adjustment. One such person veos
H. Richardson, Principal of the Bradford Technical College, who in
September 1943 sent a letter to The Times arguing that some of the
Eountry's largest technical colleges should be developed into technolo-
gical institntes on the Americen mcdel.(5)>

‘Perhaps it should be noted at this juncture that in some respects
the Tradford Technical College constituted rather a special case smongsi

the tecinical collegec, not least because it had been trying to achieve

1)ihid,
2)ibid, -
(3)ihe Times, 30 S
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university status ever since its neighbouring university of Leeds had
received a separate Royél Cherter at the turn of the 20th Contury whcn‘
the Victoriz University broke up. Nor was Richardson fighting for
university status for his college alone, Me was supported by Mr. Leach,
11.P. for Bradford Central who put a question to the Iresident of the
Board of Education in the louse of Commons in the summef of 1943(1)

and by Bradford's Bducation Committee under the direction of Thomas
Boyce. In Februzry 1944 Boyce and Richardson submittzsd a report to
their education committee advising that university college status be
'sought for the college.(z)

However, this proposal was not supported by H.M.T. J.B.1. Hay. In
December 1943 he sent Wallis and Flliot some newspaper cuttings on this
issue from the Bradford Yorkshire Observer and added his owa view on the
matter:

"The independence of the Universities has led to so much uneconomic
duplication of clesses (Bradford and Leeds for examrle nave both con-
siderable numbers of degree students in Ingincering. wiish if combined
would give a very strong School of Fnsineering) and 2 hiszbus near the
top of the Technical Dducational System vhich cannot be overcome. To
increase the nunhber of independent institutions would simply aggravate
these difficulties,"(3)

In the event, Bradford's reqnést for university status vas not met
in 1944. The U.G.C, decided egainsi the development of any more new
university institutions with the exception of the University College
at Kbele.(4)
Returning to the situati&n in 1943 it‘is clear that as war drew to

a close there was a general awareness of the need to improve PBritain's

technicel education at all levels, and a realisation of its utmost

2)tiducation, Vol. LXXXTIT, 7 Apr. 1944, p. 418,

(3)2.1,0. ¥D 467259, Hay to Wallis and Elliot%, 18 Dec. 1943,

(4)A% ihe end of Vorld War II the U.G.C. also azrced to recognise
the University Colleges at Iull ond Leicester for grant
urposes for the first time,

§1)E.E.S. 10 July 1943,
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importance for the future. Apart from at Bradford, though, there seems
to hzve been little thought given to vhat an increase in advenced-level
work might mean for the technical colleges themselves, The primary
congideration in the technical colleges was to try and meet sludent

demand vhether it was for advanced or lower-level courses, ( )

However, some attention was concentrated on the awards issac.
For example, in 1945 T. J, Drakeley, Frincipal of the Northern
Polytechnic, Londéh, presented a paper to the Annual General Meetling
.of the A.T.I. in vhich he argued iﬁ favour of establishing a non-
university institution which would award the equivalent of university

(2)

degrees in the technical colleges. During the course of this paper
Drakeley expressed considerable alarm that the technical colleges might
lose their advanced level courses to the vniversities, a fear porily
substontiated in his own mind by the views expressed by Dr. Priestley,
Vice-Chancellor of Birmingham Univercity: Drekeley argued,

"The respective roles of the universitiesand tocchnical colleges
in hicher education is a subject upon which a departmental committee
has been asked to report. To express aanxiety, therefore, at
Dr. Priestley's dictum that the university is the cecrrcet place for
the development of techmical education at its highest level might
prove subsequently to have been a needless alarm. DBut it calls for
the greatest vigilance."(3)

Several other reports were also published at about this time
éanerning the respective functions of the universities and the technical
colleges. For example, in January 1943 Nuffleld College, Qxford

publiched a pamphlet entitled 'Industry und Education - A Statement', (4)

which came to the broad conclusions that it did notl support the idea of

§1;(19w expressed by Dr, E. G. Bdwards in interview on 6 May 1980,

2)Sduention, Voles LXXXV, 1 June 1945, » 794,

(3)1b1io ’

(4)ihe pamphlet was the outcome of & rrivate conference held at the
college in September 1942,
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up-grading a few technical colleges to university status, nor did it
wish to see technological educatibn concentrated solely in existing
vniversities., Rather it favoured the setting up of 'Pecople's Collegest,
equipped to train students for a wide range of differing vocations.

Trhe Association of Scientific Workers also entered the debate
with a report on science in the universities which looked forward to
a time when the technical colleges would become affiliated to the
universities.(1) "There was also a report on post-war university
education by the British Ascociation for the Advancement of Science.(z)

(d) Seme Coneluding Remarks

The foregoing views were importaﬁt for a number of reasons., In the
first place they indicated the great diversity of ideas which were
abounding at this time concerning the future development of higher
technological education. Secondly they undexline the fact that ideas
about its development were still fluid, shifting, not fixed or even
hardening.

Thirdly, and of particular significance iﬁmthe context of the next
chapter which concentrates on the developments between 1944 and 1950,
it reiterates and confirms & point made earlier in this introduction,
namely that by 1944 there was a strong wnderlying consensus which
supported the idea of clarifying and rationalising the respective
functions of the universities and the technical colleges in the field

Ve

of highef technological education.

(1)Science in the Universitics, Association of Scientifie Workers,
Yar., 1944,

(Z)Final Report of the Cormittze on Tost-lar University BEducation, Pritish
Association for the Advencement of Scicnce, (July 1944).
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Chavpter 2,

Trom Perev Lo Werlz: A Period of Debate, 1944-50

A The Percy Comnittecs its deliberaticons snd its roport

As has already been indicaled the decision lo set vp the
Fercy Committee was the result of pressure, mainly from Wallis at the
Ministrzy of Education, who during the last years of the war became
convinced that the problem of the relationship between the universit-
jes and the technical colleges in respect of advanced level work was
one that needed to be tackled as soon as possible after the cessation
of hostilities, Nor was the lMinistry of Education alone in its
appreciation of the problems and anomélics existing in this sphere.
The variety of reports in the years 19435-5 which touched on this
issue clearly reflected quite widespread awarencss of the need to
rationalise end redefine the respective contributions of the
universities and the technical colleges. It was agzinst this back-
eround, in a spirit of expectation if not optimiem, that R. A, Butler,
Minister of Education, appointed the Percy Committee in April 1944
with the following terms of reference:

Yilaving regard to the fequirements of Industry, to consider the
needs of higher technological education in Ingland ond Wales and the
respective contributions to be made thereto by Universities and
Technical Colleges; and to make recommendations, among other things,
.as to the means for maintaining appropriate collaboration between
universities and technical colleges in this field."(1)

At the first meeling of the Committee the diccussion was cf a

rather unstrictured nature with indivdual members outlining what they

felt were some of the key problems with which the Cormmittee would have

(1)Hirher Techrolonical Bducation, Ministry of Biucation (L. O.
1945).
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to deal. In particular Sir Lawrence Pragy spoke oﬁt about the absence
in this country of amy institutions on a par with the German technische
hoéh chulen, the merit of the latter in his opinion being that they
trained students for specific jobs, Also both Dr. D. S, Anderson and
Sir Cecorge H. Felson suggested that the Commlttec would be helped in
its deliberations if indusiry could give some indication of its man-~
pover re_uirement%.(1)
From there the Committee went on to hold a succession of meetings
with various interested bodies representative of industry, the
universitieé, the technical colleges znd the local education
authorities, and considered also the written evidence which had teen
sul 1hLed to it. By adopting this approach the Committee received the
evidence in a rather piecemeal fashion, simply listening Yo these who
had.a éarticular view to put across. FYor example, quite early on in
the proceedings the Committee met with representatives of the Instilution
of Chemical IEngineers vho spoke out in favour of Irltaln developing a
mmber of Colleges of Technolegy, similer to M.I.T., to supplement the
existing provision of the universities and the technical collegesgz)amd
{then 2 couple of months later the Commitiee heard evidence from the
AT, and A P.T.I. with the latters' stress upon the need to provide
Iéomp sort of nationsl award-making body 5o that students in the technical

colleges could receive a qualification which would be of equal stending

(3)

to a university degree.

Percy Committee, 28 Apr. 1944,
Fercy Committee, 29 & 30 June 1944,
£ Yerecy Committee, 1 Sep. 1944,




. Thus it was perhaps hardly surprising thal at the turn of the
year Dr. Anderson sent a letter to Lord Fercy criticising the progre
of the Committee, He arguéd that it had b;én too ungystematic in its
approach, spending more time in debule than on getting facts on which
principles might be based. The up-~shot of thie was that rather than
procecding with further consideration of the draft report Iord Percy
asked Dr. Anderson to pnt before the Comuittee the issues which he
felt demanded 010°er conolderatlon.(1> Cleaxly the melhod of proce-
dure adoptcd by the Committee in its carly stages meent that the
deliberations were havhazerd at best, and possibly, reflected also
the fondness of its Chairman foxr ideas.

Returpning to the views of various representative bodies, in
Cetober 1944 it was the turn of the universities to meet the Cormitice,
The ensuing discussion providéd the first explicit expression of the
univcrsifics' Qiews at that time, and for this rcagon is dealt with
here in detail. To begir vith the university representatives made
ihree general comments:s (a) that where there were close welationships

betweeon universities and neighbouring technical celleges, as at
Menchester, these should not necessarily be disturbed, (b) that no
tsincle foculty' institution could be called a university, znd (c)
that no university other than London ghould have to create externzal
deérees. \

They then ventv cn to make a mumber of points more specifically
on the relationship between the wniversities and the technical colleges.

Pirstly, that any branch of technological education originally under-

taken by 2 university because there had been no local tecnnlc 1 col1ego to

(1)P.R.C. TD 46/295, Tenth Meeting of Percy Committee, 4 Jan. 1945
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provide it should be removed from the university. However, any
~ branch of technology vwhich was closely associsted with a particular
wniversity might be exempted. Secondly, that the external degrees
of the Uﬁiversity'of London should not represent the ultimate goal
of the technical colleges. The latter should either be a diploma of
the colleges themselves - not a degree, nor an award carrying the
letters of a degree; or, alternatively, degree level courses should
be transferred t;'neighbouring'universitieS. If neccssary steps
would have to be taken to show industry how valuable holders of a
technical college diploma ould be.(1)
These vere the main views of the universities., What they amounted
to was a jealous guarding of their monopoly on degrees and a staunch
support for the traditiona 1'conception-of a university in this countiy
i.c. 2 mlti-faculty institution.
Another interesting approach tc the subject came from the
Ministry of Education itself when R. S, Wood,hﬁhe Deputy Secretary,
put before the Committee the suggestion that instead of establishing
institutions on a par with M.I.T, or of seleccting a few technical
colleges to concentrate on advanced level wvork, there was a third
alternative, namely, the establishment of national schools concentrating
“on a particuler technology. Theéé, Vlood suggested; could be set up
vitain GX1st1ng technical coJleﬂe« (2 ) The discussion vhich ensued
vetween R, S. Wood and the Comm;ttee, and their obvious differences
of opinion, has been dealt with elsewhere.(B) What has not been
pointed out thougn is that prior to the establishment of the Percy

Cormittee the Poard of Education had aiready begun to talke preparatory

R.C. ED /2575, Scventh Meeting of Percy Committee, 26 & 27 Oct. 1944.
R O I 46/295, Eirhth Meeting of Perxcy Co”mlttee, 23 Yov. 1944,

E ‘)T.“. Gosden. Tdueation in the Second ¥World Ver, (Ilcuuuen & Cu. L*.;d.
76

(1)2.
(23}
(3)2.



steps towards the establishment of such schools, and in November 1943
the Board had met representatives of the Treasury with whom the scheme

(1)

ras agreed upon in principle. This point should be borne in mind
and contrasted with the later recalcitrance of the Ministry of
Education to vp-grade a few colleges to the status of Colleges of
Techr.ology.
A final point to come out of the Cormittee's meetings arose
during discussioﬂé with representatives of the Federation of British
_ Industries. c. Tennysén, Chairman of the F.B.I's Dducaticn Committee
cormented upon the difficulty of getting any precice mumerical
estimate of industry's post-war technological manpo%er requirements,
and he was only able-to speak in the most vague terms about there being
a neecd for a greater flow of techmnological ability into industry than
there had been in thé past.(g) This suggests that the effectivencss of
the Technical Personnzl Committee under Tord Hankey had been of a
minimsl nature, and had not penctrated the thi§king ¢l the F,B.I. to
any significant extent!
Having seen or heard all the relevent evidence the Committec came

to its conclusicns fairly rapidly and the report was published in

i
3)

N

November 1945. Contrary to expectation this report was not to prove

"the first of several, In itself it gove rise to sufficicnt points to
keep the linistry of Education busy. Moreover, it ceems as it the
composition of the Committee was such that any further collaboration

might be expected to prove somevhat fruitless. Already Dr. Anderson's

criticiem of the Committec's method of procecdure has been mentionad.

1)P.R.0, FD _46/295, National Devartments of Technology, 29 Nov. 1943 ,
2)P.R 0. 1D 4G/295, Fourteenth Meeting of Percy Committee, 27 Awr. 1945.
(3)iicher Technolomical Pducation, Ministry of Bducation, (H.M.5.0. 19045).




In addition the Ministry cf Education's assessors were sensible of a
certain friction within the Committee. ‘According to F. Bray,

"The Chairman, who had his ovm scmevhat fixed ideas on most of
the problcms involved and on their solution too, found the Committee
unwilling to accept his views and progress was consequently slow.”(1)

As for Percy himself, he was of the opinion that the Committee
was weighted too much in favour of physicists and hecavy industralists
for it to be competent to make recommendations outside the field of

e (2)
enginecering.

Turring to the Report itself it is clear from its opening
paragraphs that the underlying rationale of the work of the Committee

was to clerify the respective functions of the universities and the
technical colleges in the field of higher technological education,
The Feport went straight to-the point:'

"ind here arisce a question which must form one of the main
subjects of our Report. Tor certain categories of scientists and
technologists, the division of function between Universities and
Technical Colleges i= «lear enough. Industry must lock mainly to
Universities for the veoining of scientists, both for research end
develomment, and of leachers of science; it must look mainly to
Technical Colleges for technical assistants and craftsmen. Dut both
Universities and Colleges must share the responsibility for educating
the fubure senior administretors and technically qualified managers of
industry; and this joint responsibility is not at present defined by
any cleax principles, nor cxpressed in any joint arrengements for
consultation and planning. "(3)

Tt was on this area of joint responsibility that the rest of the

Report lergely concentrated. Firstly it brought to the public's
attention the extent to which the technical colleges were already
contributing towards technological education, It produced figures to
show that just before the war the output of engineers from the two types
of ingstitution totalled approximately 2,000 per anmum, of which only
3505 came from the universities and 655 from the technical colleges.(4)

P,R.0, ED 46/295, Bray to VWood, 27 iug. 1945,
S R.0. B0 46/295, Yercy to B, Vilkinson, 10 Sep . 1945,

1)
§2>L
(%)
(4)

Uisher Techneloriceal ¥dueation, para 4,
ibid, pera 17,
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In future it sugrested the output should‘be'in the proportions of

(1)

4505 and 55% respectively. Proportionétely, then, the Committee
wanted to see the universities' contribution to highcf technological
education increased, but the majority of engineers would still be
expected to come from the technical colleges.

(Xs has already been pointed out in the introduction, the
Percy Committee equated the diplomas available at the technical
colleges ~ Higher National Certificates and Tiplomas - with
university degrees and included the figures for students on these
courses in the total output of engineers from the technical colleges.
Subsequently the part-time qualification came to be regarded as
below degree level, vhilst the full~time courses were congcidered at

est on a par with pass degrees of the universities).

Also with reference to the actual ectimate of rumbers required
by industry it is int.renting to note that the Report admitted it wves
Wery largely guesswork."(2) s
Obviously it is difficult for any industry to precisely calculate iis
future manpower requirements but this vagucness on the part of industry
does at least secem rather strange given the general feeling in the
_country at large that in this sphere a large deficit had to be made up
efter the war. .

The Reprort then turned to cond der the functions of the technical
colleges more closely. In particulir theAReport trovosed that these
colleges ~ at least some of them ~ shoﬁld be made responsible for a new

type of course. It would be broader than the H.N.C.s, of o comparzble

(1)ivid, para 22,
(2)ibvid, para 12,
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standard to university degree cources, but plenned on diffcrent lincs.(1)
In short the Report sdvocated thé development of sandwich courses vhich
would integrate advanced level education with g fair amount of practical
training, designed on a full-tine basis.(2) The intrecduction of such
courses was to herestricted to just a few technical colleges at first -
the Revort recommended that six colleges should be so selected, ex-

(3)

cluding eny in the Greater London arca. The intention was that these

(4)

colleges should perform a nmational function -~ normally the technical
colleges operated on a local or regional level -~ and 1o meet this end
the colleges were to be up-graded to Colleges of Technology. Ideally
these institutions would be completeiy free to develop their own style
(5)

and traditions and their own syllabuses although they were to remain

under local avthority control, perhaps receiving a higher rate of grant
than other colleges in recognition of their national function.(6)
Ultinately it was also hoped that these colleges might award their own
qualifications but in the short term some form of national recognition
of the awards conferred in these colleges wasvfhought fo be necessary so
that they might be readily recogmised by industry.(7)
Tn the Note at the end of the Report (which might be seen 2s a

further indication of the strength of Lord Perey's personal opinion on
-the problems of technological education), he speculated upoﬁ the ultimate

future of these colleges. In the long-term he foresaw that they nigh

e

1)ibid, para 22.

2;ibid, para 23. - .
(3)ibid, para 29. :
(4)ibid, para 30.
5)
G)
7)

ibid, pera 28.
hid, para 30,
bid, pera 53.




well be up-craded into universities, OSuch a view has sipgnificance
within this debate. DPercy, although not unsympatheiic to the technical
colleges, clearly distinguished between them end the universitics, a7d
felt that the transfer from one sector to the other was likely to be
the inevitzble - perhaps desirable — lot of the Colleges of Technology.
Behind this view lay the implicit assumption that in some sense the
university tradition was 'best', and that the Colleges of Technology
would naturally é%pire Yo it. Later it became clear that as far as

_ Percy was concerned tﬁe crux of the matter was local authority control
of the technical colleges.

In 1947, at a meelbing of the U.G.C's Science éub«Committee
Percy argued,

"T¢ is essential that the technicai colleges should be free from
the control of the L.E.A,s who camnot foster the right atmosphere,
however sympathetic their outlook.!(1)

This cpinion was reiterated by Percy in 1950 in ozn address he
gave to the cducation group of the Institute of Thywics and reported

on in The Times Educational Suvplement:

"The report which commonly bore his neame recommended, five years
aro, the selection of a few technical colleges for develorment into
institutions of higher technology and he added to the repcrt a personal

_note suggesting, as a title for these inntitutions, the Royal Colleges

of Technology. he did not have the courage in that note to say what he
“then believed, and now knew to be frue: that no such develomnent could
te hoped for go long as technical colleges were ovned and administered

by local educaticn euthorities. A Royal Colleze of Technology might be
a State institution, like the Scottish central colleges, or it might be
zn independent institution like an Bnglish-university college; but it

could not be administered by a municipal committee."(2)

(1)P.R.0. U.G.C. 8/8, Minutes of the meeting of the Science Su
Committee, 23 Sep. 1947.
(2)r.7.8. 27 Oct. 1950, v.827.
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Yor was Fercy alone in feeling that this control was in some
sense inimical to the prbper developmcntlbf higher education, ‘This
matter will be dealt with more fully in respect of a policy for the
Colleges §f Advanced Technology and the recommendations of the Committee
on ‘Higher Eduoation'.(1)

The Percy Report also touched upon the problem of the status of
technclogical education, and in this regard recommended that a national
campaign should ﬂé sterted to increase the prestige of the technical
professions; that there should be more information sent to schoolgs
about careers in industry; and that the question of scholarships for
students of technology should be reconsidered.(z)

Related to this was the problem of a suitable award for the new
courses provosed by the Committee for tﬁe Colleges of Technology. The
Committee agreed that the award should be conferred by the National
Council of Technology which it wanted to see set up., This body was not
to0 be an external exanining body ~ indeed the_Cpmmittee thought the
London University external degree system to be an anomaly.(3) Rathex
this new tody should simply approve and moderate courses of study leeding
to its award, should suggest standards of staffing and equipment, ond
maintain standards by selecting or apmroving the external examiners
“concerned with the merking of final examinations.(4)

Howevcr, the Committee ggs able to agree on vhat the awerd should
be: a dipioma or a degree. In fact it was equally divided in two on
this issue, and this led to the Report simply outlining the pros and

cons of the two alternatives, not recommending one or the other.(S)

(1) _Higher Bducation (Cmnd 2154) 196% ~ the Committee, appointed by the
Yrime Finister in 1960 was chaired by ILord Rowbins.

(2)Hicher Technolomical Bducation, paras 4% and 44,

23 ibid, para ;71 .

4)ibid, para Ofh.

(5)ibid, paras 56 - 65,
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An interesting point was rade in this connection by an interviewce,

He explained that the West Midlends Advisory Council, in preparing its
evidence for the Percy Committee, hal reached the same impasse, and in
the event had opted for the same way out as the Percy Committee. Thot
in itcelf reflected the split on the awards issue, but more important
was his perception of it: the interviewee argued that vhilst those who
spoke out in favour of»a degree truly wanted it, those who supported &
diploma also reaiiy wanted to see the technical colleges awarding
degrees. However, to the latter group the awards issue was so import-
ant that it was prepared to accept a diploma as a first step along that
road, fearing that if they stood out for a degree qualification they
might end up with nothing at all.(1) This is an important point: it
reflected an awareness of the need to proceed cautiously, incrementally,
where the universities' monopoly over their degree -~ awarding powers
was concerned.

Thé Report elso made two further important recommendations. Firstly,
in line Qith the evidence given to the Committee.by R. S. Wood, it was
noted that lhere vere some branches of technology of great national
importence but which required only a relatively small number of trained
persormel, To this end the Report suggested that institutions cencen-
'frating on a particular brench ofAtechnology night be set up to act 23 a
national centre in ite fieldt(z)

" Secondly it was recommended that Regional Advis ry Councils should
be established throughout England and Wales on the lines of thosc alrcady

in existence in Yorkshire, the Ves t JMidlands and in South Wales. (5)

(1)Point made in interview vith Sir Iiciwel Russell, former Chief
Edncation Officer for Birmingham,

(2)i zher Wochnolomical Tduecation, para 51, i .

(3)irid, para 33

UNIVENSTY
LIBRARY
LEEDS



38

Thece bodies would be expected to ce~ordinate the provision of
Lechnological educatioﬁ-in their region and would ve made up of

" reyresentatives of the Universities, the Cslleges of Technology and
other technical colleges. In addition there would be a National
Council of Technology responsible for national aspescts of regional
policies, and acting in an advisory capacity on behalf of the

Ministry of Edvcation and the Univercity Grants Committee.(1)

B. Response to the TPercy Report: the Tebate drass on

Vhen the Percy Report vas publishgd in Novembar 1945 it was
given rather a mixed reception in the press. The Ti Tlmpc( 2)
reported on it reasonably favourably -~ in rdrtlculﬁr welcomlno the
proposed Regional Advisory Councils and academic bo ard°(5) and the
National Council of Technology - as did Eggggiigg,(‘) but the Economist

and the Times Bducational Supnlement adopted more critical tones. The

Beonomist argued,

"The Report makes a tendative and timid impres.:oiie The Coumittee
seem to have underrated their opportunity and interprzted their functions
too narrowly',(5)

vhilst the T.%5.8. criticised the recomnendation to up—-grade some of the

technical colleges. In its opinion the Report had not offered any rezson
‘why these institutions should not in fact be given the status of
'ﬁniversity colleges, with the ultimate aim of developing them into full-

grovn, independent universitie .(6) (Such criticism, it diould be added,

1)ibid, para 35,

ggm Timcs, 7 Mov. 1945

3)A cadenic anrdS, CONDOStd of the academic heads of Universities and
Technical Colleges, were to advise the Governing Dodies of the
participating institutions and the Regional Advisory Council on the
develoment and co-ordination of higher technological studies in

each institution and in the region as a whole.
§4§w_c:,r;9.q, Vol., LUKV, 9 Iov. 1945, ».719,
-

5)i C‘!\"\Q_'l]..___ Vol, 149, 10 Hov, 194), P0672
(6\?4?&;{-, 10 I‘OVO 1943, P-SBSo



had bzen anticipated by Fercy in his lote at the end of the Report).
Fore widely it is fair %o saj that the recoemmendations concerning
the Regional Advisory Councils and these about the develorment of par-
ticular schools of technology commonded considerable support whilst
the proposal tc up-grade a few colleges to the status of colleges of
technology vas the most controversial and disliked, UYeither the
universities(1) nor the representatltives of the teachers in the technical
colleses had any objection to the proposed Regional Advisory Councils,
but the Associafion of Teachers in Technical Tnstitutions did oppose
the idea of up-grading a few colleges, and in discussion with the
Ministry of Education admitted quite eiplicitly that its oppnsition
was based on the fear that such a development would result in the
virbtual degrading of the rest of the colleges.(z) (Cleaxly the A.T.T.1I.
had to consider the interests of all its members, not just those work-
ing in the colleges which were likely to be up-graded).
As for the Ministry of Dducation itself, its attitude towards the

(3)

Report was somewhat mixed too. Dray, referring to the setting wp of

acadenic boards, commented -

"Mis is rather a weak recommendation, but it is possibly the only
onc that would cormend itself to the Universities. The Chalrmen him-
self wvas very keen to get these established, and although the recommenda~
tion fzlls shert of what is probably the most effective way of securing
co-operation ~ namzly, affiliation ~ it is a stop in the right direction
and one I think which is worth trying."(4) »

In convercation with the A.T.T.I. the Ministry of Ecucation also
expressed its support for the idea of national schools or colleges
concentrating on a particular technology, and said that it was prepared

~/ - . ..
to pay a 10055 grant for courses which colleges ran on a national basis.

(5)

(1)c.v.C.P, Minute 34, Repvort of the Committce on H.T.E., Mimitz of
Feeting held on 23 Tov. 1945,

(2)2.R.0. T 45/434, Record of a mesting between the AJT.T.I. and the
Vinictry cf Bducation, 1% Deec., 1945,

%3ﬁ&r, F. Broy, Under-Sccretary, Ministry of Educaticn, 1946-55,

A0 R0, TD £6/295, Bray to Vood, 27 Auwg. 1945.

o

(5)T R0 IDALLL2L, 13 Decs 1945,
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Predictably the Ministry of Edvcation was less keen on the idea of
up~grading a few technical colleges., Again the Hinistry effirmed its
view that,

"Here the difficulty lies in the selection of colleges for special
treatment of this kind and, of course, we might find it difficult also
to persusde L.E.As to agree unless we also accept the recommendation
of the Comittee to give a higher rate of grent.'(1)

Dray elaborated further on the difficulty of selecting a few
colleges: -

"The Percy Committer found themselves in a dilemnma vhen it came
to supresting a list of colleges and decided to leave the Ministry to
" deal with these details, This difficulty is not surprising, for althouvgh

certain colleges are obvious, such as Bradford, Manchester, and
Birmingham, others are not, such as Huddersfield, Coventry, Leicester,
Bolion and so on. HMoreover, the Committee confused the issue to some
extent by regarding the functions of these colleges as national rather
than local vhereas, in fact, they are both local and regional, but
rarely nationzl."(2)

These were the immediate reactions to the Percy Report. Later
attitudes changed, and with hindsight M. Argles for one has described
the Report as 'scminal'g5) Certainly in the lignt ¢l subtsequent
develomments it is fair to say that the Report has pirovided something
of 2 bluerrint for future develoyments and even in the short term the
influence of this document should not be under-roated, In the years of

'debaie vhich succeeded the Report it was repeatedly referred to, and
its recommendations frequently endorsed and reiterated. Indeed the

Revort brousht into perspective some of the key iscucs in this debate
over the develomment of higher technological cdueation, especially in

regard to the technical colleges' contribution. Its major short-coming

wes its failure to get to grips with the awards issue., Otherwise the

1%}).?2.0. FD _4£/295, 27 Aug. 1945,

2)ibid.

(3 )i1. Argles. South Kensinoton to Robbins, (Longmans, Green & Co, Ltd.
1964 )4De85
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reasons vhy so few of its proposals werc acted upon scem to be, on the
one hand, a chortage of money with vhich to coxxy out the prorosals,
and perhaps equally important, a clear antipathy on the part of the
Ministry of Bducation itself to its key ideas, The Ministry of
Tducation was quite obviously unwilling and unrcady to do enything
about developing new full-time courses which should be concentrated
in just a Tew technical colleges. In the view of the Ministry of
Education, )

"e function of the technical cblleges is to deal mainly with
the needs of the part-time student actually engoged in indusiry,

Tt is true that full-time courses, including degree courses, are also
carried on, particularly in large technical colleges, but we have
never encourared the development of this university work as we have
usvally found that it tended to interfere with the provision for the
part-time student."(1)

In the immediate aftermath of the Report the essential develop-
ments vhich the Ministry of Education were prepared to follow throush
in the field of higher technolegical education were embodied in =z
muber of circulars. The first of these was Circular 87,(2) vublished
in TFebruary 1946, which recommended the establiéhmant of Regional
Advisory Councils and academic boards, Then in April of that year, in
Circuler 98,(5) the first steps were taken to encourage the development
of national schools or colleges concentrating on particular specialist
branches of technology, alongside recommendations on the streng%hening
of the Governing Dodies of all major technical colleges., At abeout the
seme timé Circular 94(4) vas élso published which recoﬁmended that the
puarsuit of research by staff in the technical colleges shéuld be
increased,

Tollowing upon the issue of Circular 87 {the goverrment also announ—

ced in the Commons that it was to set up a National Council of Technolozy

(1)P.R. 0. TD 45/426, Bray to Sir Cyril Moxwood, St. Johns College,
Oxferd, 19 Aug. 1946,
2g33§19221 Orgenization of Purther Fduention, Circular 87, 20 Feb, 1946.
3 e Stodvs of Techniceal, Cominercinl and Art Collesms, Circular $3,
10 Avr. 1946,
(4)2e§£§£g§_ip_fgchninal Colleres, Cireular 94, 8 Apw. 1946.




thich, in the first instance would be asked to address itself fo the
awards issue.(1) This body would also be expected to review once again
the question of up-grading some of the technical colleges, a point that
the Ministry of Education had intimated to the A.T.I. and A.P.T.I. as
early as December 1945.(2) This supgests that the Ministry had no
intention of up-grading the technical colleges. Instead it preferred
to 'pass the buckf to yet another committees, thereby forestalling the
need for action,

If the Percy Report gave rise to little immediate action in the
field of higher technological education it did at least provoke a great
deal of debate on the problems involved. Indecd, the period 1944-50 has
been characterised as one of debate, and it was really the Percy Report
which acted as a catalyst in this sphere, stimilating other bodies tn
look into the problems concerned, resuliing in a whole host of reports
on the subject. Here attention will be concentratcd on the reports of
three bodies in particular, each of whom made important contributions
to the debate in the yeers 1946-48.

The first of these was the Committee on Scientific lManpower under
thé chairmanship of Sir Alan Barlow;'M1ich published its report(B) in
.1946. This report has probably been best remembered for its proposals

-concerning the increase in studenf mubers in the post-war era: that
the output of science graduates should be_qoubléd within the next ten
years, and that this should be matched by a similer expansion on the
Arts side. However, this report also cong.dered the recent recommenda~

tions of the Percy Report. In particular the report expressed support

131101_15‘-9 of Commons, Vol. 420, col 2250, 22 }Mar. 1946,

52 1 R0, 467485, Memorendum of Interview between the AT.I., the
AP T L. and the Uinistry of Bducation, 20 Dece 1945.

(3)3cientific lanmower, (Cod 6524), Council of the Tord President,

Fay 1946,




for the development qf full-tine technological courses of degree
stendard at a selected and limited numbef of technical colleges ond
then it went on to support the view oullinced by Lord Tercy in his
Note that, out of these colleges some major university institutions
should in time be developed.(1)
The Barlow Report also looked at the role ithat the universities
should play in the field of technological education end argued that,
"The moasuré§ recomnended by the Percy Committee for Technical

Colleges will not gbsolve the Universitiesc from their responsibility
for training a high proportion of the nation's first class technologists

(2).

It then went on to suggest that cond deration should be given
to the idea of developlnb two or three Institutes of Technology in
this country, in close contsct with cxisting universities, but mainly
concerned with graduate and postgraduate courses in technology as well

(3)

as with reseerch,

. (1)
The Borlow Commnittze™”

vas made up of persons of high scientific
repute, terestingly it did not recommend that the technical colleges
should help cope with the expansion of science education: that was to
be concentrated in the universities. .

It sheuld also benoted that Sir Alfred Egerton, represcﬂting'the
Insvitution of Chemical Ingineers, had also spoken out in saﬁport of
setting up a mmber of technological institutes like the Gerwman technische
hoch schulen and America's 1I,I.T. when he had appeared before a meeting
of the Percy Committee(S). This sugpestion scems to heave vion more

favour amonget members of the Barlow Committee than the laitter, but that

2)ibid, para 34,

3 lbld mlra 9)0

(4) o cnmpCalthﬂ of the Committee on Scientific lMonpower see Aprendix 3.
(5)i.R.0. ™D 46/29%, Third Meeting of Percy Committee, 29 & 30 June 1944,

;1 rm'd, para 32,
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night be because the Pexcy Commaittee paid only scant attention to the
yroblens of technologiéal edveation in the waiversities.

The Barlow Report was interesting on another score as well: it
sought to put the universities' minds at rest about the financial aspects
of 4the expznsion it proposed, and it was possibly in an excellent
position to do this given Barlow's ovn post in the Treasury. The Report
made the following points -

"The great bulk of the money required for uvniversity development

mist come from the Exchequer and we are satisfied that, more than any
other single factor, the Universities' response {o any call for

" expansion will depernd upon a wise and generous financial policy towards

them on the part of the Govermment. Ve have been most forcibly
impressed by the effect of monetary uncertainties upon the develorment
of our Universitics. Their whole atmosphere is impregnanted by a
concertion of financial siringency caused not only by current lack of
funds but by the fear that at some future date their incone from
benefzotors, and mainly of course from the Excheguer, may suddenly
diminish, leaving their governing bodies without funds to meet their
inescapable commitments,"(1) .

This suggested that the Treasury had completely altered its attitude
towards University finance in the post-war years afi thig may well have
contributed to the willingness of the Universities %o expand at quite a
considerable rafe during the 1950s and 1960s,

Te second comnmittee to publish a report closely connected with tho

jgsues in the Percy Report was the Parliamentary and Scientific

Commitice. It produced a report entitled 'Colleges of Technology and

Technological Manpower' in 1947. In many respects it followed the
outline cf the Percy Reports -if anything layiné more stress on the
con{ribu%ion of the technical colleges to higher technological

ecducation. Indeed, rather than advocafing the up—grading‘of a few
technical colleges this report saw a much laréér ﬁumber providing

courses cof university standard:

(1)scientific Manvower, para 37,




"Tn addition to the wilversities that provide courses in
technolosy, the lorge colleges of technology in this country can
nmake a substantizl contribution towords sztisfying the neseds fox
technologicts., The FPercy Committee Report suggests there are 27 such
colleres and we estimate that each college could accent in its
technological courses about €00 full-time students. This means &
potential student membership of 16,200 and, with a thice VOara' 311
tine course, an anrmal outpat of over 5,000 trained technologists,”

(1)

Ls for the awards issue, the Parliamentaory and Scientific
Committee failed to put forward any useful sugeestiong, marely
comnenting that the ancmalics of the present system heeded to be irconed
out.(z)

Tinally there vere the anmual reports of the Advisory Council on
Scientific ?olicy. This body was establiched in 1§47.in line with a
recormmendation of the Barlow Reporit, te advise the Lord Dresident of the
Council on scientific policy, including hlL er fechnologlcal edueation,
It was composed of 12 = 15 members, largely chosen from amongst

.

university scientists, and also always included the permanent deputy-

.

cheirmen of the U.G,C, It did not include eny rem-coeutatives of the

(3)
(5)

o
technical colleges. Its first report was published in 1948(4) and

the second in 1949. They werc interesting becsuse, ceontrary to the

Percy Report, they ergued that higher technological cducation should-
"be the exclusive concern of the universities. To the A.C.S.P., at
‘least in the late 1940Cs, the technical colleges did net have any role

to play in this sphere.

-

In the next section attention is given to a special report that the

Advisory Council prepared on higher technological education., It seems

(1)Col1encs of Tochnolosy and Technological Menrover, Parliamentery
Scientific Committee (]947) Tara 9.

(2)ibid, para 8.

(j,;ub orlnanal newbership of the Advisory Council on Scientific Poliey

set out in Avpendix 4.

4\%w Anmna)_Renort, fdvisory Council on Scientific Policy (Cnd 7465)
1943

(5)2nd ’*“""”1 Rovcrt, Advisory Cowmeil on Scientific Folicy (Ond 7755)
{194 193 o

~
3
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to have been of quite pivotal significance in the on~going debate on the
subject, from vhich time ihecre seems to have developed almost two
gseparate lines of ergument, the one concerning the development of
technological education in the universities, and the cother the
contribution of the technical colleges.

C, 'The Debate divides in two

(a) The Development of Hipher Technolorical Bdueation in the
Univorsitieg, 1948-1950

In 1948 the Advisory Council on Seientific Policy published its
report on 'Higher Technological Education'. It was of particular
significance because unlike many of the reports that had preceded it,
far from applauding the Percy Report it came out very strongly against
the latter's major recommendations., It argued -

"We considexr that the nation'’s crying need is to increzse the
mmber and improve the quality of men vwho have received an education
up to University honours standard in both the fundamental and applied
sciences. If the reccommendations of the Percy Committee must be taken
+o mean that this need can be met either by vutting a 'top storey' on
certain existing technical colleges or by limiting some of them to
advanced training in technology, we must make it clezr that we funda~
mentally disagree."(1)

The Report maintained that such a scheme was urong in principle
2s well as incurring all sorts of practical difficulties. It criticised
the Percy Report's recommendations on the grounds that they would thereby
deny to thousands of younger, part-time students the facilities they
nceded; ihat if the wp-grading took the form of granting university
status to the colleges, it would raise questions of general policy foxr
the wniversities which traditionally had been multi-faculty institations;
that if university status was not granted, the awards conferred on
tzchnical college students would carry little weight; and that if the

(1 )tighor Technolorical Bducation, Advisory Council on Scientific
Yolicy (1948) vara 9.
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use of tne external degree of London University wes simply used nore
widely, it would interfere with the traditional activities of the
{technical colleges. Nor did the Advisory Council like the idea of
mixing higher education with lower grade work in a single institution.
In the light of these arguments the Advisory Council concluded that
higher technoldgical education could only be satisfactorily provided
by the universities.(1)
The Advisory Council then went on to suggest as a long-term

policy that, rather than developing tlechnological education in an
' uncsystematic fashion in any or all of fhe existing universities, it
should be concentrated in just a few - in fact the Advisory Council
proposed that new in;titutions should be set up for this purpose. The
courses in these institutions would éither combine pure and applied
science, or a pure science undergraduate degree might be followed by a
postgraduate qualification in applied scicnce. In many respects

Imperial College of Science and Technology most elciouy measured up to
the kind of institution.the Advisory Council ﬁéd in mind: an institution
whichh would have to be separately administered but which should be

(2)

closely associated with the existing universities, This relation-
. ship between the technological institutes and {he existing universities
vas scmevhat ambiguous, a point remarked upon by P, D, Proctor at the
Tyeasury, indicating simultaneocusly that the idea‘was Sir Henry Tizard's
owny and had not won the supéort of the rest of his colleagues on the
Council. FProctor felt that Tizard wanted things both ways:

"On the one hand, he insists that higher technological education

oucht to tzke its place as part of a brosder education of full
University quality; on the other hand, he sets his face against any

121123_.@.: para 9 o
2)ibid, para il
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counter suggestion that the way to achieve this is to start by
developing and expanding schools of technology or applied science
vhere they already exist in Universities."(1)

Despite the ambiguity of certain of its recommendations, the
Reporf as a whole should be seen as something of a turning point
in the on-going debate on higher technologicai education. In the
first place, coming down so heavily in fevour of developing techno-
logical education in the universities alone, it reflected just how
open to dispute the whole problem still was.

Seecndly, following upon the publication of this Report it seems
fair to suggest that thereafter the debate really divided in two.
After that time it was less a question of whether technological
education should be developed in either the universities or the
technical ‘colleges but, vhat contribution could they both make., On
the one hand there was the question of how the universities shoﬁld
respond to the development of technology within their own walls;
and on the other han' th2 Ministry of Education was preoccupied with
the future pattern of higher technological ed;éation in the technical
enlleges. The two sides of the debate will be dealt with respectively
below,

The Advisory Council's report received rather a mixed reception. .
“ "By 1948 the U.G.C. had accepted that theirs was the responsibility for

(@)

developing technological education, but it remained somewhat
sceptiéél about the idea of ;stablishing é number of technological
institutes, The U.G.C.'s Technolcgy Sub-Committee discussed this very
issue in June 1948, the Minutes of the Meeting reflecting their lack

of certainty abcut how best to proéeed:

21219.3.0. CAB 124/559, Proctor to Spicer, 8 July 1948.
2)P. R0, UGC 8/8, Mimuites of Meeting, Technology Sub-Cemmittee,
16 June 1948,
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"After some discussion it was agreed that a complete
concentration is impossible, Some at least of the minor
technologies such ag texltiles are rooted in their locality, and
ought not to be moved. As far as the major fields are concerned,
however, it was felt there was room for argument."(1)

By the time the Technology Sub-Committee diccussed the Advigory
Council's rervort in 1948 it had come down quite firmly against the

o]
establishment of any such new institutes,(“) and this view was

(3)

endorsed by the rest of the U.G.C. In coming to these conclusions

the opinion of Dr. A, E. Trueman, depuiy-chairman of the U.G.C. and
chairman of the Technology Sub-Committee, seem to have held considerable
sway. In a note on the Advisory Council's report he argued,

MJe have at the present time no real choice between conceantration
and dispersal though of course this does not exclude the progressive
developnent of particular places."(4)

A little later Dr. A, King, Head of the Lord President's Scicntific
Secrctariat, wrote to Sir Henry Tizard in the following terms:

"he Technology Sub-Committee of the U.G.C. and the National
Advisory Council in Technology, have now both discussed the paper
compiled by your Advisory Council on Scientific Folicy on Higher
Technological Education. The result of all this talk has been
that Trueman has cobtained confirmation of his contention that it
is impractical to chose 2 to 3 centres and establish the new
‘Tmperial Colleges'. Instead they reccommond choosing '6 to 10
universities! already strong or potentially strong in the applied
sciences and the strengthening of these so that they will be capable
of providing teaching and research of the highest type of technology."

(5)

Clearly then the U.G.C. did not accept the Advisory Council's
report; and at about the same time it had another opportunity to
indicate its disagreement with such proposals, This arose vhen the

U.G.C., came to consider a scheme to establish an institute of applied

g . UGC 2/29, Report of the Technology Sub-Committec
he Report on H.T.E. by the A.C.2.D.
3)P.R.0, UGC 1/2, linutes of Meeting, U.G.C. 7 Oct. 1948,
g4§;ﬁh.0_ Qﬁ@y12ﬁ[§§2, Note on the A.C.5.Ps Report on H.T.E. by
De. A, B, Truenan, 10 Aug. 1948.
(5)P.R.0. C£B 124/559, King to Tizard, 26 Nov. 1948
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science at Birmingham University, a proposal vhich was the recult of

(1)

an informzl suggestion made by Tizard. Again Trueman was not keen

on the idea, and objected to the disyroportionate amount of money such
a plan would necessitate being put at the door of one university;(g)
and eventually, in line with its response to the Advisory Council's
report, the U.G.C. turned down this scheme too.(5)
Yet if the U.G.C. opposed the Advisory Council's report, the same
could not be said of the Treasury. On the contrary, it showed itsclf
to be very much in accord with the repoxrt's recommendations, On the
" first count, namely the development of higher technological education
in the universities rather than in the technical colleges, the Trecasury
concurred with the Advisory Council, but felt that the latter had put
forvard its case too dognatically: '

WThere is no reason for erecting a fence round.University
education and teclling the technical colleges that they are con the
wrong side of it and must stay there,"(4)

Sccondly, as to the idea of sctting vp a mumbar <l {echnological
institutes Proctor, >rd Secretary to the Treaéﬁry;wrote,

ngliimately, I have no doubt that the right objective is to
establish some new institutions as Sir Henry Tizard proposes, but
T think it ig folly to go for this at the present time if it means
destroying the belance of the Universities' expansion programme and

nipeing in the bud promising developments which are already soing
forwerds"(5) ,

In addition to this slightlyvqualified support for the Adviszory
Council's report from the Treasury, Hall, Director of the Economic
Section of the Cabinet Office, also acknowledged his sympathy for the

idea of establishing institutes of technology as the Advisor& Council

had proposed, and went so far as to comment,

o\o R, 0. UCC 1/2, Minutes of Mecting, U.G.C., 3 June 1948,

3 )Pk 0. _UGC 2/29, Report of the Technology Sub-Committee
(discussed oy full U.G.C., 7 Cct. 1948),

(4)P.R-0. CAZ 124/359, Froctor to Spicer, € July 1948,

(5)ibid.

§1;pth94 U3C 2/29, Priestley to Trueman, 8 May 1948.




"From this point of view, I would hope that the Lord President's
Committee could give something of a leads DBut even more important is
the nccassity to get going quickly, and to think on a large scale,

M though we are limited in home investment as a vhole, we could
certainly divert some building labour in this direction, and I should
think thalt quite substantial expenditure in this field would make a
very large contribution to our long-term proposal.”(1)

This support for some sort of technological institute should be
borne in mind. Here there was clearly quite a distinet difference of
opinion between the Treasury (and the Economic section of the Cabinet
Office) and the U.G.C.; with a willingness on the part of those who
controlled the purse sirings, to see the Advisory Council's recommenda--
tions transmitted into action.

- By contrast with the Treasury's support for the Advisory Council's
report, it provoked quite the opposite reaction in the Ministry of
Education. In a gense quite predictebly the Ministry of Education
refused to accept that the universities alone should be responsible
for higher technologizal cducation:

"This is certainly not the time to be restrictive about training
facilities for advancec technology. We need the combined efforts of
both the universities and the major technical colleges."(2)

And in addition it expressed doubts about sctting up a few technological
institutes on the model of Imperial College on the grounds that such an

arrengenent would inhibit students of the applied sciences from mixing'

with those of other disciplines.(B)

The following month Bray. expressed the llinistry of Education's
attitude towards the report in less diplomatic tones than those adopted
in the memorandum just quoted., IHe simply stated,

"In the first place we do not accept the report of the Advisory

Council on Scientif{c Policy, and you can criticise that to your
heart's content."{(4)

)P.R. 0. _CAB 124/5%¢, Hall to Froctor, 7 July 1948.
DR, 0, £ 46/490, Memorandum by the Finister of Education on the
A.C.S.P's report (a Cabinet paper), 6 July 1948, paxa 9,

ibid, rara 11, ‘

3) :
4)E.R.LO. uD 46/741, Bray to Drakeley, 24 hug. 1948,




Apart from illustrating the diversity of attitudes still
prevalent towards the froblems of higher technologiéal educaticn in
the late 1940s, the response to the report on the part of the Treasury
and the Ministry of Education respectively also highlighted an under-
lying problematic in this field: that the number of different bodies
responsible for certain aspects of higher education made it more than a
1ittle difficult to reach a single coherent policy for technological
education. An a&arencss of this wvas recorded in the Office of the
Lord President. In a‘papcr on hiéhcr icchnological education
£, M. Nicholson referred to the various steps that the Ministry of
Lducation had already taken in the fulfilment of tﬁe Percy Report's
proposals, and then he went on to argue,

"A1l this action has been taken before any coherent, agreed
national rolicy has been worked out,"(1)

and stressed the obvious need for some sort of agreement on priorities
to be reached between the Ministry of Bducation zni ile universities

to avoid the too great, indeed wasteful, dispersal of scant resources.
Thet policy for higher technological education was divided between the
Ministry of Bducation and the unive;sities wvas also criticised b&

1 Richardson (2) in the Times in 1949.(3) However, these criticisms
_caxrried little weight and as has Leen intimated, policies for the
universities and the technical colleges contimed to be developed almoct
independently of ones another - although that ié not to say that the
uﬁi&ersities were not consulted on develomments flanned for the

technical colleges,

(1)r.R.0, CAB 124/559, Nicholson, to the Lord Fresident of the Counci 1,
8 July 1948.

(2)Principal, Bradford Technical College.

(3)The_Times, 8 Apr. 1943.

-
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The immediate up-shot of the Advisory Council's report was a
renevwed wave of intercét in the arguments for and against the develon-
ment of higher technological education in the existing universities
and/or in new technological institutes.

Although the U.G.C. itself seemed to dislike the idea of seiting
up any new institutes, it was by no means clear that this attitude wes
ghared in the universities as a whole. There wexe certain individuals
vho strongly endoésed the idea of setting up a technological institute,
Iord Cherwell,(1) for éxample, was a pqssionate advocate of such a
develomment, and support also came from Sir Lawrence Bragg(2> and
sip Bavard Appleton.(>) In addition, in 1948 the University of
Birmingham had put forwaid a proposal for setting up a technological
institute, as has already been noted.

There was also support for establishing a technological institute

rrom outside the uyniversities, with both The Timos(4)

(5) X

and the Timeg,

Fducational Supplement carrying articles in faveor of such a develop-

ment, at least on an experimental basis.

Nevéftheless, there were alco those vho strongiy oprosed the idea
of setting up a technological institute., Judging from a flurry of
Jetters sent to The Times towards the end of 1949 it would seem that at
'"least in some of the upiversitieé'Which had a long tradition in the field
of techpological education t@gre was considerable agreement with the
U.G.C.'s point of view, Thus G, H. Rawcliffe, Dean of the IMaculty of
Engineering at Bristel University, aigued'fiercely against an article in

The Times which had supported the setting up of a technological institute,

(1)Toxd Cawrvell, Paymaster Gemeral, 1942-46 and 1951-53.

(2)sir Lewrence Bragg, 0.B.E., M.C., F.R.S., Cavendish Professor of
Experimental Fhysics, University of Cambridge and menmber of the Percy
Committee .

(3)5ir Baward Appleton, Principal and Vice-Chancellor of Edinburgh
University from 1949, and member of the Barlow Committee and the
Advisory Council on Scientific Policy.

4 Tinecs, 26 Fove 1949.

§5 LG, 25 Dec. 1949, p. 885,
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maintaining that,

®If it is proposed that professional engincers, and a certain
number of other professional applied scientists, should no longer be
educated and trained in the uwniversities, then the weight of university
opinion, znd that of leading rrofessional engineers, is very much
spainst the sense of your article."(1)

If the acadenic community was confused on the issue, so were some
of the avguments which were adopted to support the diffcrent cases,
This wag illustrated most clearly in the same series of letlers to
The Times mentioned above. On the one side there were those, like
Tord Cheirwell who opposed the expansion of technological education in
existing universities on the grounds that it would throw them off

2 s .
balance.( ) Such was a very conservative stand to take on the issue,
the main motivation behind it being a desire not to have to introduce
any changes into the existing institutions., Closely linked with this
attitude was the view outlined in The Times' editorial: that the

expansion of technological education in the existing universities,

ngyells the size of universities and alters their character by
£i11ing them with students who are not pursuing the liberal studics.!

(3)

In other words, technological education was still equated by some
as being 'illiberal', or at best inimical to a liberal ecucation,
That such arguments could be mershalled in all seriousness in the late
1940s either reflected en unwareness of the extent to vhich technologi-~
ecal education was alrecady & part of most of the universities, or an
unwilliﬁgness to recognise thé changed purpose of the universities in

the 20th century.

2 )ihe @imes, 30 Yov. 1249,

§1 ;I‘he T,‘:’r:\g.s" 3 Dec, 1949’
(3)Ehe

The Tires, 26 Fov. 1949,

e+ it e

.



Not all the support for establishing technological institutes in
Britain rested on such negative argunents. There were those, like
Sir Ernest Barker(1) for example, who argued that students of
technology would develop more successfully into a commmnity of
acholars in a unit of their own rather then if they were hidden avay
in the laboratories of existing universities: a paradox that he
claimad to have observed ia other technological institutes.(z)

Also there were arguments in terms of cost vhich theoretically
at least favoured setting up technological institutes. According +to
Jord Charwell, it was wasteful to provide the necessary facilities
end equipment for courses in technolégy for less than 1,000 students.(a)

Conversely, lhough, there was the problem that, in the short term, any
cuch institute would make only a minimum contribution to the ocutput of
technologists.

Over and above these argaments there was a further twist: the
pattern of technological education in Britain wags different from that
of many continental countries or of the U.S., énd to some extent
Pritain's problems in this field were attributed to this difference.

In Britain higher technologiéal education was divided between the
vniversities and the technical colleges whilst most other countries had
_epecial institutions devoted to technological education and resecarch.
However, as it was pointed out,(4) these comparisons generzlly failed

to toke account of the reasons vhy such institutes had been establiched
in the first place, i.e. because the universities had resisted the
 development of courses in technology within their walls, and the

pattern was often not seen as so jideal in these other countries as
advocates of technological institutes in Britain claimed,

(1)Doctur of Letters, Oxford & Cambridge, Professor of Political Science,

University of Cologne, 1547-8,.
§R\T Timcg, 2 Dec. 1949,

e S e e it

3)iL,0.8. 21 Jan. 1950C.
(4 )ine Times, 3 Dsc. 1949,
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Horeover, it was not just the academic community which was
divided cn the issue. " In 1949, in a report entitled, 'The Education
and Training of Technologists) the F.B.I. rccommended that besides the
establishment of national colleges,

"The development of a small number of aporopriate and suitebly
located existing colleges into colleges of the character of the
Imperial College of Science and Technology and preferably associated
with local universities should be an ultimate objective."(1)

However, such a development was not to be implemented at the
cxpense of developing existing university departments or the up-

. grading of the technical colleges! In the light of such a medley of
alternatives it is hardly surprising that Bray commented upon the
report thus -

"The Report now is more or less in line with our present policy,
There is a little confused thinking here and there and some inconsist-
encies, but I do not think there is enything in the Report which will
give us serious embarrassment or prevent the National Adv1gory Council
from making some recommen@atlons."\2)

Despite the mixed response of the academic cowmnity at large to
the idea of setting up one or more technological inchitute in Britain,
and despite the attitude of the Treasury outlined above, it was the
view of the U.G.C. vhich came to dominate at the close of the decade.
In 1950 the U.G.C. published its 'Note on Technology in the Universities',
a document which came dovn firmly in favour of developing technological
education in the existing, established institutions., In support of this
view the U.G.C. pointed out that in most universities there were 2lready
faculties of engincering and other technologies, and then went on to
argue,

"he universities have thus done a great dcal for the develorment
of technological education in this country aand have shown since the war

a readiness to expand their provision at a rate comparable with the
expansion of the science faculties," (3)

e Bducation and Traininz of Technolesmists, F.B.1. (1949) para 8.

(1)The
(2)2.R.0, B0 46/493, Brey to Maud, 25 June 1949
(3)p Mote con fechnolormy in Universities, U.G.C. f1950) para 4.
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and concluded,

Mo have heard no sugsestion from the universities that they would
wish to ramove the teaching of technology from their activities."(1)

The T.G.C. was not even prepared to see postgradvate work hived
off into technological institutes,(2) although it did concede that a
modicum of concentration was probably necessary at the resecarch level,
and by the micdle of May 1949 it had drawn up some preliminary plans

(3)

to this effect.

Thus the views of the U.G.C. were transformed into practical
policy. Vhy did its views gain'acceptance in this way when there was
conciderable surpport for the ideas promulgated by the Advisory Council?
Firstly, the forces of inertia were possibly partly responsible. After
all, the policy favoured by the U.G.Cs really amounted to the ﬁaintenance
of existing yractice. |

Secondly, there was probably insufficient money available to
actually go very far in implementing the Advisory Council's recommenda-
tions. |

Finally it should be noted that compared to the support for continu-
ing established practices by the U.G.C., the advocates of onc or more
technological institutes were mainly expressing personal views, rather
than a collective opinion, and hence they might have been expected to |
'carry less weight in the corridors of power.

(b) The Technical Colleses' Contribution to Higher Technolrical

The immediate steps teken by the Ministry of Education in the
technical colleges in the wake of the Percy Report's proposals have

already been outlined above. Howevér, hat still left the two most

1)ibid, para 4,

2)ibid, para 1&,

Z )P Ty 3 - . .

,);.H:O: G0 ?ZQQ, Repsr? from Technolegy Sub-Conmittee on postoraduate
training and research in ceriain branches of technolory, for U.G.C
mecting, 26 May 1949. : +G.C,.
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crucial matters to be dealt with, namely, the question of whether orx
not a few colleges should be up~graded to the stataus of Colleges of
Technology, to concentrate largely upon advanced level work; and the
awards issue. It was with these in mind that the Minisiry of Lducation
set about the establishment of a national council of technology.

In Saptember 1947 a working-party was set up under D. R. Hardman,
Parliamentary Secretery to the linister of Education, to draw up a
constitution for a national council of technology in line with the
Percy Report's suggestion. The aim of such a body, as broadly outlined
by the Report was to advise both the Ministry of Education and the
U.G.C. on national aspects of their ﬁolicies for higher technological
education, thus forming a counterpart to the Regional Advisoxry Councils.
" The working-party acted speedily, and within itwo months it had completed
its tagk. Thus early in 1948 the National Advisory Council for
¥ducation in Industry and Commerce was appointed. It was composed of
72 members, 52 of vhich represented the Regional Advisory Councils and
20 of which were nominated by the Minister of EBducation, It was to
represent all those with an interest in technological education
including the universities, fhe technical colleges, industry and the
local authorities: a large, unwvieldy body whose first uncnviable task‘
wos to attempt to outline a policy for technological education accept~
able to 2ll its members. The first chairman of thé Council was
Sir Ronald “eeks, Vice-Chairman of Vickers Ltd. Given the make-up of
the Council meny vwere sceptical as to what it could hope to achieve,
not least Lord Percy himself. Appearing before a meetingpthe U.G.C.'s
Science Sub-Committee in September 1947 he expressed dogbts as to its
effectiveness if it were to be a truly representative body, and went on

from there to argue that that was an a’ditional reason why the univergit-



{es should take the initiative in the fiald of technological education
as far es possible.(1) At this point it scems anposite to note that
by 1947 Percy had adopted a very critical attitude towzrds the Ministuy
of Education., IHe had come round to the view that if the technical
collezes were to be up-graded they should also be freed from the
coptrol of the L.B,A.s vhom, in his oninicen did not foster the right
atmosphere. Equally Percy recognised thav this was not a proposal that
the lMinistry of BEducation was likely lo adopt, and he thus suggested
that the onus for the develomment of technological education should be
placed on the universities.(z)
The Percy Report was intentionally vague about the form that the
National Advisory Council should take but certainly in one respect this
body deviated from the Report's broad puidelines: +the latter had
visualised this body as advising both the Ministry of Fducation and the
U.G.C. equally on the problems of higher technological education, but
given its appointmeny ¥ ihe Ministry of Education, and the nomination
of 20of its members by the Minister, it vas perhaps inevitable that the
National Advisory Council's relations with the U.G.C. were not as close
as those between it and the MNinistry of Education. This poinf was raised
by both the Yorkshire Council for Turther Education(B) and by L. Ralphs,

(4)

_of the Bast Anglian LRegional Advisory Council. It reflected yet

2gain the problem of technolegical education being divided between the
technical colleges and the universities under separate government depart-
ments. Morcover, given this situation it was perhaps to be expected

that vhen the National Advisory Council did eventually produce a report

(1);33.0. UGC 8/8, Mimates of Mecting, Science Sub~Committee, 23 Sep. 1947

(205014, '

(3)F..0, ¥D 46/699, Yorking Party Repovt: NACRIC, Criticism from the
Yorkshire Council for F.B., Letter frcm S, Price to the'llinister of
Faueation, 12’F0b~ 1948,

(4)P.2. 0. TD AG/59Q, lieeting between L. Ralphs and G. V. V. Browne,

HdieIe Dre Thorne, HJi.I, Mr. Fleming and Mr, Mclmckie, 19 Mar, 1948,




or the future development of higher technological education in 1959
it was seen to have concentrated a2lmost exclusively upon the contribu.-
tion of the technical colleges.(1)
Tarning now to the work of the National Advisory Council, in 1948
it began consideration of the fulure develo;ment of higher techinological
education. This task toock a considerable length of time, largely
because of the system of lengthy consultations with various interested
parties which the Council adopted. In the course of studying the steps
taken towards the production of the Council's report particular emphasis
" will be placed upon the relationship of the Council to the Association
of Education Comnittees, and the views of the Comittee of Vice-
Chanccllors and Principals.
In August 1948,'in ordexr to assist the National Advisory Council
in its deliberations, the Minisfry of Education sent it a memorandum
on the problems as it perceived them. The memorandun is of interest
cn a rumber of counts, In the first place it indiu~*ed that; in the
short-term at least, the Ministry remained opﬁdsed t2 the idea of
selecting Jjust a few colleges in which to_conccntrate advanced ;evel
work, erguing,
_ "That any attempt at the moment to limit the activities of even a
limited mumber of Technical Colleges to the needs of the advanced
students would be to deny to thousands of younger part-time students the
"facilities they must have in order to play their part in industrial
develomment and to prepare themselves for more responsible posts.(2)
(This echoes the view that Bray expressed to Norwood in 1946).(3)
Tn the light of this the Ministryuof Education had adopted a system
- rather piecemeal - of simply fostering advanced level courses in the

technical colleges to meet particular demands. In the long-term thouch

(1)Loxrd_Debates, Vol, 170, col 178, 1 Feb, 1951,a peer suggested that
the report shculd have been entitled, 'The Futurc Develoyment of
Higher Technological Education in the Technical Colleges'.

(2)r.R. 0. ¥D AE/741, Vemo, llinistry of Educction to N.AJC.E.I.C.
Mg, 1948,

(3)P.R,0. TD 46/486, Tray to Sir Cyril Morwood, St., Johns College,
Oxford, 19 Aug. 1946,




the Ministry still apprcciated that the cquestion roemained as to whether
certain colleges should be developed along the lines of the Imperial
Colliege of Science and Technology or M.I.T., catering for full-time
students only.

In its memorandum the Ministry also raised the awerds iscue, as
well as a number of more specific questions about the use of resources
in the technical colleges, for example, whether a special salarxy scale
should be introduced in colleges mainly concerncd with H.N.C. or other
advanced courses, Nevertheless, judging from this document it was
clearly the question of how to organise advanced level work in the
technical colleges that the Ministry was most concerncd with.

However, turning to the discussions of the National Advisory
Council itself, it was to the awards issue that most attention was
directed., The question of up-grading some of the colleges was con-
sidered, but it did not assume thal pivotal significance that might
have been expected given the antecedents leading up to the establish-
ment of the National Advisory Council = and in particular the weight
attributed to that issue by the Percy Committee. Why the Council adopt-
ed such a strategy is not altogether clear although the reasons can he
speculated upon. TFirstly, as already indicated, the attitude of the
Hinistry of Education towards the selection of a few colleges was mada
abdundantly clear to the Council; and possibly the latter thought that
it could add little more to an issue which‘the Percy Committee had already
dealt with so fully, and with which the Ministry of Education disagreed
and refused to be swayed by,

Secondly, it should be borne iﬁ'mind that many of the L.E.As would
z1lso have objected to the Percy Report's recommendations, and thus the

ationcl Advisory Council itself may not have been prepared to endorse
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the Percy Report. In this respect the influence of the Association
of Bducation Conmltuces should be taken into account. Quite early
on in the discussions held by the Council in consultation with the
AE.C. Byng Kenrick, a member of the A.E.C., spoke out against the
removal of any of the technical colleges from local authority control.
(1)
The awards issue was first discussed by the Steering Committee of

the National Adviéory Council at the beginning of 1949, This Committee,

comprising Weeks, Sir Arthur Fleming,(?) Sir Graham Savage(E) and
R, S. wOod,(4) wvas clearly in favour of some scheme of 'affiliation'
or 'sponsorship' of the technical colleges by the ﬁniversities.(S) This
view probébly owed much to the influence of R, S. Wood since it was very
much in keeping with the line {aken elsewvhere by other members of the
Yinistry of Bducation. For example in April 1947 when Bray had appezred
tefore the Parliamentary arnd Scientific Committee's Sub-Committee on
Pechnology he had argued in favour of the affiliatloa of departments of
technology in technical colleges with the locai university;(s) and
again inAMarch 1949 he spoke out in favour of close association between

(7)_

the universities and technical colleges. Sir Ronald Veeks aloo ex—

" pressed himself as personally in favour of some such scheme of affilia~-

"tion -~ a point picked up by S, Moffett, Director of Education for

" (1)A.E.C. Tiles, B.105, Technolopical Fducotion 1, Meeting between

N.A.CE.L.C. Steering Committce and represcntatives of the AJLC.,
the A.-LJ.C. ond C U.A., 8 July 1049.
§2§— of Metropolitan Vickers.

3 )-Education Officer, London County Council, from 1940,

4 )~ Principal of University College, Southempton, formerly Deputy
Secretary, Ministry of Iducation,

(D)P R 0.¥D 46/741, licluckie, Secretary of the HNational Advisory Counci l

Lducation for Industry & Commerce, to Gibgon and Sir Griffith
111181“10, 20 Fk,b. 1Q49¢

(6)2.R.0, PI)/6/A88 Bray before the Parliamentury and Scientific
Committee's Sub-Commitiee on Colleges of Technology, 31 Mar. 1947.

(7)p.R.0. TGC 8/?6, Meeting of the U.G.C.'s Sub-Committce on Technology.
Brey and ilcluckie were present, 9 Mar, 1949,




Sheffield, vwho wrote to Dr. Alexander, Sceretary of the AT.C., argu-
ing that such a view ian counter to the views of that Association.(1)
However, if the Steering Committee favoured a sycstem of affilia~
tion, it was not keen on foreing this alternative on the rest of the
Council,(z) and vhen it put forward a memorandum to the Standing
Cormittce of the Council it thus outlined what it considerecd to be the
two main alternatives - either a system of affiliation or the establish-
ment of a national award-making body =~ and their respective pros and
cons. With regard to the second alternative the Steering Committee
foresaw one great disadvantage, namely that the new award would have to
establish itself in competition with the uhiversity degree., As for a
system of affiliation, it was pointed out that there were already two
methods (apart from the London External begree) by which technical
college students could obtain degrees, namely by linkage with a
university on the Manchester model (that is, a deparitment of the techni-
cal college is recognin@u'as a faculty of the university), or by link-
age on the Sunderland model (that is, seniox meﬁ£ers of the technical
college stoff are given the status of 'recognised teacher' in the
vniversity, and the college is represented on the University Senate ).
However, neither of these alternatives had proved terribly popular, and-
the Steering Committee suggested that others might be considered.(a)
Moreover, the Steering Committee's disposition towards a scheme
of affiliétibn found little sﬁgport amongstﬂthe other bodies it con-
sulted. At a meeting with representatives of the Association of
Funicipal Corporations, the Association of Education Committces and

the County Councils Association in July 1949 the tide of opinion went

$1)A.E.C. Files, B.105, S. Moffett to Dr. Alexander, 28 Feb, 1949.

2)2,R.0. TD 46/741, Meluckie o Gibson and Sir Griffith Williams,
28 Feb, 1949.

(3)A.B.C. Wiles, 8,105, Technological Bducation 1, lMemorandum on

- ——

H.7.E. by the Steering Committee of the NJA.C.E.I.C., 22 June 1949, -
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definitely in favour of some form of national award-making body. As
to the title of the quglification to be avarded, in defercnce to the
viewsAof the universities it was agreed that any such body should
confer Associateships and Fellowships rather than degrees.(1) On the
jssue of the avard-granting machinery the views of the AT.C. obvious-
ly won againét those of the Steering Committee. The policy of the
AE.C. can be seen in a resolution on the problem passed at its

Anmual General Meeting in 1948 which read as follows:

uThat this Association, while recognising the special value of
university degrees, is of the opinion that existing higher qualifica~
tiong in Technology, including degrees,. are not approrrizte to or
sufficient for all the needs of industry and considers that there is
a pressing need for a qualification having the prestige of a degree
and representing a course of advanced training more ‘closely adapted
to the practical aspects of modern indusirial processes and methods,
It therefore urges the lMinister of Bducation to teke steps to bring
about the institution of an approrriate body of national standing
empovered to awerd degrees in Technology or other suitable qualifi-
Caftiono " (2) '

On the actual title of the qualification the AE.C. didnot quite

get its way since it favoured it being called a dccree,(B) a view also

L)

shared by the Ministry of DIducation itsclf.

In October 1949 it was the turn of the Committee of Vice-
Chencellors and Principals to be consulted by the Steering Committee,
and at this meeting as well the decision went in favour of some sort

6f national award-making body rather than a system of affiliation.

Tideed the Committee of Vice~Chancellors and Principals argued that it

was a develoment it could most easily support and recommend 1o the

(5)

universities individually.,

(1)A.B.C. Tiles, 3,105, Technolomical Bdueation 1, Meeting of
¥.A.C.B.I.C. Steering Committee with AWLC., AE.C. and C.C.A.
gggg,n,c, Iiles, B.105, Technological Tducation 1, AJTL.C.y AGWI. 1948,
3)4.00,.C. Files, $.105, %echnolosical Tldueation 1, Meating between '
1I.A.C.5.T.C. Steering Committvee and the A.lL.C., A.3.C. and C.C.A.
8 July 1949.
(4)P.R.0. TGC 8/26, Meeting of the U.C.C.s Technology Sub-Commibtee
with Droy present, § Mar, 1949, ’
(5)C.V.C.P. Minutes, HMirute 57 of lMecting held on 25 lNov, 1549,
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As to the title of any such qualification, the Committee of Vice-
Chancellers and Principals was quite adamant that it should not be a
degree., In May 1949, prior to its meceting with the Steering Committce,
the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals had received a
memorandum on this whole problem, drawn up by its own Sub-Committec on
technology under Dr, Masson. The memorandum began in the following
uncompromising terms -

"on 26 October 1944 the Committec of Vice~Chancellors and
Principals gave written and oral evidence to the Perey Committee ...

In the ensuing four years and a half therc have appeared outside the
* Universities no developments in practice, policy, oxr publications
which cause the Vice-Chancellors now to go back upon the views and
forecast which they formulated in 1944. On the contrary, that view
is felt to have been strengthened by events during the interval.(1)

With particuler.reference to the title of the award the memorandum
argued that it would simply be false to call it a 'B. Tech' -~ the option
favoured by the Ministry of Education(z) -

174 would be unreal unless the academic meombers of it were
personally active in governing - or at least contiualliy regulating -
the staffing, focilities, equipment and curriculz «f ire Collese (or
Colleges) of Technology concerned. To suggest that they should simply
regulate the tatandards of cxaminations' would be to misconceive the
needs of the situation and the naturc of a University; and the
supposedly academic cachet of the qualification (whatever its title)
would frankly bz a sham, " (%)

As for the question of up-grading some of the technical colleges,
this was discussed briefly at the meeting of the Steering Committee with
the A.JM.C., the AZ.C. and the C.C.A. in July 1549. Despite the
practical advantages accruing to the concentration of advanced level work

in the technical colleges, such as concentrating expensive, complex

machinery in a few colleges and the payment of a single salary scale to

120.V.C.P. Mimites, Minute 16 of lMeeting held on 27 May 1949,
2. R0, UGC_8/26, Meeting of the UGC's Technology Sub-Committee,
with bray present, 9 Har. 1949, .

(3)c.V.C.F, Minutes, Minute 16 of Meeting held on 27 May 1949,

0




65,

teaching staff, the representatives at the meeting decided against

thigs alternative, preferring insteed to leave ithe vroblem to be setiled

according to local circumstances - again reflecting the view of the

az.c.()

Similarly, vhen financial arrangements were discussed at this
same meeting in July 1949, vhilst it was generally felt that a form
of direct grent might be more acceptable to the Treasury, the local
suthority representatives favoured the provision of enhanced rates
of grant through the local authority as the best means of preserving
local autonorny.

In the light of these consultations it was hardly surprising that
when the National Advisory Council drew up & draft report in December
1949 it ceme down clearly in favour of establishing a national award-
making body. Hore precisely the draft report recommended the establish-
ment of a2 Royal Institute of Technology, which would be empowered to
confer asscvciateships «ii Tellowships on students who had successfully
completed courses of advanced tedlnology.(z)

Simultancously the report rejected the idea of up-grading a few
colleges to the status of colleges of technology snthe following terms:

"As progress would be made by the recognition of courses in
colleges, and not the whole work of a college, develoyments could
proceed on cvolutionary lines rather than by the selection of
particular colleges for uwp—grading end limiting their functions to
advanced technology, as the Percy Committee recommended -~ a solution
which would most certainly embarrass many local education suthorities
who would be faced with building problems on a scale beyond their
povers at the moment to solve."(3)

The draft report omitted to mention that the selection of a few
colleges to concentrate on advanced level work would also have
embarrassed. the Ministry of Education!

(1)A.E.C. Piles, B,105, Technolomical DBdnestion 1, ibctins between
HeA G I.Co Stecring Comnittee end the AWi.C., the AL.C, and the
C.C.A., 8 July 1949, :

(2)AB.C. Tiles, B,105, Technological Fducation 1, Draft Repoff,

Dec., 1549, para 9.

(3)A.B.C. Files, P.105, Technological Fduecotion 1, Draft Report,
Dec. 1949, para 10.
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This document was then sent out to &ll interested bodiec and
their comments were invited on it before 5 April 1950, so that a firal
report could be dravn up.

Criticism of the draft report came from two main sources: the
Bradford Education Committee and the professional institutions. On
Jarmery 19, 1950, A. Spalding, Director of Iducation for Bradford,
vrote to Alexander, le went straight to the point:

"Knowing Bradford's peculiar interest in this matter you will
readily appreciate, I think, my perturbation because it would appear
at first sight that the recommendations of the Percy Report just go
by the Board. I do not intend to criticise the draft report in this
letter, but merely to say that the argumenis as expressed in paragraph
10 with regard to what local amthorities might do in certain circum-
stances arc the weeckest I have ever read in a responcible report and to
say that there appears to be the utmost confusionin the way in which the
recormendations have been made. Apparently technical colleges awarding
the Diploma or Degree of the Royal Institute are to be universities in
respect of staffing, accommodation, students and courses of study, but
are not to have any cquivalent status."(1)

In chort, Bradford Education Committeec was upset and disillusioned
at the rcjection of the idea of up-grading a limited number of
techinicel colleges for, after all, it had anticipated that its college
would have been amongst that rumber.

Alexsnder's reply was far from sympathetic towards Bradford's
criticisns. Ie pointed out that the policy of the A,E.C., had been
expressed through resolutions at their anmal general meetings - in

ywhich there was no mention of up-grading a few colleges — and that the
draft report was in fact partially the result of consultation between

¢.(?)

the National Advisory Council and the A.E. Alexander thus implied

 that it wes the view of the Bradford Education Committee which was not

in accord with that of the AE.C. and hence of the draft report.

(1 YA TG, Files, B, 105, Technolosical Fducation 1, Spalding to Alexander,
19 Jon. 1950 ¢
(2)A.7.C. Tiles, B,103, Technolosmical Fducntion 1, Alexander to Spalding,

24 Jan, 1950 ¢
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This exchznge of letters was followed by a lengthy criticiem of

the draft report by H. Richardscn, Principal of Dradford Technical

e
1)

I‘\

College, with the contents of vhich Spalding fully concurred. The
basis of Richardson's criticism was that by separating the awards
jssue from that of upgrading a few technical colleges, the draft

was ignoring the arguments laid dovm in the Percy Report and in many
other documents. Alexander did not accept this criticism. On the
contrary, he rE-2 srertﬁd that the draft report was in line with the

(2)

policy of the A.L. Cey and a fulfilment of the Percy Repoxrtd This
left the iscue at an Impasse, The Bradford viewpoint did not find
support elsevhere within the AF.C. DNevertheless, it cannot be denied
that there was some truth behind this criticism for to the Percy
Committee the up-grading of the technical colleges had been closely
bound up with the awards issue as was made clear by Lord Percy in his
Yote, It is equally clear that the AK.C. did not share the views of
the Percy Cormittee on thig matter, BradfordwEducation Commit tee and
its technical college should perhaps be seen as something of a special
casein thic contexts, For years it had endeavoured to achieve univer-
sity status for its colleze, to put it on a par with Leeds University,
and until then had always failed in the attempt. The recommendations -
"of the Perey Report had offered it enother avenue or means to this end,
end thus it would evidently pe disappointgd at this closing of the docr
by the National Advisory Council's recommendations,

As for the professional institutions' criticisms, these derived
from a feaxr that any naticnal award-making body would duplicate the
role already carried out by themselves., For example,‘the City and

Cuilds of London Tustitute commented on the repoxt,

(l)a.-.C Piles, B.105, Technolozical Tducation 1, Report by Richardson,
26 Jan. 1950, T
(Z)A.w.c. Tilns, R,105, Technolozical Tducation 1, Alexander to
T‘lc"ld daon ’ S Feb . 950 .
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"he Tnstitute accordingly regrets that it was not broucht into
formal conscultations by the National Advisory Council in the early
stages of the consideration of this subject. t would have welcomed
such consultation, especially in view of the fact that the proposals
and povers enviseged for the Royal Tnstitute of Technology approximate
so closely to the functions and powers of the City and Gu11d° of
Tondon Imstitute." (1)

The three Engineering Institutions also réspondcd unfavourably
to the report, criticising in particular the titles recommended by
the National Advisory Council for the awards, again because it
secmed likely to cause confusion with the Engineering Institutions'
own awards -

"The grades of Membership and Associate Membership of the
Professional Institutions not only indicate the attaimment of a
definite academic standerd, but in addition indicate adequacy of
practical training and the atteiment of an approved yprofessional
status and responsibility. As the award by the proposed body would
be an exomination qualification only, it would at once create serious
anomaly and, indeed, contusion, if "membershinp" titles vere used." (2)

However, these criticisms seemed to have little effect upon the
cinal draft of the report which was published later that yoar. )
Only onc slight concession was made releting to the urgreding of a
selected few technical colleges: the report iﬁdicatcd that the

cstablishment of one or more technological wniversities was being

(4)

considered by the U.G.C. However, the Fational Advisory Council

- clearly viewed any such develorments as quite separate from its ovm

- proposals.

The reception of the Mational Adviscry Council's report in the

press and elsevhere vas anything but welcoming. As articles in both

The Timcs(S) and the T.Ezﬁ.(6) commented, the rcport recommended

(1)A2.C. Files, B, 105 Technolorica 21 Fducation 1, Observations by tre
Clty and Guilds of london Institute, sent to Alexander, 29 Mar, 1950,

(2)A8.C._Tiles, ¥.105, Technolosical Vducation 1. ¥Memorandum of the

, three sngincering Institutions, sent to Alexander, Feb. 1950,
(3)The_Tuture Develoment of Higher Teschmolosical Bducation,
I\,*A'C._':.I.C., 1950.

( )l]'\,u’ pora 11

(5)The Tines, 14 Yov. 1950,

(G)Ii.J.‘ﬁ., 17 Hov, 9500
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no new and striking departures but merely the improvenent of
1nstitutions thzot already existed. The implication was that such a
report was hardly likely to cure the evils currently troubling the
provision of higher technological education. As for the Iconomict,

it argued in one article that anythino was worth trylnu( ) - a very
defeatist attitude indeed. The only support for the report from the
press came from Education - the mouthpiece of the AB.C. It axpgued
that the report &as the only practical sclution to the problems of
higher technological echatlon, stressing the desirability of adepting
the old system to meet the present needs rather than trying out some-
thing nev and revolutionary.(z) This view fitted in very closely with
observations made on the Report by the AJZE.C. itself:

"he proposals do, in fact, recognice the existing pattern in
technical education. They afford the opportunity to any college of
technology to develop advanced courses wiere these are apnropriste.
They offer an effective means of ensuring national standards in
higher technology, enabling students fto obtain a qualification which
is of groduate status, ond will, it is %o be hoped, !v. ¢5 accevied in
industrial and educational cire les throughoat the ccuntry."(3)

The above quotation clearly reflected the emphasis of the report
on the avards issue, and its conservative attitude towards the organ—
jaetion of technological education in the colleges, vhich in ‘tuvrn
" yeflected uvon the conservatism of the AJX.C., vhich hal evidently
‘.pl ved such a large part in thebcémpilation cf the report.

Criticism of the report in P"rllamnnt vas even nore cutspoken
than that in the press. In a debate in the Lords Viscount Caldecoie
veferred to the proposed Royal Institute as,

(4)

MA marmoth muchroomn growth',

onontot, Vol, 159, 18 lov, 1950,
'_Lp~%1nn, Vol, 26, 1 Dec., 1950,

AJM.C, Files, B,105, Technolomical Tiducation 1, Observations by the

7 e aeerent

,_.__;.C‘_. l )D\J *

YLoxds_Devate, Vol. 170, col. 153, 1 Feb, 1951,

-~
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and described it as a great cumbersome, bureancratic machine which
would involve yet more committeeé, and which would duplicate the vork
of existing professional institutions. He also sugrested that during
the period of consultation leading up to the report, the National
Advisory Council had taken pains to avoid consultations with the
professional bodics - which would account for their voices being
raised in criticism following the publication of the draft report.
Tord Cherwell vas also critical of the report, arousing laughter
amongst the peers as he described the provoced Royal College as a
clear case of putting the cart before the horse. He stressed the
need to improve standards within the-tcchnical colleges before
establishing any Royal Institute, and went on to refcr to an article
in the journal ‘Nature' which advised the Minigter of Education to
leave,
1A singularly inept report severely alone."(1)
The report was thus criticised in two conflicting ways. On the
one hand it was criticised for going too far égd‘advocating that the
Royal Imstitute should take over the roles of the professional
institutions; and on the other the establishmont of a Royal Institute
was thought not to grasp the recal problems surrounding technological
“education, The first line of criticism was quite understandable
although later any fe.*s‘the ﬁrofessional institutions had had were
pmovcd.to be mistaken. Ieveétheless, givén the extent of the consulta-
tions undextaken by the Mational Advisory Counecil it was, at the very
lcast, unfortunate that it had not discussed the proposals with the

profescional institutions at an earlier stage in the proceedingms. As

(1)Loxde Dobate, Vol. 170, col. 165, 1 Feb, 1951,
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for criticising the Report for not going far enoﬁgh, in one sensec that
vag evidently just for it had concentrated on the awards issue pretty
nrach aﬁ the expense of all othexrs. levertheless, the recommendations
which the report made should not be under-rated. Iocking back to the
Percy Report, this document had totally failed to reach any agreement
on this score, and had simply outlined the possible alternatives,
Tive years later the National Advisory Council had given some very
serious attention to the problem, and had at least secured a measure
of agreement in the Council on a national award-making body. indeed,
‘civen the crucial importance of the awards issue to those in the
technical colleges perhaps that was partly why the Council devoted so
mach time to this particular issue.

D, Some Conclusions

The period 1944-1950 has been characlerized as one of dehate, a
characterisation which has been borne out in the foregoing account.
It was a period vhen ideas about how to tackle some of the problems
of higher technological education were fluid and mumerous, although
as the years passed by there was a certain crystallising of some of
the key problems and possible solutions to them. TFrom 1943 onwards
there was clearly something of a dual debate going on, with argunents
for end against the establiclment of technological institutes on the
one side, and ideas on how to improve the status of technological
education in the technical colleges on the other.

By contrast there was little‘agtivity in the sphere of either the
universities or the technicel colleges as a direct result of>the many
reports and their multiple rccommendations reléting to technological
education, VWhy was this? Well, the Case for 1he universities has
already been cenzidereds In the cuose of the technical colleges, however,

the weasons seom to have been two-fold, Firstly there was the yproblem



cf a lack of funds in the immediate aftermath of war, and the decision
on the part of the Ministry of Education to dircet such money as was
available to areas other than technological educzation in the technical
colleres. As D, R. Hardman(1) explained before a North of England
Conference in 1946, the goverrment had had to choose between streading
its resources thinly across the board or concentrating them upon
certain chort-term aims such as the eaﬁly raising of the school-leaving
age and the provision of school meals, and it had opted for the latter.

(2)

It should be remembered that this shortage of money and resources
was experienced not only in the Ministry of Education, t in govern-
menf departments at large in the 194035. After all, since the end of
the war inflation was raompant; .the vinter of 1946~7 was ecxception-
ally severe and had helped engender power-cuts, shortages of food,
industrial closures and unemployment, as well as o fusl 2risis, In
addition 1947 was the yéar of the exchange crisis, vhich ultimately
led to the devaluation of the pound in 1949, Little wonder that s
far as technological education was concerned, the post-war years were

. ones of.debate rather than action.

- Secondly, from 211 the evidence it secms that the Ministry of
Education itself was at odds with the recommcndation made by the Percy
Report concerning the up~grading of a selcct féw of the technical
colleges and possibly had no intention of carrying out such a develop-
ment. Indeed, it is possible to regard the egtablishmcnt.of the National

Advisory Council as a stalling device - and the Ministry may even have

1 )Parliementary Secretary, Ministry of Education, 1945-51,
2)1.%.S., 5 Jan, 1946,
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been reasonably sure that given the composition of this body, that it
would not endorse the Percy Report on this matter, Clcarly the
Ministry of Education was much more in tune with the recommendations
made by the Council itself, as seen by its decision to follow thg
Clatter's recommendation to set up a national award-making body in

1951.(1) That, though, will be dealt with in the next chapter.

{(1)Higher Technolopical Fducation, (Cmd 8357), Hinistry of Education,
1951,
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Chanter 3
.

A Technolosical University? The Yemension of Iirhor Technologzical

Tducation, 195155

A. Introduction

If the preceding six years were oncs of debate, the vericd
1951-55 was one of action. To some extent this was perhaps
predictable as the period of post-war austerity and constraint
slowly gave way to a steadily growing affluence, and as both moncy
and rescurces became less difficult to.come by. Thus, if the
governments of the second half of the 19405 had been unable to
provide the necessary resources to encourage the efpansion of
higher technological .education, by 1951 i{ was apparent that such
procrastination would no longer be tolcrated.

However, althouéh this vas a period of considerable expansion
and development in tha field of technological education, it is
interesting +o note that there was still a remarkarcie lzck of
unanimity about the direction that govermment policy should take,
This wag secn most clearly in the two quite different policies out-
lined respectively by the Labour Government in 1951 and its Conservative
“successor in 1952. It was also reflected in the changes in goveriment
“policy for the universities under the Conservative administration
whilst it wavered between the idea of establishing a new institution
devoted predominantly to technological edﬁéation, end the continued
expension of technological education in existing established institu-
tions. DEqually, the Conservative administration secemed scmevhat unsure
as to how best to deal with the tcchnical colleges.

In th2 course of this chapter some attempt will be made to analyse

the reasons for these vacillating government policies, It will be asked
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how far these changes were attributable to the influence exerted by
varticuler pcrsonalities? How far they were a response to a slowly
dawning new perception of manpower requircments?‘ And, not least, how
far thesé volicies in the later ycars reflected concern about the
threat of foreign competition.

Finally an attempt will be made to assess the development of
goverment policy during this period in the light of the theory of
incrementalism outlined in the introductory chapter.

"B, The Pmerpence of Policies for Hirther Technolosical Education

(a) The 1951 White Paver ~ The Way Forward Under Labour

In September 1951 almost twelve months after the publication of

(1)

the National Advisory Council's Report s the Labour Government
published a WVhite Paper on "Higher Tecﬁnological Education".(2) This
wos presented to Parliement jointly by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
the Lord Preaident of the Council, the Minister of Lducation and the
Secretary of State for Siotland. 4As such it was ﬁresumably an agreed
statement of policy for the future dcvelopment’of higher technological
education.
The White Paper began by aclmowledging the various bodies from
vhich the government had received advice. These included the U.G.C.,
“the N.A.C.E.I.C., end the Advisory Council for Scientific Folicy.
However, in the light of suc?eeding paragrapvhs of the Vhite Paper, it
vas quife élear that it was the view of tﬁe NeA.CE.I.C, which had
prevailed upon the government. The government obviously did not accept
the Advisory Council for Scientific Policy's view that only the uni-

versities should and could contribute to the education of technologistsgz)

(1)The ature Dovelomment of Hicher Techinolorrical Fducation,
1“{.}1.(:‘3.]:.05’ 1950. A )

(2)iishar Technolesical Tdueation, (Cud. 8357), 1951,

(3)ibid, pera 2. .




and neither, in the short term at leaszt, was it willing to sev up a
technological university. This idea was rejected oﬁ account of the
high capital cost it would entail, and also because it could be

expécted to give no return in terms of new gradwates during its first
ten years at 1east.(1) The Vhite Paper then went on to outline the
recommendations made by the H.A.LCE.ILC. in its report, and tobendorse
them.(g) It wvas only on matters of detail that the White Paper differed
from the NeA.C.B.I.C.'s proposals. Thus the govermment decided that in
the initial stzges it would not give the College of Technologists the
right to use the title "Royal", and to 1imit its responsibilities to the
granting of éwards and the approval of‘courses.(a)

Details of the government's decision to implement the N.A.C.E.I.C's
report vere rélayed from Bray to Alexander in August 1951, during the
course of which Dray commented,

It is, of course, a little disappointing to ﬁc that we have had
to modify the recommendations of The Advisory Council, but if we are
careful in drafting the Charter, we might eventually get evexrything
that the Council recomaended. " (4)

Mis indicated the Ministry of Education's”;otal acceptance of the
N A.C.E.I.C.'s report.

Bray also mentioned that there had been something of a struggle
between the Ministry of Bducation and the Treasury over the increased
grent for courses of advanced technology in the technical colleges,

- with agrecment finally bteing reached on an increase in the percentage
grant frém €0 per cent to 75 pér cent.(5) Vhether the struggle was due
to typical Treasury stringency or to a rather more fundamental conflict
of views remains unclear, although it should perhaps be remembered, as
shown in the preceding chaptler, that the Treasury itself was rather more

1)ibid, parn 6.
2)ibid, paras 8, 9 and 10,

(3)ibid, pora 10
(4)A.7.C. Filer, C.69, Technolorical Tducstion IT, 1951-55; Bray to
Alexander, 1 Aug. 1651,

(5)ibids
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in accord with the views of the Advisory Council for Scientific Policy
than with those of the H.A.C.E.I.C.

Thus the 1951 Vhite Paper represenied :the government's acceptance
of a policy for higher technological education with vhich the Ministry
of Education was obviously in agreement., Indeed, it secms as if the
Ministry of Education and the N.A,C.E.I.C. had succecded in foisting /
their own preferrcd policy onto the govermment in the face of the
conflicting policy favoured by the A.C.5.P., and indeed, the Treasury.

Horeover, the publication of this Vhite Paper marked what scemed
would be the end of the debate on how best to develop higher techné-—
logical education, with the goverrment coming down quite clearly in
favour of a dual policy, with both the technical colleges and the
existing uni_versities making 1’;.heir ovn quite distinct contriﬁutions.
This assessment of the situation, though, proved to be far from the
reality of events., As it happened this goverrment was never able to
implement its policy fex Zu YNovember 1951 it was ousted from office at
the General Election, and succeeded by a new Conscrvative administra~

tion under Winston Churchill,

(b) The New Conscrvaetive Coverment's Policy for Hirher Technolomical
Tducation .

In February 1952, whilst announcing the new quinguennial grants
for the universities, the Cha.ucgllor indicated that he hoped the
universities would make a consifierable contribution towards the much-
needed increése in the output of qualified technologists.(1) IHowever,
it was not until the following June that the new govermment announced
its policy for hisgher technological educa,tion,(2) a policy which at
rirst sisht scemed to mark a total re‘:rersal of the previous govermment's

policy. The most importent element in this ctatement was the govermment's

(1)The_Times, 22 Febs 1952,
(2)ilouse of Comnons, Vol 502, ccl 34, 11 June 1952,
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declared intention to try and build up at least one institution of
aniversity rank devoted predominantly to the teaching and studying
of various forms of technology. Quite how this was to be achieved
was still unclear, but the very intention marked a significant shif+t
away from the Labour Govermnment's policy of 1951.

Secondly, and of particular importance to the technical colleges,
the govermment also stated that it did not intend to go ahead with the
establishment of a non—-teaching award-making body under the title of
the Royal College of Technologists.

Clearly then, the emphasis of the.new government's policy for
technological education was quite different from that of its pre~
decessor. In fact the only point on which the two policies agreed
was on the need to provide imprqved financial assistance for some
technical colleges and courses., Given that this latter intention
remained intact it is perhaps somevhat false to describe the new
policy as a radical reversal of the former onz, Ilievortheless,
given the two changes noted above, the new go%érnment clearly placed
its greatest hops for the expansion of technological education in
the universities and particularly in a type of university institution
. hitherto unknown in this country.

. (¢) Some_comments on this chenge of policy

This change of policy seems to have derivgd fery largely from the
impact.of certain key indivi&uals upon the decision-making process., In
the first place there vwere a nmumber of people in the new administration
vho vere verticularly staunch supporiers of viniversity expansion. One
such vas R, A. Butler, vho as Choncellor of the Ixchequer, was well
placed to encourage this. Ie had zlso spoken out at an earlier date

against the N.A.CE.T.C's proposals for a College of Technologists.(1)

(1)mducation, Vol. 96, p.603, 1 Dec. 1950,



Another advocate of university exvansion was Loxrd Cherwell, who was now
appointed Fay-liaster General and the government 's advisor on atomic
energy. His support for the establishrent of a technological university
in Britaiﬁ has already been referred to in thg vreceding chapter,

Secondly, and of perhaps even greater significance, was Churchill's
appoiniment of Florence Horsbrugh as IMinister of Education - an appoint-
ment which in the first instance did not carry with it membership of the
Cabinet (thus bre;king a precedent dating back to 1919 with the ex-
ception of MacDonald's first Coalition Cabinet in 1931 and the Vax
Cabinet). Tnitially Chgrchill had offered the post to Clement Davies,
a Liberal Member of Farliament, who had declined it becaunse the Liberal
Party wanted to retain its independence. At that stage the appointment
had carried with it membership of the éabinet.(1)

This deéision was of importance on two counts. On the one hand,
by placing the Minister of Zducation outside the Czbinet, the weight
and effectivencss of tuat Minister was considgrably reduced, llorcovez,
in the case of higher technological education, if vas obviously going
to cause additional problems since it was likely to mean that the
Minister of Education was excluded from discussions on this issue held
at Cubinet level although the role of the technical colleges would

'/inevitably be considered. Indeed, the secondary role that the rew

administration was to assign’to the technical colleges in the first half
of the 1950s was alreacy being hinted at by the government's policy
statement of June 1952, |

On the other hand, the choice of Florence Horsbrugh as.the

Minister of Education did not bode well for the future of the techniecal

(1)2anention, Vol 98, re605, 9 Nov, 1951.
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colleges, Although a Member of Parliament of many years stonding,
Miés Tlorsbrugh lacked gome of the finer qualities of.thc paxrliament-
arian, and in particular she,

nlas never a master of lucid exposition.”(1)
Given the tide of feeling in the new administration, vwhich favoured
the expansion of higher technological education in the universitices
rather than in the technical colleges, Miss Horsbrugh's appointment
as Minister of Ed&cation was a far from propitious arrangemcent cither
_for those in the ’cechnical colleges or for thosg in the llinistry of
Tducation itself who were keen to see the implementation of the
N.A.C.E.I.C's Report. '

At this juncture it seems convenient to refcr to the analysis

@)

of this policy-making process made by S. F. Cotgrove in 1958. e
argued, in a similer §ein to the approach developed in the preceding
chapter, that by 1950 the Government of the day had before it for
consideration two somevhat different policies.ﬁHOn o one hand there
was the policy outlined by the A.C.S. P, in its 1948 Report on 'Higher
Techmological Tducation', which favoured the development of teochno-
1ogica1 education exclusively in the universities, and on the other
hand there was the policy as expressed by the N.A.C.E.I.C., vwhich
‘wanted to see both the wniversities and the technical colloges making
their own distinct and complementary contributions to technological
education. In addition he pointed out quife rightly that,

here the views of the technicél colleges had been adequately
represented, both by the composition of the council and the evidence
congidered, recommendations were broadly acceptable to the technical
colleges. Vhere this was not the case, the rolicy recommended largely

excluded the technical colleges from cond deration in the training of
higher technologists.n(B)

(1)rorlizment's view on »esnonsibility for Fdueation Policy since 1944,
Tord Boyle (the 1st Alfred G. Mays liemorial Lecture) 7 May 1976.
(2)7Technical, ¥aueation and Social Chenre, S, F, Cotgrove
(illen & Unwin, 1958).
(7)ibidy 21750




So far so good. But, what Cotgrove failed to explain was why ihe
Labour Govermment in 1951 ceme down in favour of following the policy
laid dovm by the N.A.C.E.I.C., and vhy, less than twelve months later,
the neow Conservative Government radically altered the emphasis of this
policy, and put forward as its main plank thé idea of establishing a
technological university. Cotgrove merely argued that,

"The goverrment seems to have attached most weight to the
recommendations of the Advisory Council and to have adopted a policy,
therefore, in the formulation of vhich the views of the technical
colleges had exercised little influence."(1)

Trom Cotgrove's analysis it would be tempting to assume that the
government‘of the day is but a passive instrument upon vhich competing
interests try and press their claims. However, from the foregoing
discussion it is quite obvious that this is not the case: that any
government, made up of a collection of individuals, must have personal
biases and prejudices of its own, and these canmot be ignored when an
analysis of a particuler policy-making process is being carried out,

Indeed, in this instance, the positive, indeed crucial, wole of
members of the Conservative Government of 1952, in helping to reach the
policy decision announced in'June of that year, was supported by the
views expressed in a debate in the Lords at the time.(z) Quite a
mmber of peers quite evidently attributed this new poliey to the in-
hfluenoe exerted by Iord Cherwell, For example,4Viscount Hall said
of the announcement, .

"T can see behind it a good deal of work by the Pay-llaster
General", (3) ’

and Iord Fakenham proclaimed,

T do not want to stand between the House and the noble Lord,
Jord Cherwell, very long. I feel that the hour has struck for the
noble Lord: this is his apotheosis, and richly has he deserved it."(4)

12ibid.

gz-’-”ilm”’ of Iords, Vol 177, col 35-183, Debate on Scicnce & Industry,
11 & 12 June 1952, .

3)ibid, col 66,

4)ibid, col 170.
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Indeed, one might go further and argue that the new policy could
be atiributed to neither the A.C.S.P. nor the N.A.C.E.I.C, exclusively
since the former had recommended the concentration of technological
education in the universities alone, whilst the latter had not con-
sidered in any detail the possibility of setting up a technological
university. In short, the policy of the new Conservative Goverrment
for higher technological education was well and truly a compromise
between a rmumber of conflicting views, reflecting the persucsive powers
of Butler and Cherwell, and conversely, the ineffectiveness of the
Minister of Education, rather than the influence of any one particular
pressure group. Indeed, throughout the period covered by this chapter
as a vhole, the influence of particular personalities on the develop-
ment of policy for higher technological education seems to have been
of conciderable importance - a factor which Cotgreve seomingly omitted
to bear in mind,

Having dwelt on this point at length attention v.i11 now be focused
on the azctual development of govermment policy for hiplier technological
education., 2Again developments in the universities and in the technical
colleges will be dealt with separately, reflecting once more the lack
of a single coherent policy in this field, The universities will be
cqnsidered first, in line with the priority the govermment attached to
developments in these institutions compared to their plans for the
technical collegese. g .

c. The Daveloment of Hirher Technolorical Bduecation in the Univerai-—
ties 1952--55

(a) The Conscrvative Administration Outlines its Plans

In February 1952, when the Chancellor of the Exchequer announced
the size of the quinguennial grants for the universities for the period

195257, he indiceted that he envisaged the universities making
ng



particularly noticcable increases in the size of their faculties of

(1)

science and technology. This.cxprcssion of opinion anticivated a
thrée;year drive on the part of the government and the U.G.C. to
expand the output of scientists - and especially applied scientists
- from the universities.

After 1954 the U.G,C. and the universities became increcasingly
preoccupied with the more general expansion of the universities which
was clearly necessary as the demand for higher education grcw.(z)
However, the expansion of technologidal education vhich toolt place in
the universities during the intermediate three years obviously influ-~
enced the way that the subsequent reéurrcnt income of the universities
was spent. By 1954 the govermment was providing about £3 million per
year for recurrent granis for the universities to be used on tech~
nology alone (i.e. about one-eighth of the total anmial recurrent
grant made to the universities); and in 1954 the government decid-
ed that this figure should be increased still further by the
additional sums of £196,000, £404,000, and £704,000 for the.three
yoors 1954-5, 1955-6 and 1956-T respectivaly, (>

These additional grants possibly proved necessary beczuse the
wniversities actually expanded their faculties of technology at a
.fzster rate than the U.G.C. had anticipated! The U.G.C. was plamning
to provide an increase in students of technology in the order of 40
per cent, including the‘expaﬁsion of the Imperial College of Science
and Technology, above the mumbers in the year 1952-53, Of this incre

it was thought that not rmch more than half could take place in the

(1)ire Times, 22 Feb, 1952,
2)Uriversity Daveloment, 1952-7, U.G.C. (1958), para 3,
3 Lords Dobntes, Vol 190, col 237-8, T Dec. 1954,

84.

aoe



85,

quinquennium 1952-57. However, this objective was more than achieved.
Tetween 1952-3 and 1956-7 the number of students of technology
jincreased by 33 pex cent.(1)
This indicates that during the first half of the 1950s the
universities, by snd large, were more than ready to expond iheir
faculties of technology so long as sufficient money and resources were
forthcoming from the government to allow them to do this without any
loss of standards. The principal difficully that the universities
did in fact face during this period was a shortage of staff to cope
with the increased student numbers, a point made by the U.G.C.,(z) and

(3)

dso folt ab both Teeds University(?) and at Imperial Collece, ) to

cite but two examples. However, the cvidence suggests that this
problem did not prove to be insuperable.

This readiness to expand - and particularly to expand their
faculties of technclogy - was made clear by a nuamber of Vice-.
Chanceliors. For éxample, early in 1952 C, R, Morris, Vice~
Chancellor of Leeds University, was arguing, ”

"The advance of scientific knowedge pure and applied is indivisi-
ble; and the adventages of being together are by no means only one
way. If the old case for the unity in the university of the humanities
and the sciences was well-ergued, there is no choice left to make nov.
The technologies, as they show sure promise that they can come to matur-
ity, must in respect of the study of fundamental principles come in at
. the same door."(5) ‘ ‘

Moreover he added,

"Considerations of balence are hardly likely to cause the
wniversities to be wawelcoming to technological studies, provided
those studies are concerned vwith fundamental principles and their
students are up to the present recognised university standards,"(6)

2)ibide
3 Jihe University of Ieeds Anchive IMateriel, The Universily of Leeds
formal Report, 1954-5H, pe40.
(4) Tnporinl Collese of Seience & Technology - Rovort on a Decode of
Tmansion, 1953-6% (Imnerial College of Science & Technolog o
Ik ok S dartpes . Vi . . . . . b‘y‘ /D) .
(5)0. it, Horris, 'Ihe Univereities ond Technolegy', Universities
martonly, Vole 6 (1952-3), p.113.
1.

GBELE

%1}@giversitv Develomment, 1952-7, U.G.C. (1958), para 112,
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Also at about the same time Sir Roymond Priestly, Vice-Chancellor
and Princiral of Birmingham University, whilst arguing against the
establichment of a British equivalent to M.I.T., suggested that graduaic
schools of specialist engineering should be developed in the existing
universities and the colleges of technology.(1)

The only opposition to the expansion of {echnology in the uni-
versities came from those pursuing the Arts. As the T.5.S. commented
when Butler amnounced the quinquennial grants in 1952, and expressed
the hope that rmch of the expansion would be in the technological field,

T4 was through this glimpse into the future that Mr. Dutler come
nearest to giving offence., Vhat develomment therc could be, he
sugoested, ought to be on the scientific and technological sides,

That, some university people think, is rubbing it in, They would
agree that that is how any spare money is likely to go. Dut come arts
men at least thought the Chancellor a little urnkindly to mcke such a

point of it. He need not, they felt, have made a public obesiance to
the Zeitgeist." (2)

Here it secms as if the opposition expressed was less due to the
igsue concerned, and more to the way Dutler put it across.

In the universities, then, and especially in those vhich alrcady
had e gtrong commitment to technological educaiion; there was in the
19505, a general willingness to expand provision, This view was
cchoed by the U.G.C.:

ugtudents of technology represent under 15 per cent of 211 full-
time university students, end the rcsponse of most universities to
the Committee's invitation to develop technology further showed con-

clusively that they were rcady and willing to raise this propertion.!

(3)

-

However, the U.G.C, and the universities wore not rcady and willing
to sec the expansion of higher technological education along quite the
seme lines as was implied in the government's policy statoment of

June 1952.

Y
Mmooy
<

)L et ,_S;., 29 Feb‘ 1952’ p.169.

(1 2'1';14‘08_0,. 7 I‘Ia«-tc 1952, p.202.
2 )5 e
§5)Universitv Dovelonment, 1952-7, U.G.C, (1958) para 103,
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(b) A Tochnological University? Government Tlong et
Ooposition from the U.G.C. and the Universities

Although the U.G.C. and the wniversities were generally quite
ready and willing to increase the proportion of technologists within
their walls, they were nol very keen on the idea of concentrating the
study of technology in just one or two technological institutes. This
was opposed by msny of those in the existing universities, especially
where an institution already made a considerable contribution to this
sphere, such as did Leeds and Birmingham, Certainly, Yorris, Vice-
Chancellor of Leeds University did not like this alternative, as
implied in the article quoted above.(1) Ag for the U.G.C., its
attitude was made apparent inits report for 1952-7, in which it
argued,

"Je shouvld resard the isolation of an institution confined to
a narrow range of subjects as unfavourable to the highest attainment.s.
Ve considered, on evidence both from at home and overscas, that it wac
desirable, and indeed imperative, to keep applied scicnce in the
closest possible touch with the pure sciences, and we also attached
importance to contact with the humanities, meny of vhose disciplines
are becoming increasingly recegnised as a necessary part of the
education of the *echnologist."(2)

With regards to the Committee of Viece-Chancellors and Principals
its views on a technological university wvere outlined at a meeting of
the Committee in June 1950, in response to the recommendation made by
Dr., H, V. Lowvry, Principal of the South Vest Essex Technical College
’the previous month, that some tweﬁty technical colleges should be
raised'to university status.’ Dr, Macson put the C.V.C.P's view in
ansvering the question '“What is a Technical University?'! Iis
answer was far from complimentary:

"Tts students would all be intending technologists. Any 'humane!
studies added o its curricula, and any staff added to deal with these,

would in the minds of the governors, thz rest of ths staff, and the
students, e merely ancillary to the technological aim of them all,

1)Moxris, ov cit., ». 119,
2 )University Develowment, 1952-7, U.G.C. (1958) para 107.
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‘The differing and almost contradictory aims, vhich any actual
University exists to bring together on equal foetings within
one society, would not be there. No hishly talented hunanist
would willingly join such a place, vhether as a member of stoff
or as an undergraduate, when he could work instead in a University
where his type of mind is respected and cultivated in its own
right and encounters many like minds as well as diverse ones, "(1)
In short, the C.V.C.P. rcfused to entcrtain the possibility of
any single-faculty institution bearing the nome university, a view
it reiterated in 1953:
"Mhe Committee firmly adhered io its considered view on the

granting of degree-giving powers to technological institutions which
it had put on confidential record at its meeting on 15th July 1949."

(2)

A1l in a1l then, it secms as if the majority of those connected
with the universities in the early 1950s preferrcd to sce the develop-
ment of higher technological education in existing institutions rather
than in specialised teéhnolbgical institutes. There were a fow ex-
ceptions of course, such as Sir John Cockeroft, the Director of the
Atomic Energy Research Fstablishment at Harwell, vho favoured the idea
of developing one or more technological universities ovt of some
existing institutions such as Imperial College.(3) However, this view
seens to have bceﬁ a minority one,

, Given this general attitude, the ammouncement by Butler in
June 1952, that the government was coﬁsidering building up at least
oﬁe technological institute, must hgve cone as something of an unwelcome
dévelopment to the academic world, Indeed the Iiconomist commented,

"Educational opinion is almost unanimously against it. The
universities would prefer to have their existing departmenis of
applied science and technology expanded, rather than see a specialist

conpetitor established with what would necessarily be a very large
call on govermment funds,"(4)

(1)C.V.C.P. Yimites, Minute 238, 23 June 1950.
%2)11;1_@, liimse 32, 20 Yov., 1953,

)31,1_8, S May 1952, p.308.

4)Eccnonict, Vol 163, Pe7S6, 21 June 1952,
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The Times Tducationazl Supplement also supported this analysis,

arguing that the government itself would have to decide how to translate
its plans into action,

tTar the scientific and acadenmic world is much divided on this
proposal. (1)

(However, if the academic world did not welcome the idea of a

technological university, the same could not be said of the press, The

(2)

the Economiﬁt,(B) and The_Times(4)

Times Bduecational Supnlement,
all welcomed the éovernment's decisiqn although the first two also
argued that the government should look to improve technological
education in the technical colleges as well, Interestingly, both the
Teononigt and The Times also attributed this policy decésion to the
‘influence of Lord Cherwell),

Trom the foregoing discussion it is quite clear that in 1952 there
was an obvious difference of opinion between the government and the
acadenic world as how best to develop technological education in the
universities. The government's amnouncement in 1952 looked, at first
glance, iike a victory for the views of Lord Cherwell,. However, any
such viétory was to prove of .-but a transitory nature as the govermment
set about implementing its policy. The amnouncement of June i952 was
couched in the vaguest of terms: the goverrment had not even determined

fwheuhex it would develop its tcchnologlcul university out cf an existing
institution or start from scratch. In further developing this policy
it looked to the U.G.C. for advice; and it was during the resultant

period of consultation that the government's plans began to be shaped

(1)0.2,8. 20 June 1952, p.529.
(2) ibid.

3)Ccoronist, Vol 163, 21 June 1952,
4 )ive Times, 21 June 1952,
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more closely in accordance with the views of thelU.G.C. and the
ﬁniversities., In short, vhat finally emerged was somgthing of a
comproﬁise between the govermment's preference for a technological
institute on the lines of M.I.T., and the academic world's support
for continuing to expand existing institutions. This process of
consultation revealed the influence that the acadcmic world could
bring to bear on tﬁe govermment. It also suggests, by implication,
that the U.G.C. and the universities vere not consulted by the
goverment before it made its policy statement in June 1952,

The first hint at a change in direction of government policy came

(1)

in Jameary 1953 when J. Boyd~Carpenter

(2)

made a further statement on
the natter in the Commons. He began by announcing the govermment's
decision to put further resources at the disposal of the University of
London for the expansign of the Imperial College of Science and
Technology. This was claimed to be in accordance with the government's
policy amnounced in June 1952, but in reality it did not quite measure
up to the anticipated ideal of a Pritish counterpart to the lMassachusetts
Tnstitute of Technology. Admittedly Imperial College was to virtually
double its intake of students, increcsing the mumber of full-~time stud-
ent% from 1,650 to 3,000 during the qﬁinquennium 1957-62, and thus
bécome of a size sufficient in the opinion of Lord Cherwell to teach
aéplied science economically. Howe%er, although the College was to
becone as large 2s some universities, the goyermdent did not propose

to establish it as an independent institution. Instead it was to remain
a constituent »art of Tondon University. Tﬁus it seems as if %he
covernment was already begimning to back-track oﬁ its original schene,

a change which the U.G.C. recorded itself as being in agreement with:

1)Financicl Seceretary to the Treasury.
2)Jouse of Commong, Vol 510, col 135-8, 29 Jan. 1953.
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"The vequest for advice which we received in 1952 included
the supcestion that the Government's objective might best be
attoined by building up the Imperial College of Science and
Technology ... we concluded that the advanteges of large-scale
operation claimed for a 'technological university' without the
loss of contact with other fields of study which would be
jnevitsble in an isolated institution, could be best obitained
by adopting this suggestion, provided that it could be carried
into effect without vrejudice to the relationship between the
College and the University of Iondon. Ve therefore recommended
accordingly. (1)

Trom the above it is clear that Imperial College was to differ
appreciably from such institutions as M.I.T. and the German technische
hochschulen which were autonomous and independent. In addition it was
quericd vhether Imperial College would be at a disadvantage finencially
for it would remain dependent upon the Court of London University in
that respect. However, despite such problems, the decision proved a
welcome compromise between the govermment's original policy and the
views of the academic world, especially as under these arrangements
the students of technology would still have plenty of opportunity

to mix with others following different disciplines(z) ~ a matter of

considerable importance to the universities,

2

45 part of the same announcement in Jamuary 1953 the government
made it quite clear that its intention was not simply {o build up
one institution of university rank but in fact to extend facilities
v,iﬁ a nunber of institutions. In deciding vwhere this expansion should
take place the govermment again turned to the U.G.C. for advice.

Tt was not until July 1954 that the governmont announced

(3)

vhere elgs technological education was to be expanded. Its choice

£e11 on four of the largest provincial universities namely Glasgow,

{(1)Iniversity Develoment 1952-7, U.G.C.
(2)Zcononist, Vol 166, pe348, 7 Febl1953
(3)ilouge. of_Cormons, Vol 530, vol 284, 1

(1958) para 109.

5 Jaly 1954.
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Manchester, Leeds and Birmingham. The governmeni also announced that
plans for further developments at other universities too were under
consideration.

The choice of the four above-named universities was not simply =z
rendom one. At Manchester and Glasgow the technical collepges had for
long been closely linked with their respective universities and they
were already in receipt of grants from the U.G.C, At Leecds and
Birmingham too, technological education had long been established.
Indeed, Leeds University had grown up out of the Yorkshire College of
' Geience, the basis of which had been four chairs in physics with
mathenatics, chemistry, geology and mining and textile industries
resPectively,(1) so that technological education was obviously in no
vay alien to that ins.“ti'tution.

Six months later, during a 'debate in the House of Loxds, the
government made yet a further announcement relating to technolgical
education in the u_niversities.(z) It revealed ilg ‘mnicsntion of making
develomments on a fairly large sczle at both Cambridge awd Sheffield,
as well as specialised developments at other contres including Vales.
Some were to be financed ty industry, and some by Treasury grants.
‘Included in this plan were the universities of Edinburgh, Newcastle,
_Southampton and the University College of Swansea.

Thus by the close of 1954 the government's policy for hicher
technological education had moved a considerablé way from its original
intention to crcate at least one technological institute. I\Iqreover,
judging from the U.,G.C.'s comments in its report for 1952-—7, and.

from points made by the Lord President of the‘Cou.ncil in the Lords

debate of Docember 1954, it is quite cleaxr that this change was breught

(1)p. M. J. He Gosden, The Rarly Years of the Yorkshire Collere
Reorinted from the rublications of the Thowvesby Socicty
Miscellany, Vol. 16, Part 3), 1.210,

(2)donze of lornds, Vol. 190, col 237-8, T Decel1954.
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about through the influence exerted by members of the academic
commmnity, both by thc.formal machinery of.the U.G.C,, and rother more
informally, via the personal expression cf épinion by academics in the
corridors of power. Indeed, the Lord President of the Council clearly
attributed quite considerable weight to the views of academies: he
gaid in the Lords debate,

mhen I first approached the subject I was inmensely attracted -
T think the noble Lord, Lord Cherwell, knows this perfectly well - by
the idea which he has put forward so forcibly this aftermoon, of a
technological university ee.

I go further and say that I personally still feel that the idea
has considerable charms, but I am bound to say thig, too, to the House,
Sinee I first errived in my office, I have, of course, made contact
with o great meny of our foremost scientists, and they, or a great meny
of them, emphatically do not sharc the views of the noble Loxd,

Lord Cherwell, on this particular topic. Some of them do not like it
for the students, and they do not like it for the professors cither ...
Thercfore, although I still feel the charms of the idea myself, I must
confees that I have been gredually driven to the view that, whatcver
the theoretical merits of the proposal, the technological university
is not at present a mpractical possibility."(1)

Tn addition he argved - echoing the views earlier expressed by
the U.G.C. and the C,V.C.P.,

"ligher technological education must be closcly linked with
other wniversity studies., Ve must make sure that those vho are
studying technology should work closely with those who are occu-
picd with the more fundeomental problems of science and with its
application in other fields."(2§ '

Lord Cherwell lilewise referred to the conflict of opinion on this
isoue between the goverrment and the U.G.C., a conflict which in his
view, had led to little being done in the field of higher technological
education betveen 1952 and 1954:

e Govermment have frankly stated on one or two occasions that
it vas their intention to build up vhat we might call technological
wniversities - technological institutions of university rank. But the
University Grants Committee seem to think that this is. the wrong
procedure, ond that the right course is to expand the engincering and
otler technological facilities in existing universities.'(3)

1)ibid, col 235.
2)ibid, col 238.
3)ibid, col 220-1,
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Trom the foregoing analysis it seems as if the shift in
government policy for the universities during the period 1952-4
was based upon political considerations., Now far economic factors
played any part in this remains unclear. Certainly at first glance
it might be thought»to be a more practical and less cxpensive venture
to simply extend and develop existing institutions. Ilowever, on closer
inspection this might well have proved not to have been the case,
especially where the Imperial College was concerned. To expand this
institution involved the spending of a large sum of money on rchousing
"institutions which were already in poséession of the buildings into
which the Cecllege was to move - and all this on an expensive London
site too!

In 1951 the Labour Government had estimated that establishing a
new technological institution woﬁld involve a capital outlay of over
£6 million; and rejected such a develomment as not being in the national
interest.(1) The expansion of Imperial College, an <ecicded upon by the
Conservative Government, would, it was thought;'cost somevhat less.
However, the figures announced by the govermment in July 1955 rather gave
the lie to this belief, H, Brooke, Financial Secretary to the Treasury,
armounced Vith reference to Imperial College:

. YT am not surc whether it is realised that this is a develomment of
towering magnitude likely to cost in all some £15 million.(2)

He dlso provided an interesting breakdown of some cf the costs
involved:

"The total expenditure on Imperial College in 1953~4 was just over
£1 million, of which almost three-quarters came from the University Grants
Committee via the University of London. Puilding work has been authoris—
ed, and much of it is already in pregress, to a total value of £4 million
in connection with this great project - over £1 million on Imperizl College
itself, over £1 million on replacement building by Iondon University for
the purpose of helping to clear the site, nearly £1% million of museun
building also to enable museuns now on the site 1o move, and some
£600,000 for equimment and so forth."(3)

(1)icher Technolonicnl Education {Cnd 8357) vara 6.
(2)iovse_of Commons, Vol 544, col 693, 21 July 1955,

(3)1kid.




Perhaps on practical grounds the expansion cf Imperial College
and other university facultiecs of technology vas thought to be
preferatle, After all, it was argued that students would not begin
to graduate from a new institution - from its initial inception and
planning stage - inside 10 years. DBut even that view was subsequentily
contradicted by the speed at which the new universities beceme opera~
tional in the early 1960s.

211 in all it seems as if economic factors had very little bearing
on the changes of govermment policy tovards the universities during the
first half of the 1950s., Instead political considerations seem to have
ppedominated vhereby, after a promising beginning, the government's
policy for higher technological education soon gave way before the
pressure of the academic world which favoured a more traditional
approach, This in itcelf was not so surprising: it is much easier to
follow a well-trodden path than to carve 2 new one. Yet in this parti-
cular case it was inilevesting to note what little impact all the argu-~
ments in favour of developing a technologica1>ﬁniversity in Britain had
had - after all,larguments along these lines had found a place in
virtually every debate on technological education in both Houses of
Parliament since the end of Vorld War II; and the case had been widely -
‘supported in the press too. Moreover, amongst the advocates of a
technological wniversity was to be fecund one of thé covernment's om
official spokesmen.

(c) Lecds University: Tts Attitude Towards Hisher Technolosical
Bducation end Plans for its Doveloyment 1953-4

Leeds University should perhaps not be regarded as a typical
university in its attitude towards technological education for attitudes
amongst the universities varied widely, and for a variety of reasons,

For example, sonc universities had difficultics expanding their sites,



ond some had consexvatively-minded vice-chancellors. Nevertheless,
during the early 19505 the vniversities.collectively showed a con-
siderable readiness to expand in the direction of technological
educaticn, and Leeds, under the direction of Morris, shoved itself
to be amongst the vanguord in the field.

Some reference has already been made to the views of Morris
concerning the expansion of higher technological education. However,
his attitude ig highlighted even further in the correspondence which
took place between himsclf and Sir Edward Hale, Sccretary to the U.G.C.,

in 1953-4, when the U.G.C. was considering how best an additlional grant

" for technological education might be distributled amengst the universit-

jes, Of particular interesﬁ wag Morrig' reference to the concept of

tbalance' between the faculties of the university:

tTn relation to the balence of feculties we tend to think in
- terms of a three-old division - Arts (including Feonomice end
Commerce end Iaw), Sci-use and Technology, and Hedicine, As you.
will lmow, our figures ¥oxr the Arts group has gone up: in 1951
they were 1,149 and for {he precent session they ave 1,240, Tor
the Scicence and Technologzy groun, in spite of increases in
Technology Departments, the total muabors have very elightly gone
dovm, Trom 1,358 in 1951 <o 2boul 1,330 in the present scssion;
and on our general rrincinle there iz room for an inercose. The
balence inside the group botween Science and Techmolosy is changing
somevhat; but we have no strong grounds of policy or principle
vhich would hinder our increasing within the group the mmber of
students for the applicd sciences - -provided we did not diminish
“seriounsly the ppopoxtionate number of good honours students in the
pare soiences, (1)
lle also added,

"

"I have no doubt that in some subjects such as Engineering, Fuecl
Sciences, lMetallurgy, and Chemical Engineering, we are excluding some
vho ere suilaebly qualified and whom we ghould like Lo have if we had
the facilities."(2) .

1) Teeds University Archives, Hoyris to Hale, 2 Dec. 1953,
2) ibid.
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The sbove figures point out just how strong was the commitment
of ILeceds Tniversity to the educafion of technologicsts, not only in
comparison with Arts students, Lut also compared with that of pure
scientists.

Civen this attitude it was not surprising that the U.G.C,
recommended, and the Treasury appfoved, an additional recurrent grant
of £22,0C0 for Leeds for the year 1954~5 for developments in technology
and the vhysical sciences, Simultaneously the U.G.C. also expressed
the hope that it would be able to approve the start of the extension
to the chemistry and physics laboratories at the University in
January 1955 at a cost of £300,OOO.(1)

These de&elopments did in due course take place, with the major
effects of the additional grant being felt in the departments of
mathematics, physics and chemistry, and to a lesser extent, geology.(2)
That the greatest effects should have been felt in the departments of
pare science was in no sense contradictory to the goverment's aim of
developing technological education. The expan;ion took the form it
did because at Leeds the science aspects of engineering courses were
taught by the pure scientists. The two were not seen as distinet from
one another. Indeed, by 1956 the Vice~Chancellor, in a statement to
the Court of the University, was prompted to make the followinf remarkss

"The most sexious and immediate danger that it has been nccessary
{to avoid i the risk of serious interference with the basic work of the
departments of physics, chemistry and mathematics. The increased
rumbers of students in technology all have to do part of their work
in these departments, and a situation could easily be allowed to arise,
if the greatest care were not exercised in planming, in which their
intrinsic work, both of teaching their own specialist students and of

advancing in their own rescarches would be swamped by their activities
in 'servicing' the technologists."(3)

1)Leeds University Archives, Hale to Morris, 15 June 19%54.

’ .M‘—“. . . - ’

{2)iecds Mniversity Archives, Academic Tlamming Cormittee Report, 1956.
(3)Lecds University irchives, The University of Leeds Annual Report,

1955-C.
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The readiness that Leeds University showed to expand its facully
of technology, and the success it met in that respect thereby speak
for themselves.

(d) The Awards Tssue

Vhilst the universities showed themselves, to a varying extent.
to be quite ready to expand their facultiies of technology during the
first half of the 1950s, they exhibited rather less uwnanimity on the
awards issue., This slight chink in the defences of the universitics
vhich had previously been solidly vnited against any change in their
. monopoly of the right to confer degrees became apparent in 1951 when
the University of Glasgow brought under scrutiny its reletionship with
the Royal Technical Qollege, Glasgow. ©Sir Hector Hetherington, Vice-

Chancellor of Glasgow University, sent a note to the vice-chancellors
of the Universities of London, Durham, Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds
and Sheffield régarding this relationship and certain proposed changes
A

that the University wanted to make to 1&.( ) Deserabing the system
of affiliation between the two institutions Hetherington explained,

"The Ordinance was dravm in terms which appear to us unduly
favourable to the College, since it provides that without the
University's having the slightest influence over R.T.C, appointments,
courses conducted in the College count as qualifying courses for
.University degreecs, and the Heads of certain Departments in the
College have the full rights of internal examiners, so that for
_certain courses in the Faculty of Science and for all courses in the
Faculty of Engincering, a student may take the whole of his curriculum
in the College, sit University degree examinations, and get a
University degree.”(2) .

The University now wanted this arrangement to be done away with or

at least greatly modified, whilst the Royal Technical College wanted

to see the scheme extended to other subjects such as textiles. The

(1)Leeds University Archives, Hetherington to the Vice-Chancellors of
London, Durham, Menchester, Birmingham, Leeds & Shefficld, 8 Oct. 1951.
(2)ibid e
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reason that Hetherington wrote to the vice-chancellors of the above-
mentioned universities was that he wanied to infofm then about a new
relationship between the institutions which the University had been
cénsidering and now wished to put into operation, He revealed that,

“The essence of the new deal is that we should both bring them
more closely into the University orgenisation and at the same time
give them a place and a degree which is recognisably their
responsibility."(1)

There lay the crux of the matter, as Hetherington went on to
point outs

"T am troubling you with this story because as you will see,
it involves the establishment of a B.Tech. degrce which, although
given by a University, employing the ordinary University mechanism,
is intended to be a degree for which a Technical College will in
fact have a good deal of direct responsibility. There is on the
face of it no departure from ordinary University practice and
convention. . But the form does not disguise the fact that this is
in substance an innovation, which may be used in argument with
other Universities."(2)

This scheme apparently had the agreement of the Profeszors
concerned at Glasgow University as well as of the Principals of the
Universities of Ddinburgh and Aberdecen and the Chairman of the U.G.C.

Ther: in February 1952 Sir Edward Appleton, Principal and Vice-
Chancellor of Edinburgh University, sent Morris notes on his own
institution's plans concerning technological education. Here too
there were plans afoot to establish a B,Tech, degree to be confexrred
_on students teking approved courses at the leriot Watt College and
paseing the relevant university examinations.(4)

These proposals were paiticularly interesting because only as
recently as July 1949 the C.V.C.P. had come down most strongly against
the introduction of a B.Tech. degree which might be conferred by
(5)

individual technical colleges. ‘Admittedly in the two cases

Prinatavnl

;bid, Appieton to Mormis, 15 Feb. 1952,
cucdy Mimtes, Mimate 214, 15 July 1949,
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above the situation was somewhat different for the technical colleges
rere to be linked with their neighbouring universities, and the degree
wa2s to be conferred by the universities themselves, Nevertheless, a3
Hetherington clearly appreciated, this might simply have vroved to have
been the thin edge of the wedge.(1)

Ultimately these plans did not come to fruition. As Hetherington
had anticipated, the Glasgow University proposals were not acceplable
to the Royal Technical College which wanted independent degree-giving
powers, Eventually the U.G.C. helped devise a compromise scheme:

"Aoprecment was ... £inally rcached on a more limited modification
of the existing arrangements, which should relieve the inconveniences
inherent in them. It provides that before the University Senate
forwards to the Court its observations on proposals reaching it from
Joint Boards of Studies meetings are to be held of which members of
the Senate and the College Professors are to be voting members."(2)

No menticn was made of the introduction of a B.Tech. degree.

Clearly then during the early part of the 1950s there was no
substantive change in the attitude of the wniversities towards their

ponopoly of degree-awarding powers, but there were signs that their

attitude might be beginmning to weaken slightly.

D. Developments in the Technical Colleres 1951-5

(2) Disapnointment in the Technical Colleses at Failure to Resolve
the Awards Tssue

- In contrast to the rapid develomment of technplogical education
‘in the universities during the early 19503, this period for the
technicﬁl colleges was one of disappointméht. In particular plans for
the setting up of a College of Technologists seemed to reach something

of an impasse following upon the raising up of.hopes in the technical

(1)l£§ds University Archives, Hetherington to the Vice~Chancellors of
Lovdon, Durham, lenchester, Birmingham, Leeds and Sheffield,
8 Ccte. 19510

(2)University Develomment 1952-4, U.G.C. (1958), para 120,
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colleges in 1951 when the Iabouxr Goverament published its Vhite Paper
and their descent to a new low in 1952 after the Conéervative Govern-
ment's policy ammouncement in June. |

' Clearly the technical colleges had welcomed the prospect of a
national award-nsking body. This can be inferred, for eiamplc, from
the joint policy document prepared by the AT.I. and AP, T,I. in
1951,(1) which showed the two associations to be in close agrecement
with the recommendations of the N.A.C.E.I.C., particularly on that
jssue., As the Associations acknowledged,

The problem had been of particular concern to the Associations
over a rumber of years and their difficulty had been found not so
much in arriving at an ideal solutvion as at one vhich would be
acceptable to the many other interests involved,"(2)

By implication they clearly felt that a College of Technologists
met this requirement.
The A.T.T.I. also expressed its approval of the N.A.C,E.T.C.'s

report, regretting only that the Council had not suggested that the

(3)

award conferred should be a degree.
Obviously then, the new policy for higher téchnological cducation
announced in June 1952 caused the technical colleges a cexrtain amount
of disappoiﬁtment, as explainea by A. B, Tvans, Secretary of the
A7, I., in a letter to I. O, Mcluckie, Secretary of the N.A.C.L.I.C,:

"y Txecutive have noted with deep disappointment the decision of
the Minigter to reverse the decision of the last Govermaent in the
mattor of the implementation of the recommendation of your Council that
a Royzl College of Technologists be established. Ny Association has
made i% clear on scveral occasions that it regards the establishment
of such a College as a necessary accompaniment to the desire of the
technical colleges to assist in providing an adequate supply of higchly
qualified techmologists at the highest levels., It has seen no reason
to depart from this view deapite the action of the Minister,"(4)

(1)stotenent of Policy on the Mature Deveiomment of Hisher Technolo-
ricel, ducation, AT I, and A.P.T.I., 1951,

( b _(l, pard 28,

30T, 0.5, 18 M2y 1951,

453,3.0‘ IilgsL>B.126, Tecimolosical Ddueation (W.A.CE.TI.C.)

/0-55, A, T, Dvans Lo I, O. lickuckie, 8 Scp. 1952,
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Nor were the tecchers in the technical colleges alone in their
disaprointment. At its Anmial General Meeting in 1952 the 4.E.C. also

expressed regret at the govermment's decision;(1) whilst Yecks urged

(2)

it to reconsider the whole issue, This view was shared by

¥, H, Reid of the London County Council too, who maintained thdt,

"There is no doubt whatever that the absence of a nationally
recogniced gqualification, of status similar to that of a first degwee,
is having a serious detrimental effecct on the advanced courses in the
technical colleges. As an example of this the special full-itime
1Sandwich! courge in Production Engincering, which has been inavgurated
in the ILondon area at three technical colleges on the recommendation of
the London Regional Advisory Council for Higher Technological Education
is receiving little support from students becouse they are not satis-
fied to receive a college diploma which is not a degree."(3)

In addition to these public expressions of disappointment both the
N;A.C.E.I.C.(4) and the A.E.C.(S) decided to try and press the import-
ance of their case upon the gqvernment by means of demutations to the
Minister of Education, The A.E,C. sought and obtained support for its
deputation from a rumber of local authority and teachers' associations.
(6) The only body whicii dnclined the invitation to jein +the deputation
(other than the N.A.C.E.I.C. vhich vanted to act separately) was the
C.V.C.P. J. ¥, Foster, Secretary to the C.V.C.P. replied 4o Alexander's
enquiry in the following, rather vague, terms:

"Mhe Committee was of the opinion that it would be inonportune for
the Univercities to take action in the matter at the present time."(7)

In the end the A.E.C. did not present its deputation for in 1953
the Minister of Bducation invited the W.,A.C.E.I.C. to rcconsider the
issue following upon the.presentation of its own deputation, On this

issue G, N, Flemming, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Education,

1)mducation, Vol 100, 4 July 1952, p.36.

2)ibid, 12 Sep. 1952, pp.326-30.

3)ibid, 26 Sepe 1952, pp.401,

4 r.0.0,. Piles, C,.09, Tochnolorical Bduecrtion IT, 1951-55, Mcluckie to
Alexander, 24 Dec. 1952,

gibid, Alexander to vearious Associations, 7 Oct., 1952,

Suprort from the joint deputation came from the N.U.T,, the A, T.I.,
the AJF.Tol., the T.C.C,, the AMLC,, the C.C.A., the Joint
Committze of the four Secondary Associztions and the Welsh Joint
Lducation Committee,

(7)A75.Co Files, C,62, Technolosical Fduecation JT, 1991-55, Foster 4o
Alexander, 4 Jove. 1952,
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advised Alexander as follows,

"y hope you can agree that we should awvait further action by the
National Advisory Council before asking the IMinister to receive another
deputation. I believe that Veeks will try to get on with the job
quickly, and if the Council can agree with your peorle and the major
professional institutions on some suitable alternative to the present
proyposal, we here will certainly do our best to get it accepted."(1)

That expression of views was particularly interesting, indicating
that the Ministry of Education itsclf was still sympathetic towards the
recommendations made by the N.,A.C.E.I.C., even though the government
had just turned down the idea of setting up a College of Technologists.

This reaffirms the earlier argument that during this period the
Ministry of Education, under Miss Horsbrugh, played a very secondary -
indecd quite ineffective role ~ in helping determine the Conservative
CGovernments policy for higher technological education in the early
19503,

(b) Circular 255

Although the awards issue remained unsolved, the new Conservative
administration did not totally ignore the contribucican of the technical
colleges. On the contrary, alongside its plans for a technological
uhivcrsity, the govermment also said it intended to provide improved
fihancial assistahce for courses of advanced technology in the
“technical colleges. To this end the Ministry of EFducation published
‘a circular on 'Advanced Technology' in July 1952.(2)

In‘many respects this circular vas very similar to the one which

(3)

had been prepared under the late Labour Government, There were,

though, two important differences: firstly, Circular 255 naturally
made no reference to a College of Tgchnologisté in contrast to the

earlier document; and secondly it argued that,

(1)ibid, Flemming to Alexander, 23 Feb. 1953

(2)Advanced Tachnolosy, (Circular 255), 14 July 1952.

(3)AC Files, 69, Jechnological Fducation II, 195155, Bray to
Alexander, 6 Sep. 1951,
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"The Government have stated that they recognise the important
contribution which some technical colleges ... can make to this form
of education."(1)

" VWhereas the former govermment, in its White Paper of 1951 had

indicated a readiness to provide,

"Tmproved financial assistance for selected colleges and courses."

(2)

This second point might be regarded as nothing more than a minox
change in emphasis or perhaps even a slip on the part of the person
responsible for preparing the document. Iowever, with hindsight it
. is possible to attribufe a more positive motive to the change, and to
view it as the first step by the Ministry of Education towards a
grcater degree of rationality amongst the technical colleges. Clearly
if greater financial assistance was to be made to certain colleges in
respect of the advanced courses of technology which they offered,
slowly such colleges would begin to differentiate themselves from the
rest, Moreover, given the prestige accorded to colleges and their
ataft for carrying out advanced level work, it can wt be assumed
that if such work carried with it the promise of extra financial
support, the colleges would endeavour Lo develop further in this
dircction, even if it was at the exﬁense of other courses.

This interpretation of Circular 255 is further supported by the
‘conditions it outlined which the colleges would have to meet if they
were to be eligible for the increazsed rute of grant. Tor example, the
circular recomnended that courses in advanced technology should only be
developed in institutions vhere (a).theré was & high standaid of accommo-

dation end equipment, (b) there vere highly qualified staff who had

1)advanced Technolosy, (Circular 255), para 1,
o Virher Technological Bducation, (Cmd. 8)57/, 1951, para 10.
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considerable freedom in planning courses, (e¢) there was a good pro-
portion of work alread& being done at an advanced level, and (&) there
were fzcilities for teaching to a high standard in the fundamental
sciences as well as in technology, and facilities for research, In
addition it was considered essential that the technical colleges sheuld
have independent governing bodies which would be in executive contirol
and were representative of industrial interests. In short, Circuler
255 might be looked upon as the govermment's first tentative steps
towards a regional policy(1) for highe; technological education in
the technical colleges.

Thus in terms of the material conditions enjofed by the technical
colleges, both the late Labour Government and the new Conservative one
saw the need for certain improvements. The difference in their
approaches lay in the way that the Conservative Government scemed to be
jnterested in improving the material conditions alone.

Indeed, it was on the basis of this narrowvnes: ol approach to the
problems’of the technical colleges that Sir Ronald Weeks criticised
govermment policy. He accepted that in time the implementation of
Circular 255 would give risec to impiroved material conditions for the
'technical colleges, but this alone, he felt, was not sufficient.
Besides a "material sickness", the colleges were also suffering from a
upsychological sickness" whi?h Vleeks thought could best be overcome by
the introduction of advanced'courses - préferably sandwich courses -
pased on a strong scientific foundation, and leading to the conferment

(2)

of a nationally-recognised award. Weeks also argucd that the

administration of the increased rate of grant was liable to prove

(1)A policy vhereby advanced level work was concentrated in a single
institution in each region, and lower level work carried on by
1022l colleges.

(2)5dueation, Vol 100, 12 Sep. 1952, pp.326-330,

- e et
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difficult, a point also made by the Association of Municipal

Corporations:

"he Association propcse to watch most carefully how the detailed
arrangements envisaged in Ministry of Education Circular 255 work out
in practice. The special advanced technology grant appears to be hedged
around by so meny conditions that the Association are somevhat fearful
lest certain deserving colleges and courses therein will be ruled out
despite their undoubted mer1ts."(1)

Furthermore Major-General C, Lloyd, Director of the City and Guilds
of London Institute, was critical of the govermment's policy for leaving
the initiative for future developments with the local education authori-
ties vho would have to find 25 per cent of the added expense - at a time
vhen the burden of education on the rates seemed intolerable.(z)

The governmment obviously conceded these eriticisms relating to the
admlnlotrutlow of the 1ncreased rate of grant for it issued Administra-
tive Memorandum No. 436, (3) to provide seme further advice on the matter,

However, cven this was deemed inadequate by some, and the Times

Tducational Suvplemernt suggested that this was bhecause the Minister of

(4)

Education herself was rather vague as to the policy she was pursuing.
This criticism of Miss Horsbrugh. in respect of this policy was perhaps
rather unfair. Nevertheless it possibly contalned a grain

or two of truth, reflecting the way that the Minister often scemed to
be out of step with the policy that the government was actvally imple-~ .
menting in the field of higher technolecgical education. As will become
evident in the next section, ‘this was certainly the case as regards

the awards issue.

(¢) The Awards Issue Reconsidered

On June 12th 1952, in reply to a series of questions in the Commcns

yrobing for the reasons why the goverrment had rejected the idea of

(1)AzC Pll“:g C.69. Technological Fducation IX, 1951=5, IMemorandum
29 Cct. 1952

Z)FJLC°tLCﬂ, Vol 100, 24 Oct. 1952, ppe580-3,
)!QWJP)%tT”the Ppﬁorppdum No. 436, 11 Nov, 1952,

(4)u.L.%. 21 Nov. 1952, p.937.
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establishing a College of Technologists, Miss Horsbrugh answered,
perhaps that question could best be put to my right hon. Friend

the Chancellor of the Exchequer., He and the Government evidently
considered that the policy of the late Goverrment was not the best.”

(1)

The phrasing of this reply was perhaps more than 2 little un-
fortunate. It implied that the Mirister herself had not becen a party
to that decision although it affected institutions under her ministerial
control. Then, only a week later the Minister expressed her willingness
to consider auy representations made to her in respect of technical
college awards(2) - an announcement vhich scemed to be in complete
contradiction to the govermment's recently announced policy.

Thus thgre seems to have been some difference of opinion between
membors of the Cabinet - in particular, R. A. Butler ond Lord Cherwell
— znd Miss Horsbrugh as to how best to proceed with the develoyment of
higher technological education in the technical colleges. It scons as
if the majority of the govermnment in 1952 did not attribute as much
importance to the awards issue as did those in-the technical colleges
themselves, and indeed, as did the Ministry of Bducation. Moreover,
with the Minister of Education excluded from the Cabinet she was unable
to present a case for the reconsideration of the awards issue at this
time.

However, pressure for its reconsideration was exerted by the
N.A.C.B.I.Ce and the AE.C., and equally imporitantly, these pleas seem
to have been received sympathetically in the Ministry. The AE.C.'s
contimued support and pressure for the establishment of a national award-
granting body was reflected in a number of wvays. Firstly there were the

resolutions passed annually on technological education between 1952-54.

(1 louze_of Comrons, Vol 502, 12 June 1952, col 294

e e et s

(2)ibid, !9 June 1952, col 154.
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At the annual general meeting in 1952 the A.BE.C. passed the
following rcsolution:

What this Association repeats its expression of hope that the
proposals contained in Command Faper 8357 will be carried into effecw
with the least possible delay,"(1)

This was followed in 1953 by a more strongly worded resolution
stressing the need for a qualification equivalent to a degree:

"Phat this Association requests the Ministry of BEducation to
impress on ller Fajesty's Government that the urgent need for improved
technological education to improve productive capacity emphasisces the
importance of approvriate gualifications for its advanced courses, and
urges the N.A.C.E.I.C. to press for the institution of qualifications

. of degrece standard as a recognition of advanced courses of technologi-

cal training."(Z)
By 1954 the A.E.C's earlier expression of hope was replaced
by regret at the Ministry of Education's lack of action in this field:

"That this Association notes with deep regret that a decision has
not yet been taken to establish a national award-making body in
technological education and urges the Minister to bring this matter to
a successful conclusion at the carliest possible date."(3)

In addition, as alxeady referred to above,(4) the AE.C, set in
motion plans for a deputation on this issue to the Ministiry of
Tducation,

Finally, as is indicated in the correspondence which passed
betveen Alexander and B. L. Lawrencé, Chief Lducation Officer for

Eosex, Alexander was prepared to argue this case at any opportunity

- . (5)

presented to him, Thus Alexander revealed that it was the A L.C.'s

intention to press for the establishment of a natiomal award-granting
body vhen it submitted evidence to the Select Committee on Estimates

wvhich was looking into the expenditure of the technical colleges,

g ducstion, Vol 100, 4 July 1952, p.36.
Ldueation, Vol 102, 10 July 1953, pp.51-52,
%hdnoﬂf¢‘1, Vol 104, 2 July 1954, Tp.23-24.

cCcC Do 102 zbove.

4,5.0., Tiles, C,69, Technolosical Yducation IT, 1951-55, Alexander

to Lawxence, 6 FPeb, 1953,
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As for the Ministry of Education itself, its readiness to
reconsider the awards issue has already been noted and presumably it
was on account of this as well as the influence exerted by the
N.A.C.E.I.C. and the A,E.C. thal the Minister of Education announced
in the Commons, in March 1953, that she had asked the N.A.C.E,I.C. to
give further consideration to it.(1)

Thus by 1953 there seem to have been two quite distinct policies
for higher technological education. On the one hand the Chancellor of
the Exchequer was encouraging the universities to increase their output
of technologists, and planning how best to distribute funds to meet this
end; and on the other hand the Miniétry of ¥ducation was providing an
increased rate of grant for courses of advanced technology in the tech-
nical colleges, as well as setting in {rain again renewed discussion
of the awards issuec. Unfortunately, though, these policies were being
pursued quite independently of one another, with the danger of course of
duplication and the wasting of resources, In no sense could these be
characterised as a dual policy. .

The actual progress of these revised plans for a national award-
making body from their starting point amongst the recommendations of
the N.A.C.E.I.C's report to their final drafting in terms of a diploma
in technology to bé awarded by the National Council for Technological
Avwards, was often toxrtuously élow. Within the N.A.C.BE.I.C. itself there
had'beeﬁ virtually unanimous égreement on the original rroposals, and to
turn this support around to acceptance of new although similar proposals,
was no easy task. In addition, the N.A.C.E,I.C. had considerable

problems in its dealings with the three Engineering Institutions,

( 1)Honge of Commons, Vol 513, 13 laxr. 1953, col 23.
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The three Engineering Institutions adhered closely to proposals
vhich were modelled on the Percy Report. The essential features vhich
they advocated were that a few technical colleges should be selectedv
for development as Royal Colleges of Technology to concentrate on
advanced vork léading to awards equivalent tobuniversity degrees; that
the award should be an ’Associgieship} of the college in question; that
the colleges should not be under the narrow control of the local educa-
tion authorities, and that an advisory committee be set uvp to assist
the Minister in allocating Exchequer funds to the Colleges.(1) These
. proposals were clearly at odds with thése outlined by the N.A.C.E.I.C.
both initially and later. Quite simply, the IEngincering Institutions
opposed any national award-mzking body for fear that it would usurp much
of their own work and prestige.

The Fational Advisory Council held a rumber of meetings with the
thrée Institutions between April 1953 and April 1954, by the end of
which time 2 compromise began to appear possible., Iwowever, in April
1954 the three Institutions wrote o the N.A.élE.I.C. making it clear
that they had reverted to their original attitude and were thus unable
to reach an agrecment with the N.A.C.E.I.C.(z) Thus the latter con-

- timied to study the problems surrounding this issue withcut obtaining
- any form of agreement with the Ingineering Institutions.

hs for the differcnces of opinion within the ¥.A,C.E.I.C. itself,
these ﬁere nanifested in the’Minutes of tﬁé &th Meeting of the Council
held on 27th July, 1954. A number of members opposed the revised
proposals end suggested some alternative lines. of action including a

reversion to the initial proposal for a Royal College of Technologists

(1)AEC Piles, B136, Technolorical Edueation (N.A.B.I.C.) 1945-55,
(2)inid.
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as well as a report to the Minister indicating that there was so much
doubt about the revised proposals thal the Council was unable to make
any recommendations.at all. FHowever, when the revised prorosals were
eventually put to the vote they carried the day despite an attempt to
put an smendment through.(1)

The revised proposals vere sent to the Ministry of Education in
September 1954. The N,A.C.E.I.C. recomnended that a National Council
for Awards in Technology should be set up, together with Boards of
Studies in Engineering and in Technologies other than Engineering,
which werec to be responsible for crealing and administering the Diplomas
in Technology. These awards were not to be professional qualifications
but educational awards equivalent to university first degrees. The
¥.C.T.A., which vas establisied in July 1955, closely rescmbled these
rocommendations. At last the awards issue had reached a solution. Heow
the diplomes in technology would develop was unclear, but there was
widespread satisfaction that, at least in the short term, the issue had

reached a satisfacter; solution. The N.C,T.A. was welcomed by the

TMimes Fducational Supplement(z) and by those in the technical colleges

(3)

themselves.,

(38) The Tirst Stepg Towerds a Mual Policy for Wirher Mechnolosgical
Fdugation, 1954-5

Between the presentation of the roevised proposals for a national
‘;ward-méking body and the-establiéhment of the N,C.T.A, in 1955 there was
an important shift in govermment pclicy for the technical colleges.
During the preceding years the colleges had been rather left out in the

cold: developmenls had been teking shape quietly in the Ministry of
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Bducation but they had formed no obvious part in the government's
general scheme for developing hiéhcr technolegical education. That,
so it seemed, was to be the resoonsibility of the universities alone.

The first sign of change was rather a negative one vhen in July
1954, as part of its announcement about the development of higher
technological education in just a few universities, the government
made it clear that it was keen to develop technological education
only in institutions already in receipt of a recurrent grant from the
U.G.Co In this instance the Chancellor indicated that this meant he
was unable to institute any change in the status of the Bradford

(1)

technical college. Yore generall& it spelt frustration fof the
hopes of all large technical colleges aspiring to university status,

This statement was followed in December 1954 by a rather more
comprehensive statement of government pclicy for the technical colleges,
a statement which was made in a debate in the Lords in response to a
memorandum published by the Parliamentery and Scientific Committce.(z)

The Parliamentary and Scientific Committee maintained that for the
time being therc was no nced to envisage any further major expansion of
the universities.(B) Insteaa it arpued that there was much room for
expansion and improvement in the technical colleges. It agreed that
-some progress had been made in this field in the last few years, but
pvointed ovt thats

"Tt has been slow, hesitant, hampered by controversy and not
sufficiently in keeping with the urgency of the problem."(4)

The Committee thus suggested that a new aporoach to the subject

ghould be made, and te this end recormended the up-grading of 20

)ilisher Techrolonieal Ndusotion, Memerandum by the Parliament and
Seicntific Cormittes, 1954 ary
)irid, para 16«

.)ibid, para 28,
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technical colleges to Royal Chartered Colleges of Technology.(1) In
particular the collegeé'were to concentrate on providing full-time
sandwich courses; and were thus to provide courses complementary to
vut different from university courses. On the awards issue the Committec
came dovn in favour of a 'Bachelor of Technology'(z) (These recommendi~
tions were gimilar to those made by the Percy Committee in 1945).

The Committee's recommendations relating to finance were'also
interesting, not least because a solution which closely resembled them
was actually implemented in the early 19€0s: that {he up-graded colleges

.should be financial 1y independent, but that initiaily they might best be
(3)

financed by a direct govermment grant.

(4)

These recommendations were rejected by the government, and

indeed it went even further by refusing to accept the premises, both
explicit and implicit, onwhich the Perliamentary and Scientific Committee

had built its case: that progress in developing the technical colleges

(5)

since Yorld War II had been slov; and that any s «b developrents were

constantly hampered due to the way that the coiieges came under the
control of the local education authorities, On the contrary, the
government asserted that the technical colleges had developed consider-
ably in this period -~ suitably ignoring the ban on new buildings between
1952 and 1954.

From there the govermnment went on to outline its ovn policy fer the

-

technical colleges, which the Marquess of Salisbury described as a rather

ibid, para 46,

ibid, pera 64, .

ibid, paras4d and 50, :

House of Lords, Vol 190, 7 Dec. 1954, col 187-266.

the government made this statement despite the criticisms of the
technicul colleges outlined in some detail in the 12th Repoxrt of
the Selcct Committee on Nstimates, 1953,

(€, DGR
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more evolutionary policy than that sucgested by the Parliamentary and
Secientific Committee. The policy to be adqpted was one of regional
planning, vhereby some 30 technical colleges would ultimately be

developed into advanced regional colleges, whilst others would be

(1)

left to carry out the lower level work.

In short this was simply the contimuance of the policy already
being pursved by the Ministry of Dducation in the lechnical collcges.
However, vhere it c‘:ii‘fered from vhat had been hapvening in the pre-
ceding years wvas in the way that the government now recognised it as
a necessary and complementary part of its policy i‘or expanding
facilities for higher technological educction:

MJe ghould look mainly to the university system for cducating
a boy leaving .a grammar school who contimues his full-time education
in science and technolozy up to degree and post-fraduate levels, and
our policy for university expansion has been framed with that eni in
view, Dut ... the technical colleges are not altogether excluded from
this field of higher technology. On the contrery, the Goverrment
roalise that regional colleges must meet the increasing demands for
high-level training, both for those who are actually working in
industry and also for others who rcquire special technological courses.
Tor that reason we are only too anxious to :merovc facilities as
quickly as poscible, "(2) -

This tentetive move in the direction of a dual policy for higher
technological education suggests that the Ministry of Education was
at lzst having some success in bringing the problems relating to the
technical colleges "oefore the government a3 a whole,
4 In July 1955 the govermment clz;rified its plens for the technical
colleges still further. BSir David Tecles, who had succeeded MNiss Hors-

(3)

brugh as Minister of Iducation in 1954,77 revealed that the government

intended to establish an alternative, broader route to the professions

1 onse _of. Tords, Vol 190, 7 Dec. 1954, col 245,
2)ibid.
(9)” “.S., 22 Octe. 19540



through the technical colleges., Precise details were not laid down

vat Teeles did differéntiate betueen local colleges and advanced

co:  the latter were to provide courses on a regional

(1)

This announcement differed from that made in the Lords in the
previous December in two respects. In the first place Eccles
distinguished himself from other Ministers who had made policy
statements concerning the technical colleges by delivering a most
vigorous and enthusiastic speech: by his imaginative and enlivened
description of the brighter future which he envisaged for the
technical colleges.,

Secordly, he suggested that this policy was merely the first
evolutionary step on the path to up-grading a number of techniczal
colleges to university status:

#In other words, what hon. and right hon. Gentlemen opposite
wanted to do, which wasg as I understond it, to seleet two, three
or four colleges and promote them, as it were, 1o ¢ status of
the Massachusetts Institute of Technolegy - ... I an sorry, scme
kind of university status -~ can in time be achieved Ly this method.
Since we have to deal with a wide distribution of colleges existing
already - and local aunthorities take great pride in these colleges
the best position we can take up is half-way between the view of
those who wish us to select four ox five straight away now, and the
view of those local authorities vho would like there to be no free
trade in students at 211."(2)

P This, then, should perhaps be seen as an interesting attempt to
combine what had formerly been regarded as itwo separate and opposed
aprroaches to the developmen$ of the technical colleges: the evolu-
tionary and the revoluticnary. The Minister of Bducation seemed to

be arguing that eventually amongst those colleges in vhich students

qualified for the new diplomas in technology there would emerge a

1)fouse_of,_Cormons, Vol 544, 21 July 1955, col' 599-600.
2)ibid, col €02.
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handful which would merit up-grading to national status,

(e) A Change in Direction: How Mirht This e Explained?

By 1955 it is clear from the foregoing that there had been a
decisive.change in the direction of govermment policy for higher
technological education. How can this be explained?

This change seems to have been due to two main factors. Firstly,
the fact that this chenge indirection coincided with a chonge in
ministerial contfbl at the Ministry of Education cannot be overlooked.
The problems faced by lliss Horsbrugh whilst she was Ministér of
Fducation, especially when that appointment did not carry with it a
place in the Cabinet, have already been mentioned, as have her own
personal attributes which seemingly would not have stood her in good
stead as a lMinister. B& contrast Ecclés was a rmuch more dynamic
Minister, and he seems to have Been prerticularly keen and successful
in his aim to improve the lot of the technical colleges. Indeed,
as an indication of his attitude towards cducqtion as a whole the

Times BEducation Supplement quoted him vhen rallying Young Conserva=-

tives before the General Election of 1951:
"A Conservative Minister of Education will search for the boys

and girls of ability and will so shape the system of education that
everyone of them has the chance and the schooling to go to the top."

) \
Secondly, Eccles' cccession to the linistry of Education coincided
with a steadily growing awareness of Britain's inadequacies in the
field of higher technological education and a fear that unless things
wvere improved the cuntry would lose ocut to its foreign

competitors. DMoreover, as Cotgrove perceived in 1955,(2) this aware-

ness was matched by a slowly changing assessment of the nation's man—

power requirements. By the twrn of the decade it was alrcady becoming

(1)2.5.8., 22 Oct. 1954,
(2)Cotrrove, op cit., chap. 12,
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clear that not only the universities but also the technical colleges
could and should be making a permanent énﬂ sizable contribution to

the nation's output of qualified technologists., That the nation did
rot simply need technologists trained at the very highest levels but
also fhose trained in the technical colleges - and these in con~-
siderably greater numbers than heretofore~ was first suggested by the
inglo-American Council on Iroductivity in its report on 'the Universi-
ties and Industry' of 1951.(1) This report provided some very interest-
ing comparisons between the output of scientists and technolbgists from
the universities of America and Britain respectively. Iue to a
difference in standards the Anglo-American Council on Productivity
compared the British dcctorate and master's degrees with the American
doctorates and the British bachelor's degrees with the American master's
degree and came up with the following conclusions

"Since there appears to be a general impression in Great Britain
that America is prodvcing a much greater proportion of men trazined to
the higher levels in =.oilenze and technolegy, it should be emphasised
that, vhen account is taken of the differcnt stindards in the two
countries, the British position is not at present, as the popular

view would suggest, unfavourable."(2)

However, the report went on to suggest that,

"he outstanding difference between the two countries in the
production of scientific and engineering personnel for industry is
to be found at the level of the American first degree,"(3)

-

At this level,

e in Great Britain have nothing to show except the holders of
Higher National Certificates., These men secure their technical
training by part-time day and evening courses but, while the technical
content of their course may go beyond that of the first-degree cource
in America, their education is obtained in circumstances which are
less stimulating and less favourable to the production of a well-rounded
man of wide interests and a broad educational background., In any case,
the munber of Higher Naticnal Certificates awarded in the United Kingdom
in 1949 was less than 5,000 -~ i.,e, less than one~tenth of the number of
bachelor's degrees in engineering obtained in America, and less than one-
third when adjusted on a population basis."(4)

(1)Universities and Industry, Anglo-imericzn Council on Productivity,
- 1951,

2)ibid, D114

%)ibid, p.l1l.

(4)ivid, v.12,
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Shortly after the Anglo-American Council on Productivity had
expressed ite views the A.C.S.P. also indicated that it was changing
its attitude towards the technical colleges and their contribution
to higher technological educaticn. TIn its 5th Anrwal Report it
commented,

Mio understand from the Ministry of Education that the technical
colleges could be greared to increase their output of scientists within
a comparatively short time provided employers encourage the flow of
additional students. A few colleges could be selected for specizl
development with the immediate object of turning out more men trained
to the level with which we are concerned. While we welcome any proposals
to increazse the output of the technical colleges, we wish o make it
clear that this could only offer a partial solution to the problem by
vhich we are faced."(1)

This was certainly a complete turn around from the views
emunciated by the A.C.S.P. in 1948,

However, whilst it was quite apparent to some bodies that the
technical colleges could make an important contribution to the output
of technologists - a view that at least the Ministry of Education also
shared judging from its attitude towards the awards igsue - it was not
accepted by the government at large during thc.early part of the 19%0s,
Indeed, in 1952 Lord Cherwell spoke in the most derogatory texrms about
the work carried on in the technical colleges,(z) an event which
prompted Alexander to suggest that such an ill-phrased speech was
~possibly the result of Lord Cherwell having mislaid his notes."(s)

In conclusion, then, the evidence in this chapler sugmests that in
this period between 1951 and 1955 the weight ~ or obversecly, the

ineffectiveness -~ of certain key individuals hod a very real influence

on the course of govermment policy for higher technological education.

1)5th Anmual Tovort, A4.C.S.Py, (Gnd, £561), 1951-2. (Hay 1952).
2)Lords Debates, Vol 177, col 161, 12 June 1952,
(3).2__________‘@.110&?»5.0_1’1, Vol 99, P 9599 20 June 1952.
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Finally it is perhaps worth pointing out that, although during
this period the government of the day was aware of the threat from
other industrial competitors, this feer did not reach its climax, as
reflected, for example, in Churchill's Voodford Speech,(1> until after
the first few tentative steps towards a dual policy for higher
teohnological education had been taken.

. Some Concluding Remarks

Before turning to the second half of the 1950s, having looked in
detail at the dévelopment of successive governmentis' policies in the
' field of higher technological educatioh during the decade succeeding
the end of World War II, it seems an arrropriate point to try and
outline some general comments on the evolution of this particular
policy-making process so far,

Standing back firom the detéiled developments described in the
preceding chapters a mumber of interesting points came to mind.

First and foremost it is impossible to ignore the wilerlying concensus
in favour of increasing the nation's output of'technologists. As has
already been argued in the introductory chapter, and as is substantiated
in both chapters 2 and 3, throughout this decade all those involved in
_this policy-meking process agree that expansion is vhat ig nceded,

Yet simltaneously there is considerable confusion as to the best
means of achieving this end, which is perhaps tho‘main reason vhy the
post-var decade was one of intense debate and comparably little action,

Yoreover, in considering in particuler the developments between

1952-55, it is interesting to note that by 1955 virtually all those

(4)1.E.S., p.1276, 9 Dec. 1955,
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involved in this policy-making process have got some part of what
they wanted: Imperial College, London is being developed as the
British ecuivalent to the lMassachucetts Institute of Technology; the
facultics of technology in a number of other universities such as
Leeds and Manchester are also being strengthened; certain of the
larger technical colleges are being encouraged to develop their
courses of advanced technology, and an atitempt has been made to
resolve the awar&s issue,

In short, no single solution to .this debate concerning the future
development of higher technological gducation has been adopted. Insicad
a comrromise solution secms to have been reached, encompassing to a
lesser oxr greater extent all the various solutions put forward, and
thereby resulting in a plan for the future development of higher
technological education which represents a sigmificont addition to the
various policy options initially presented to the policy-makers.

Such a develomment might well be inevitable given the way
individuals' personalities involved in this degate vere seen as the
advocates of vaerious seemingly exclusive alternatives. By adopting
this compromise solution the political honour of those concerned is
left intact.

Voreover, it is also worth reflecting upon whether any single
solution could in fact ever prove acceptable in such a field of pelicy-~
meking as higher technologicél education, vhere a wide number of
divergent interests are involved i.e, the universities, the technical
colleges, the local ecducation authorities, the Ministry of Education,
the Trezeury end so on, As at lcaét Becles mey have perceived, to
Jook for a single solution to the problen of expanding higher technologi-

cal education was possibly the wrong approach. Vhere a complex system
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of higher and further education already existed as in this case,
perhaps the best way forverd was to look for the way in which the
various sectors could each play its part in the expansion and

further development of higher technological education.
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c ha.gter A

A Dual Policy for Hicher Technological Tdneation: Fxnansion snd
Consolidation in both the Universities and the Wechnical Colleses,

1956-62
A, Introdvetion

As the proceding chapter indicated, during the period 1952-56
govermment policy for expanding higher technological education had
predominantly favoured the universities. liowever, it was made equally
clecar that during the second half of that period, i.e, 1954—-56,. the
government was beginning to have second thoughts about the reépcctive
roles of the universities and the technical colleges, and was slovly
feeling its way towards what can best be described as a dual policy
‘for hi gher technological education. Perhaps the most obvious mani-
festatign of this change in emphasis in government policy came in
February 1956 with the publication of the Vhite Paper on 'Technical

(1)

BEducation', 'fhis document announced the govermment's intention to
build up the technical 20ileges and improve upon the type of courses

they provided at all lc\iels. Also closely linked with this, and of
particulaxr imporﬁance in the field of higher technological education,

was the establishment of the National Cc.>unci1 for Technological Awards

in July 1955. Its role will be looked at in detail later in this chepter.
‘At this juncture it need simply be noted that the N.C.T.A. was to provide
a nationally recognised award for advanced coursesr in teclmology taught
in the technical colleges. The foundation of this Council thus went

some way towards resolving the awards issue vhich had been repeatedly
resurrected, arsued over and sheived following upon the Percy Report of
1945 and the impetus that the latter had given to the extremely wide and

complex debate over higher technological education in the ensuing yeurs.

(1)Tecknical Edueation (Cand 9703), Ministry of Bducation, 29 Feb. 1956,




After 1955 the universities could no longer be regarded as the sole
legitimate providers of higher education. At least in the technolegical.
sphere, with the support of the N.C.T.A., the technical colleges toc
wvere to play their part. .

This shift in policy, some of the reazsons for which werc spelt out
in the preceding chapter, was also accompanied by a considerable ex—~
pancion in the size of the higher education sector overall. That is to
say, expansion continued in the universitics alongside that in the
technical colleges. It is this goneral expansion vhich demands some
comment before the unfolding of government policyis looked at in both
the universities and the technical colleges. In short, the question
to be anwwered is, vhat factors contrituted to this rapid acceleration
in the size of the higher education sec¢tor in the seeond half of the
195057 There seems to be no simple explanation for this growth. Rather
fhe reazons are mltiple - social, political and economic,

Pirstly, on the ceonemice front the picture generally was looking
a lot brighter by thic time: the years of po§%~war austority were
giving vay to a {ime of comparative prosperity. By 1956 there was a
conciderable improvement in the British economy to the extent that a
consumer boonm was experienced - although interrupted by minor economic
_set~backs. Gradually more money and resources were becoming availeble
to facilitate investment. At lost the govermment found itself able to
provide greater support for éxpansion of both the universities and the
technical colleges.,

Secordly there was an increﬁsing demand for higher education from
the steadily groving number of boys and girls staying on a2t school until
17 or 18 years old ("the trend"), reflecting the increased social

acceptability of education. During the 1950s a considerable numher of
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young people who would hitherto have taken up trade apprenticeships
went to 2 university instecad: the universitics had come to be
regarded 2s institutions vhere some training for jobs could and did
take place. The increase in the award of local education authority
grants also played an impoxtant role here, making it possible for
young people to take advantage of a ﬁnivcrsity place,

This "trend", vhich may be seen as a post-war social phenomenon,
was further enha nvcd during the period concerned by a growing scnse of
optimiem and opportunity for personal advancement which mirrored the
up-turn in the economy. This attitu@e wags fostered by successive
Conservative Governments and in particuler by Sir David Eecles who vas

(1) (2)

twice Minister of Education. Llsevhere Lccles has been described
as one of the finest exponents of success and expansionism.that the
Conscrvative Party has had, a view vhich could clearly be gubstantiated
by a speech Eccles made in the Commons in July 1955:

"A11l boys and girls will be given the opportunity to go as fax as
their obilities and enterprisc will take them."(3)

Clearly this philosophy of success and expansionism had strong political
overtones, reflecting the Conservative Party's emphasis upon self-help
aznd the opportunity state,

Interestingly, throughout this period there was also a willingness
on the part cf the universities themselves to expand to help meet this

growth in demond for higher education, as will be showvm later in this

Finally, cduring this period there was within government circles

at lezst o growing aprreciation of what the 'bulge' (the growih in the

1 iceles vas Minister of Education, 1954-7 and. 1959-62.
21, Yogan, Bdveationel Policy-Mokine (George, Allen and Unwin Ltd.,

1975) v 274
(2 )'o“sc of Commons, Vol. 544, 21 July 1955, col 529,
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age-group due to the increase in the birth-rate in the immediate post--
var years) would mean for higher educatién in the carly 19603, and on
awareness that early action would have to be taken to cope with it,
In partiéular, as Lord Boyle has pointed out, Eccles showed himself
to be extremely perceptive on this issue too.(1)
It is against this general background that the government's dual
policy for higher technological education as introduced in 1956 nust
be understood, aiﬁeit compounded and complicated by the still on-going
debate as to how best develop technological education., That is to
say, the develogments wvhich resulted from this dual policy should not
pe seen as ending the debate., lNMore realistically they might be

regarded as a steging post at vhich grcund was consolidated before a

renewved périod of debate again broke out. Indeed, such a view provide

T2

gsome justification for the title of this chapter, which indicates that
the period in question was one of expancnion and consolidation. It was
the develomments whidi cceurred during this period which help lay the
proad lines of the debate vhich was to follow in the early 1960s,
In the interest of clarity in outlining the develorments within

the field of higher technological educatién during the years 1956-62

T shall deal with the two sectors - the universities and the technical
Lbolleges - separately, and in the first instence attention will be
focused_upon the universitieﬁ.

B, University Dxpansion 1956-62

(a) Some Attitudes towerds Fypansion in the Universities in the
mid=-1950s

Bearing in mind that any attempt to goneralise about the atti-

tude of the universities themselves ought really to be hedged around
Y

(1) Torxd Boyle, (1976) 0v. _cite, De5e



with qualifications znd treated in a fairly circumspect manner simply

on account of the very heterogencous nature of this group of institutions
it can be said that by the mid-1950s the universities in general had
begun to display their readiness to co-operate with the government's
plans for the further expansion of higher education within their walls
although they retained a certain ambiguity in their attitude towards

(1)

higher technological education, In particular reservations were
expressed at the rate at vhich this expansion was being allowed

to proceed, Tor example, it was cleai that by 1955 Cambridge
University was distinctly unhappy about the rate of expansion vhich
4t had permitted since the war, and in respect of higher technological
education, the General Board of the Faculties at Cambridpe argued
that,

"urther expansion in the teaching of applied science and
technology might best be left to other universities, particularly
those in the industrial areas fo which those ficlds have special
velations,"(2)

Some individual vice-chancellors also occasionally expresgsed
concern about the rate of university expansion, and the effect that this
might have upon university education. Sir John Wolfenden, Vice-
Choncellor of Reading University, for example, arcued that rapid
wniversity expansion was underminiyg the traditional Dritish conception
of a university education, and that Pritain was élowly moving towards
the American model of mass higher education.(S)

The U.G.C. &lso showed itself to be slightly unsure or ambifuous in

its attitude towards expansion., On the one hand it should“pcrhaps be

notcd that in its report for the quinguennium 1957-62 it erred slightly

1)Ashby, op. cit., r. 66,
2)The Tines, 10 Dec. 1955.
m.,.8, 6 Iare 1959, p. %93.

msfamtens S ot

(3
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on the side of over-—estimating the size of the university population
for the 19605 and 19705.(1) On the other hond, this expansionist spirit
was tempered with a sense of realiem in so far as the U.G.C. expressed
some conéern as to vhether the universities would be able to recruit
academic staff in sufficient numbere and of the requisite calibre to
deal with the proposed increase in student numbers.(z)
If the attitude of the universities and of the U.G.C, respectively
sounded certain notes of reservation, there was no such ambiguity in the
views of cither the Treasuxry or the Ministry of Education., Especially
after the launching of Sputnik in 1957Athc former was strongly of the
opinion that political pressure in favour of greater university

(3)

expansion would increase; vhilst the Ministry of Fducation supported
the idea for, &s has alrecady been indiéated, it was acutely awarc that
the mmber of students qualified for wniversity entry would »rise rapid-
ly from the early 1960s onwards due to the cffect of the 'bulge’.
Iﬁdeed, gy the end ot <he 19508 it seemed as if the 'trcnd; too was
increasing at a greater rate than the Ministry‘of Education had
originelly estimated, thereby reinforcing the argument of the expansion-
ists, By 1959 the Ministry of Education had informed the U.G.C. that

the figures suzgested that the proportion of the age~group staying on

“at school and likely to qualify for university entrance had risen from

(4)

-

5 pexr cent to 7.5 per cent.

(1)See Apvendix 5 vhich sets out the U.G.C's estimate of the potential
size of the student population in the universities, 1959-60 to
1976-77, and Appendix 6 which sets out the actual number of full-iime
students in the universities in Great Britain, 1938-70,

(2)University Davelorment, 1957-62 (Cmnd 2267), U.G.C., pera 211,

(B;A point made in interviews by both Sir Antony Part on 10 Apr. 1980
and Lord Royle on 29 Apr. 1980.

(4)University Develomment 1957-62 (Gmnd 2267), U.G.C., 1964, pera 207,




(b) Some Figures Tllustrating the Fxpansion in the Universitics
195662

Sonme idea of the dimensions of this expansion can be gained from

consideration of the govermment's grants to the universities during
these years; and from the size of the student population. At this
period these two indicalors were quite closely related to one another
for the universities showed great reluctance to expand without the
promise of adequ%te financial support from government funds. Indeed,
the universities were really given the go-chead for expansion in
. Jamary 1957 when the Chancellor advised the U.G.C. that it could
discuss expansion with the universities on the agsumption that the
puilding programme would be raised to £15 million a year for the three
years 1960—62.(1)
Looking firstly.at the size of the student body, Appendix 6
indicates that there was quite a stecep rise in student numbers after
1954-55, following upon the low point in 1953-54 when the Further
Tducation and Training Scheme came to an end.. This rise was a result
of the 'trcnd','and it is‘particularly important to note that it
occurred in advance of the recommendations for expansion made by the

~(2)

Robbins Committee on Higher Education. Indeed, according to Boyle,
'Enoch Powell was able to demonstrate that the rate of university expen-

sion was greater in the years immediately preceding the Robbins Report

than after itl(a)

’

 As for the distribution of students between the different facult-

ies, this can be seen in Appendix 7. This indicates that during the

1)ibid, para 204.

E2)Hiqher Tdueation (Cmnd 2154), Report of the Committee on Higher
Education avpointed by the Prime Minister under the chairmanship
of Lord Robbins (H.IL.5,0. 1963),

(3)Lord Boyle, Government, Pariisment and the Robbirs Revort (The
Joseph Payne Memorial Lecture, 1979) p.9.
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period concerned the greatest proportionate increase was in the facully
of purc science (44.3 per cent) and in applicd science (37.9 per cont).
Nevertheless even in 1962 the arts and social science students still
comprised 4% per cent of the total full-time student population,

vhilst pure science students comprised 25.4 per cent and applied science
students only 15.2 per cent of the total.

Turning now to university grants and dealing firstly with those
vhich vere non-recurrent, it was in November 1956 that the Financial
Seeretary to the Treasury, Henry Brooke, !M.P., announced an increase
in the amount of money available for university building projects in
1line with the proposed increase in university places from 85,194 in
1955-56 to approximately 106,000 by the mid-1960s, In 1957 building
projects were to be approved up to the Qalue of £10,4 millicn, ond the
sum was to be raised to £12 million for 1958 and 1§59 ICSp@CtiVGlYo(1)
These sums were to be exclusive of the cost of sites, fees and equip-
ment, and did not covexr ihe cost of expanding‘lmperial College,
London.(2) By way of comparison it should be noted that in 1956 only
£4.8 miliion was made available for the university building prosromme,

Then in Jamuary 1957 the Chancellor announced that the building
programme was to be raised to £15 million per year for the three years
‘1960-62;(3) and again in Jangary’1961 he anmounced a further increase
for the calendar years 1962 gpd 1963 from £15 million to £25 million
per yeaf. He also advised the U.G.C. to invite the universities to
meke their building plans on the basis of starts of £30 million in both

1964 and 1965, (4)

1)fouse of Commons, Vol 560, 21 Yov. 1956, col 1750-1.

2 niversity Develoment 1952-57 (Cmnd 534) U.G.C. 1958, para 159.
3 \oniversity Doveloment 1957-62 (Cmnd 2267) U.G.C. 1964, para 204.
4)ibid, pera 215.
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The govermment was thus clearly quite prepared to make a
substantial increase in its non-recurrent grants to the universities.
However, the outlook was not as bright as far as the recurrent grunt
wag concerned. The figures, as originally estimated in 1956 are set
out below.(1) These proved quite inadequate; and gave thg wuniver-
sities condlderable cause for dissatisfaction.(z) By the spring of
1958 The Timeg was arguing that the universities were facing deficits

(3)

and retrenchment in the coming year. In the end the recurrent grant
had to be increased three times during the quinquennium to take account
. of various contingencies not foresecn in 1956, These adjustments were
made for increases in the salaries of academic staff in 1957 and 1960
respectively, and in 1959 to allow for the effect of inflation and
the greater influx of students ﬁhan waé originally estimated.(4)
Clearly then the universities experienced some considerable chanre
in their overall size during this periocd and enjoyed a fairly generous
scheme of government investment. However, howadeg<tia this was with-
in the context of a rapidly expanding system éf‘higher education is
difficult to estimate, Certainly some doubt was expressed on this
score by the Advisory Council on Scientific Tolicy which wondered
.wvhether a total of 106,000 university places would be enough in the

mid~1960s and in particulor saw a need for many more places for

students of science énd technology beyond the two-thirds increaze

~

(1)Recurrent Grents Made to the Universities: Fstimates for the Period

195762

195758 £30, 600,000
1956-59 £32,300,000 .
1959-€0 £34,350,000
1960-61 £36,750,000
196162 £39,500,C00

(Source: E;d]_l_ga_’c____ion, VO]_ 109! 22 II?.I‘. 1957! P 500)0
(2)The_Times, 21 Feb, 1958,
(3)ine Times, 21 May 1958,

bt e S

(4)University hevelorment, 1957-61 (Crind 1691) U.G.C., para 27,
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proposed by the govcrnment.(1) As already indicated, though, this
figure was periodically adjusted upwards until eventually the U.G.C.
was in the position of over-estimating the potential size of the
universities quite considerably.

(e) Hipher Technological Fducation in the Universities 195(-62

During this period there were no major innovations in respect of
higher technological education in the universities. However, one
fairly important feature of these times was the decision that
university expansion as a vhole should be plammed and authorised on
the assumption that at least tvo—thlras of the increase would be in
science and technology. This point was made by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in November 1956 when he announced the size of the
university building programme for the ycars 1957-59. To this was
added the following statement:

Tt is certainly our intention to enzure that the universities
and the technical colleses will, together, be able to produce at
lecast the numbers of qualified scientists and engincers vhich the
Cormittee on Scientific Manpower recently estimated to be needed
over the period ten to fifteen yeers hence,"(2)

In numerical terms this meant that the governmenl was aiming
to increase the output of scientists and technologists by rather
more than 60 per cent in 10 yeers - a figure which was further sub-
divided into an increase in engineers of 70 per cent and in scientists
in the order of 50 per cent. This was designed to enlarge the number
of quaiified scientists and éechnologists-from about 135,000 in 1956
to about 220,000 in 1966, In terms of the anmual flow of qualificd

scientists and enginecers from institutions of higher education this

would entail a rise from 10,000 in 19556 to 12,000 in cach of the

1)10th_Arnwel Rovort (Cond 278) A, C.Su 1w, 1956-57, para 29,
2y ouse_of Comons, Vol 560, 21 Nov, 1956, col 1750-1,




(1)

following five years, qnd 16,000 in the next five years.

.Judging from the govermment's reply to a FParliamentory Question
in 1961, the targets set by the Advisory Council on Scientific
Policy and accepted by the govermment were achieved well within the
time span allotted to the increase., In fact the government claimed
that by 1964 the anmual output of scientists and technologists would
be double what it‘had been in 1956. (This figure did noi apply to
the universitics alone. The technical colleges' contribution was
- also included).(2>

Yet despite the introductionvof a policy designcd to increase
the number of places in science and technology in the universities,
as has already been showm, the proportion of arts studenis in the
wiversities during #his period hardly altered at all. No wonder
that in 1958 F. Peart, M.,P., asked the Chancellor of the Bxchequier -

"Will the Minister give & special directive, if recessaxry, 1o
the U.G.C. that the expsnsion must be in the field -2 applied science
end technology, and not arts?"(3)

Mot altoge%her surprisingly, this the Chancellor deelined to do,
What actually happened was that places in science and téchnology
continued to maltiply fairly rapidl&, but they seemed to do so at the
expense of cuch disciplines as medicine, agriculture and forestry,
'ﬂrather than the arts. \

Certainly, the second half of the 19SQs witnessed a quite un-
rrecedented increase in the number of university places for scientisis
and technologists. However, at the turn of the decade it sécmed as if
s warning note vas being struck. In June 1962 the University Apmoint-

ments Board of Biminghem University suggested that there were signs

1)Scientific and Enwineering Monnower in Great Britain, A.C.S.P,1956,
2)idveation, Vol 117, 17 Mar. 1961, p. 576,
(3

-

)fbuse of Commons, Vol 582, 20 Feb, 1958, col 1492,
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of a falling off in demand for scientists and engineers.(1) Then in
the autumn of thatl yéar G, S, Atkinson, Principal of the Rugby
Colliege of Engineering Technology, brecught to the attention of the
educational world the fact that there had been 221 vacant university
places in technological subjects in October 1961.(2) Such a figure
in itself was not cause for alarm. Given the very naturc of the
system it was impossible to ensure that every university place was
always filled. There must always be some lecway. DNevertheless these
two pieces of information were significant for they coincided with
the slowly developing feeling that possibly the supply of scientists
and technologists was beginning to meet the demand. This was a
question to which the Advisory Council on Scientific Policy was about
to turn. It will be dealt with more tﬁoroughly in the following
chapter. At this point, however, let it be sufficient to suggest
that to 2ctually pose the question in this vay presupposes certain
trzits about the educarivi of a technologist, two of which I shall
outline, and suggest are obviously false, In éhe first place, such
an arrument suggests that once educated as a technologist a person is
suited for that type of a career only. Secondly, and closely rclated,
it suggests that there can be no transfer between the carcer of a
““technologist, and that in any other field.

Finally, returning to the developnient of technological education

-

in the universities between the years 1956-62, what certainly was made
clear by 1962 was that the government had come firmly down against the

jdea of establishing a technological university in the United Kingdon.

$1§Q§§§§. 15 June 1962,

(2)i.2.8. 26 Oct, 1962,
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The issue was raised in the Commons in both 1957(1) and 1961;(2)
and in the lattier year.Sir John Ccckeroft also made a spczch in
support of such a development. He argued,

T believe that it will be necessary to found a major new
technological university of at least 5,000 students aiming at
doing as well as }.I.T., which has made tremendous contributions
to the technology of the United States."(3)

However, despite some support for this idea both within the
Commons and in the country at lerge, the government was not to be
moved on this issue, and it reiterated its preference for building

- up the technological faculties of certain exisling universities,

(d) The 'Nsw' Universities

If the years 1956-62 did not see ary major new developments in
the uwniversities in iespect of higher technological education there
wvas at least a fairly major change in the university body as a whole
for between 1958 and 19561 seven 'new' universities were founded., The
first goverrmental refercnce to this develorment cume in the Commons
in 1958 when the Chancelloxr of the Dxchequer acknowiedged that the
university building programme for 1960—63lincludcd monics to be used
in the early building of a University of Sussex.(4) The decision to
establish a university in Sussex waé closely followed up by vlans
for a further six institutions at Norwich, York, Kent, Lancaster,
Warwick and LsseX.

Interestingly, much encourasement vas apparently given to the
founding of these new universities by the Treasury on the grounds
that it was possibly cheaper than expanding existing institutions.
Lord Boyle, vho was Financial Secretary to the-Treasury at this time

muts the case for this policy in the following terms:

1)House_of Corraons, Vol 580, 19 Dees 1957, col. 593-4,
2 )Hovng of Comaons, Vol 634, 9 Feb. 1961, col, 593-4 ,
3)i,.8., 6 Jan. 1961, p. 1,

4 )lonze_of Commons, Vol 582, 20 ¥eb. 1958, cols. 1400-4,
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WThe adviece I received was that if you had to provide for two
thousand extra university students, it would probshly be cheaper in
terms of buildings to start a new univercity than to expand an
eristing one; the recason was that the expanszion of an existing
university, say from three thousand students to five thousand ran
the risk that the university concerned would put in a strong case
for new library accommodation, not just for the two thousand extra
students, but for all five thousand.'(1)

However, in retrospect at least, Lord Boyle was clecarly not
convinced by the Treasury's line of argument. Having outlined the
above argument hg.went on to comment:

Tt was indeed an ingenious argument but it failed to allow
sufficiently for the simple fact that universities are about
professors and academic disciplines as well as about classrooms
and library buildings. In the short run most of the urgently-
neceded places had to be provided in those universities vhich
were already, academically speaking, going concerns,"(2)

As for the Ministry of Education, although there is little
direct evidence, it would seem as if its attitude towerds the
establishment of the new universities was somevhat ambivalent,
Undoubtedly, as Lord Boyle has argued on numecrous occasions,(B)
the Minister of Education himself was clearly enticipating a rise
in the number of 18 year olds able and willing to take the oppor-
tunities offered them in the sphere of higher education, and he
consequently welcomed the proposed expansion of the universities.
Yevertheless there remains the suspicion that the Ministry of

. Fducation was wary of the selting-up of the new universities for
fear they micht undermirne the develorments vhich were similtaneous-
1y being encouraged in certain selected technical colleges, Indeed,
vhere the esteblishment of the University of Sussex was concerned,
it is fairly clear that this did cause the temporary suspension of

the plans for the Brighton College'of Technology,(4) That such an

attitude may have prevailed is not hard to understond: +the establish-

1)Boyle, (1972)y 9Ds_Cite, Do 6.

2)ibid .

3 )For examzle, ibid, p. 4.

4)the Tdea of a New University: An Fxperiment in Sussex, ed. D. Daiches
(indre Deutsch Ltd., 1964), p. 125
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ment of seven new universities might well have undermined the
Ministry of Educatlon s position within higher education whilas?h
it was still at an early stage. And indeed, such an attitude on
the part of the Ministry might have partially coniributed to the
decision that, in the first instance at least, these wniversities
should not develop faculties of aprlied science. In the late
195C's the proliferation of faculties of applied scicnce in both
+he universities and the technical collepes was seen neither as
necessary or economically viable.

However, this was apparcntly not the only rcason why the new
universities were not originally set up to embrace applied science
as well as the arts and pure science. At this time there was also
a fairly widespread belief in vhat has 'been variously described as

w(1) (2)

1311 the modern knowledge or "the ncw map of learning', This
outlook was but iransient, and closely lirked with the sense of
oprortunity and hope lur self-improvement and advancement which
characterised the end of the 1950s, This attiﬁude coincided with the
establishment of the new universities, and was instrumental in
shaping the foundation and style of these institutions. That these
wniversities were to adopt a new approach to learning is illustrated
clearly ty M. Beloff in his work on thesc 'Platcglass‘ universitics.(3)
The attitude was also echoed by the U.G.C. vhich argued that,

nTf it vere desired to stort departments of engineering they
should not follow traditional lines but should develop what may be
termed enginecring science."(4)

As Lord Boyle has suggested, the new universities were the fruit

of a particular attitude at a pdrtlculur point in time:

i B@lofl, The Platerlass Universities \oecke* and Warburg, 1968),
chap. 3.

bid.

University Tovelotment, 1957-62 (C‘nmd 2267) U.G.C.y para 268,

(3
(4

g g orls Debaten, Vol 223, 11 Tay 1960, col 617
)ib,
)




"One wonders whether anyone would have uttered that phrase
1311 +he modern knowledre! even five years later, In 1960 we had
as a nation perhaps for the last time, a cense of stable ground,
of increascd mastery over circumstences, It seemed the right
moment to launch a number of brand new universities, not simply
to correct injustice, but also in order to seize the opportunities
of an hour that seemed uniquely full of hope., There was the
chance to offer new kinds of courses in institutions unencumbered
by the lcgacy of past traditions ond appointments,"(1)

Here therse is neither the time nor the space to consider thesec
new wniversities at length., However, their development is an
interesting one, not least because it forms quite a contrazt to the
development of the technical colleges. One pertinent illustration
of this in the context of this thesis relates to the awvarding of
degrees: unlike the university institutions at Leicester,

Nottingham and Hull which were restricted to preparing students for
London external degrees until the granting of their charters in the
1950s end in sharp contrast to the technical colleges vhich were

never permitted to award degrees of their own, these new universitico
were allowed to award their own degrees from the begimnning, with only
acadenic advisory committees to provide initial guidance. Small wonder
the sense of injustice harboured by many of those in the technical
colleges, as exhibited by J. S. Tait, Principal of the Northampton
College of Advanced Technology. le pointed out,

"Although the colleges were designated not more than five years
ago, most of them have an experience of rapid educational development
going back over fifly years, and in many cases have always included
some work of the higher level to which the colleges of advanced
techrology are now restricted,

The new University of Sussex is making a start later this year
in temporary premises with a small mmber of sludents and, even if

it is folly to suppose it can gather prestige overnight, it will
ovard its own degrees in three years' time,"(2)

1)Boyle, (1979), ovs _cite, DP.6-~%
2y 1,9, 10 Feb.19b1, p.2560

flasipe AL )



A further interesting point of contrast between the new
universities and the technical colleges cpncerns the appointment
of staff. VWhen the new universities were established they were
able to appoint fairly young people to quite senior posts, and they
brought with them new ideas about the way the universities chould
be organised and on the way undergraduate courses were designed and
tanght. By contrast, vhen the Ministry of Education decided to up-
grade a select few technical colleges to concentrate on courses in
advanced technology, the staff in these institutions did not change
much, and the colleges were thus not imbued with that sense of
enthusiasm that those involved in a new venture often enjoy.
However, already that pre-empts discussion of govermment policy for
the technical colleges which is found in the next section of this
chapter.

C, Government Policy for the Technical Colleres: Trom Dispersal
to Concentration, 1956

(2) 'Technieal Gducction', the 1956 Vhite Paber(1)

In 1956 the govermment decided that it was going to invest a
considerabie amount of money and resources in the develomment of the
technical colleses. This decision was made public in February of
that year in the Vhite Paper on 'Technical Education'.

~ The reasons behind this decision were multiple, On the one hand
there were people in the Tregsury who felﬁ that the 'education as
jnvestment! argument applied to the technical collepes rather more

(2)

than to other fields of education. There were also a rumber of

people in governrent circles who had for long been ‘impressed by

M.I.7. and vho wished to see a counterpart establiched here.(B)

Technical Fducation (Cmnd 9703) Minisiry of Pducation, 29 TFeb. 1956,
A point made by Lord Boyle vhen interviewed on 29 Apr., 1980,
)4 peint mede vy Sir Antony Part vwhen interviewed on 10 Apr, 19860,

Q
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On the other hand, consziderable pressure was brought to bear upon
the goverrment by such'bodies 23 the Advisory Council on Scientific
Policy, the Parliamentary and Scientific Committee and other major
professional bodies., Indeed these bodies had been busy pressing
the claims of the technical colleges for greater resources ever
since the close of Vorld War II., However, they brought renewed
pressure to bear at this time.(1)
In addition %hese factors coincided with a definite up-turn
in the ecoromy, Up until the mid-1950s the Ministry of Education
had had to concentrate the available resources carefully, and had
decided to work mainly upon increasing the mmber of school places.
By 1956 such severe rationing was beginning to be relaxed and the
goverrment was thus able to plan to ameliorate the much-proclaimed
shortage of lechnologically-trained manpower. As indicated in the
preceding chapter, the covernment's decision to invest heavily in the
technical colleges coincided with the heightening ¢ fears about
industrial competition from the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. in particular.
This was associated with these countries' greater output of gqualified
scientific and technical manpover. Indeed, it is interesting to note
“that the introduction to the White Paper began with a quotation from
‘a speech made by the Prime Mipister the previous month, Ie had said,
"The prizes will not go to the countries with the largest
population. Those with the best systems of education will win,
Seience and technical skill give a dozen men the power to do as
mach as thousands did fifty years ago. Our scientists are doing
brillient work., But if we are to make full use of vhat we are

learning, we shall need more scientists, engineers and technicians.
I am determined that this shortege shall be made good."(2)

YThe Jonal of Education, Vol 88, June 1956, p. 249,
JTechnical Dducation (Cund 9703) Ministry of Education, (H.M.S.0.
1956’) paxra 10

(1
(2
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Turning now to the details of the White Paper, it began by

\
sugresting that Zritain was in danger of falling behind her foreisn

competitors in terms of the country's outpul of qualified scientific

(1)

and technical manpover, and Appendix A provided some statistics
to support this view.

However, the White Paper was careful not to over-emphasise the
effect that those foreign examples had had on goverrment thinking:
the very next paragraph of the Vhite Faper argued:

e do not need the spur of foreign examples. Our own
. circumstences show clearly the policies vhich we must pursue,

The aims are to strengthen the foundations of our economy,
to improve the standard of living of our people, and to
discharge effectively our manifold responsibilities overseas,"(2)

From there the White Paper went on to deseribe the diverse
functions of the technical colleges ranging from the one-year part-
time junior course designed to improve the general education of 2

(3)

to courses for technologists on a par with

(4)

fifteen-year~old,
those provided by the universities,
The next step was to outline the expansioﬁ‘plan that the gbvern—
ment conceived for the technical colleges. Its objectives were two-
fold: +*o increase by about 50 per cent the output of advanced~level
students from the technical colleges; and to double the nunber of

(5)

day-release students. In the context of this thesis it is only

the former vwhich is of importance, and indeed it seems fair to suggest

that this objective was of primary importanée to the government too,

It was with this that a large part of the Vhite Paper was concerned.

(1)ipid, para 3.
(2)ibid, para 4.
(3)2—_}2&!}.’ pera 50,
: 4;ibid, para AT

5)ibid, para 5.
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Firstly it was recommended that the advanced-level courses
should adopt, for the most vart, the sandwich principle, that is,
vhere students spend alternate periods in the technical colleges
2nd. in industry respectively.(1) '

Seccondly the White Paper suggested that these aﬁvanced coursas
should be carried on in colleges which alrecady concentrated on

(2)

advanced-level vork, This peint was made under the sub~hcading
'Colleges of Advanced Technology'y ~ the first time that that
phrase was used. However, the White Paper did not indicate which
and how many Colleges of Advanced Technology there were to be.
Tnstead it simply listed the 24 regional colleges (i.e. those
colleges a2lready in receipt of a 75 per cent grant for certain
advanced courses), and explained that, -

"The Government now vish to see the proportion of advanced
wvork at these colleges vigorously increased, so that as many of
them as possible may develop speedily into colleges of advanced
technology."(3)

In short, contrary to popular belief, the designation of the
C.A.Tes did not date from the publication of the 1556 Yhite Paper
although the latter clearly anticipated the event. Therefore whilst
the Whité Paper may be characterised as a blue-print for expansion
it was also very much a 'tract for the timcs',(4) and. left much of
the details of the expansion to laéer government announcements,

Morgover, the Vhite Paper reassured the local authorities

concerning their role in the develorment of the technical colleges.

It argued,

(1)ibid, para 5T
(2)ivid, para 65.
3)ibid, pera 69,
§4)AS described by Sir Antony Part when interviewed on 10 Ayr. 1920,



"oecal authorities take great pride in such collepes and
often have been villing to find nore money for them than the
preseure on national resources has allowed them to spend, To
remove these colleges from local control erzainst the wiches
of the =zuthorities could be justified neither by pest experience
nor by the shape of better results from a more central control,"

(1)

Fin2lly, the Vhite Paper introduced a 5 &ear building programne
for the technical colleges in line with the proposed expansion in
student numbers. This amounted to a building allocation of £70 million
plus a further £15 million for equipment, Thus the building programme
for the technical colleges in 1956-57'was planmned to reach about

£9 million, compared with £7 million in 1955-6, and only £5 million

in 1954—5.(2)

In announcing the publication of the White Paper Tecles stated

that this programme was to be exemplt from cuts, delays or postrone-

(3)

ments of any kind, a reflection of the importance that the

government was attaching to this policy since simultuneously it was

trying to limit expenditure in other fields.(4) lowever, degspite

the new heights that this programme vwas designed to attain, the
Wnite Paper acknowledged that it was still less than the local

(5)

suthorities had asked for.

(v) Response to_the 1956 Vhite Paperx
. The gencral tenor of the response to the White Paper was
exceedingly favourable, especially from the press. The Tines

Taucational Suvpplement for example, commented,

"The Government have been slow to act, but in the end they
have acted forcefully,"(6)

Yoohnical Tdncation, (Cmnd 9703), pora 71,
Jibid, pore 93,
)
3

puse of Commons, Vol 549, 29 Feb, 1956, col 11£9.91,

—e

(3)louae,
T.0.8., 2 Mere 19565 po271.

5 Techinical Tducation, (Cnnd 9703), para 9%.
(6)7..8. 2 bar. 1936, p 271,
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and concluded,

#After the sound and fury of technological debate in receut
years, the White Paper's clear-cut plen comes es a relier, Thexe
is an exciting urgency about its proposals,'(1)

The Ec:onomis’c(z) and The ’I‘imcs.(j ) 2iso welcomed the Vhite Faper,

and the latter later acknowledged that,

"The objectives are moderately esmbiticus and at the same time
attainable."(4)

The Vhite Paper also received a werm welcome in the technical
colleges., For example the Association of Technicz2)l Institutions
regarded it as an endorsement of the policy it itself had long
advocated.(B) It also won the approval of the TFederation of Dritich
Indus‘cries,(o) the Association of Education Commit'l:ees,(7) the
N.A.C.E.I.C.,(a) and the Associabtion of Teachers in Technical
Tnstitutions although the latier also criticised certain details and
not least the fact that the colleges of advanced technolorsy wexa to
pe concentrated in certain areas at the expense of others.(9)

The response of the F.B.T. ond of Dr, Alexander of the AJLE.C.
respectively were parti.ularly interesting in so far as both of them
arrued in effect tl_la’t there was little that was new in the White
Paper, Thus Alexander wrote,

"he publication of the Vhite Paper on Technical Iducation lest
weck is undoubtedly an event of major importance. DBoth the Minister
of Tducsztion and the Prime Minister have made clear that the Govern-
ment intends to put its full weight behind these develomnents, It is
4o be noted, however, that the Vhite Puper contains no new mroposals,
It is concerned with the develomment of different typres of work vhich

have for many years been successfully carried out in the technical
colleges by D.%.4.5."(10)

1)ibid,
2)The Ticonomist, Vol 178, 3 lMax, 1956, 1.540.
3)ihe Times, 1 Har. 1956. .

The Tines, 21 June 1956,

7.8, 9 Mar. 1956, p.306.

g ;T.;;,s, 8 June 1956, p.7C7.
R0

Filas, A119(a), Technolerical PAucation (Generall, 1956~41
}omorandw on Wechnical dducation, AJ%WC., liay 1955,

(8)A.%.C. Files, 3.154, Yechnolomicnl Iuestion (MLA.C.W.T.C.) 1954-58,
Yote of a discussion between the liinister and the members of the
Standing Cormittee of the H.4.C.u,T.C. 256 Mar. 1956 (Papcr 10,
1123/50/56/130),

(¢ )iducnkior, Vol 107, 23 Hew. 1956, p.431,

(10)ihid, Ve 57960

.
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In short, Alexander was echoing the view of Fart when the
latter described the Vhite Paper as 'a tract for the times';

Votwithstending the attitudes of these various associations
possibly the coolest reaction to the White Paper camé from the
technical college principals, Takinzg a similar stence to Alexander,
but adopting a less conciliatory tore, many of the principals
regarded the White Paper merely as de facto recognition of what was
already being practiced.(1)

Such criticism of the White Paper as there was related primar-
ily to the issues of teacher suprly and the colleges of advarced
technology, 2nd to a considerable extent the Minister of Education
accepted these as just, as reflected in discussions he held with

(2)

the N.A.C.E,I.C. on these matte;s. With regards to the first

of these issues Eccles had no immediate solution, pointing out that

the problem related to salaries, which was the responsibility of

(3)

the Burnham Committee.

As for the colleges of advanced tochnoloé&, the Minister of
Education refused to accept that there would be any advantage in
removing these from local authority-control. However, he clearly
.accepted that the White Paper hed given rise to a certain emount

.of misunderstending about them and their development for in June

(4)

1956 a circvlar wag published which aimed esgentially at clari-

-

fying the role of the C.A.T.s.
Finally the White Paper was well received hy the wvniversities
largely because it was felt that the develomrent of a greater pro-

portion of advenced work in some of the technical colleges might

A Y

1)1.E2.8. 9 Var. 1956, p,306,

ég)A.R.C. Files, 3,154, Tochnolo~icsl Fdueation (17.4.C.3,T,C.)
165053, 26 var. 1956,

3)ibid.

4)ihe Czeonisation of Toohnienl Cellemes (Cirewlar 305), Ministry
of Bducation, 21 Sune 1955,
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reduce the pressure for further expansion being placed on them—

selves., Thus the Times Fducaticonal Suvnlement quoted one professor

of electrical engineering as saying,

"It js a cause of satisfactionthat the sheer weight of mambers
is to be %aken elsevhere, enabling the universities to deal with
the elite of the engineering profession."(1)

(¢) Cireuldr 305, The Organisation of Technical Colleges

The aims behind Circular 305 were essentially two-fold., In the
first place it was designed to help clear-up some of the confusion
about the Colleges of Advanced Technélogy vhich arose in the White
Paper; and secondly it was intended to rationalise the technical
college system. Indeed, up until 1956 it was something of a misnomer
to refer to the technical colleges as constituting a system. Rather,
like Topsy, they had just 'growed',(g) partly in response to local
demands and local needs, and partly at the vhim of the college
rrincipals.

The attempted rationalisation of the technical college gystem
took the form of categorising the collegesiinto four separate groups:
the C.A.T.s, the regional, area and the local colleges, The structure
jimposed upon the technical colleges under this system was a hier-
archical one, with a small number of b.A.T.s at the apex, and a large
“yumber of local colleges 2t the base. - Moreover, if practice actually
correlated with the theoxry b?hind it, the position of a college within
the system would have indicated the sort of work carried on init for
each level was to make a different and distinect contribution to the
teaching of technical educaticn. Thus the C.A.T.s as their name

implied, vere exrvected to concentrate exclusively on advanced-level

g1grr.n.g:._, 9 Mar. 1956, p,306.
2

43 descreibed by Sir Antony Part viaen interviewed on 10 Anr, 1980.
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work; the regional colleges on some advanced-level work, the area
colleges mainly on less advanced Qork, and the local colleges on
courses un to the standard of the Ordinary National Certificate,
However the reality of the situation post-1956 failed to live uvp

to this tidy riece of administrative theorising, and there was often
very little to differentiate the regional colleges from the C.A.T.s,
(1)

Jith rcgards to the C.A.T.g, the circular was much more explicit
than the White Paper had been, indicating quite clearly that only a
few regional colleges would be upgraded to that 1eve1.(2)

The criteria of C.A.T. status wés, first and foremost that a
high proportion of advanced-level work should be offered by each
institution; and in addition that certain conditions in respect of
administration, finance, staffing and accommodation as laid down in
Appendix 1,(3) should be met.

In addition, the selection of a few C,A.Ts would be determined
in pert by their geographical distzibution, ()

When the Minister of Education replied to an Oppogition motion
on technical education on thé day Circular 305 was published, he
indicated that in the first instance eight colleges were to be des-

. ignated as C.AT.s, with the possibility of a further two at a later

daie,(s) The eight were to Be the Birmingham Coliege of Technology,

the Bradford Technical Colleée, the Cardiff College of Technology and
Cormerce, the Loughboroush College of Technology, the Royal Technical
College, Salford, and in London the Battersea, the Chelsea and the

Norxthampton Polytechnics. Thus in the first instence there were not

(1)As noie cleer in the Report on Hirher Fducation by the Robbing
Committee (Crmd 2154), (FI1S0 1963), pora 416.

2)he Ormenisotion of Trchnical Colleses, ypara 15.

Jibid, para 16.

bty eea 7.

5)0.. 8. 29 June 1955, p,.588.
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to be any C.4.T.s in either the south-west or the north-cast, The
Bristol College of Science and Technologjlwas tipped as the future
¢.A. 7. for the south-west, but in the north-cast nene of the
colleges Qere even categorised as regional colleges so it was likely
to be some time before a college of C.A.T. status emerged there,

Of the eight chosen C.A.T,s a quick sirvey will indicate that
ovef and above geographical distribution the factor which counted
for most in their‘selection wvas the extent to which the colleges had
a tradition of offering advanced-level courses, In particular the
London County Council was successful in making this point with regards

(1)

to the three London colleges named above, By implication, the
exclusion'of Regent Street Polytechnic is self-explanatory. It was
certainly thouzht of as a potential can&idate for C.A.T. status but
it declined this because it was not prepared to drop its lower-level
work and concentrate exclusively on advanced-level oourses.(z)

Circular 305 was Jrawn up by the Ministry”pf Education in close
consultation with the N.A.C.E.I.C. and the loecal authovrity associations.
(3) From some of the comments made by the N.A.C.E.I.C. it is clear
that it wvas feared that the superimposition of this hierarchical
structure on the technical colleges,

Mould impose on technical colleges an organization vhich would
be ricid, and which, in particuler, would restrict the work of local
and area colleges, and prevent them from qualifying for the next
higher category."(4) ‘

In fact, though, the reverse cccurred: the hierarchical

structure superimposed on the colleges seemed to act as an added

2gA point made by Sir Antony Part, intervicwed on 10 Apr. 1980.

A%, Ce Files, B.154, Technolosical Tducation {(3.A.C.TW.T.C.)

1956-58, 19th Meeting of the Standing Committee of the H.A.C.L.I.C.
Discuzsion of Technical Education, 8 May 195€.

(4).id, Circular 305: discussed at the 11th lieeting of the N.A.C.E.I.C.
25 July 1956

§1)A point made by Mr. E. B, Robinson, interviecwed on 19 Feb, 1980.

3
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stimilus to them to try and raise themselves to the next rung on the
ladder, as it were. And given the natvre.of this structurc it meant
that the colleges thus tended to place a premium on developing
advanced-level courses at the expense of lower-level work. 1t would

be easy to criticise this development for going against the former
practice of the technical colleges vhereby each institution was
responsive to local demands. However, simultancously’ it must be
stressed that the Ministry of Education was well aware of the inherent
problems associated with the creation of a hierarchical system, but
that it went ahead with the scheme in spite of them. The Ministry of
Education adopted this policy because alongside the proposed expansion
of advanced-level work in the colleges it also saw the need to improve
the quality of the courses too, and this, it was thought, could only be
done through a system of concentration as laid down in the circular.
The Ministry of Tducation simply believed that the advantages of the
system would outweigh 1 «’gisadvantages.(‘l)

(a) From Disversal to Concentration: the Thinking Behind
- Ciroular 305

Circular 305 vas in some senses a more important document in
the history of the technical colleges than the Vhite Paper for it dia
not simply clarify some of the idcas laid down in the latter but went
I;eyond it to outline a newv policy initiative on the part of the
Ministry of Bducation. If the Vhite Paper was a 'tract for the times!',
by contrast Circular 305 heralded a totally new and radically different
1line of development for the technical colleges, away from the former
ad hoc blossoming of courses in response to local dcn{and tovards a

policy of conceniration.

(1)Sir Antony Part argued this peint in an interview on 10 Apr, 1980.
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Indeed, this change in policy was all the more significent for
up vntil the summer of 1955 the Ministry.of Iducation had elways
shied away from the idea of up-grading a few technical colleges., That
vthis vas so has been indicated in the preceding éhapters of thie
thesis. Dating back to the Percy Report of 1945, numerous committees
recommended to the government that jﬁst a few colleges should be
selected to provide courses of an advanced level, but time and again
the govermment refused to implement cuch a measure. There were between
22 and 24 regional colleges and the Ministry of Education was not
prepared to select just a few for advanced-level work,

This attitude, though changed, and changed fairly rapidly within
Vthe first few months of 1956, By June of that year the Ministry of
Tqucation .amounced the selection of eight C.A.T.s. How can this
change in policy be explained? As has already been indicated, the
various profescional institutions and other bodies concernmed with
higher technological «‘ucation had for long been pressing the Ministry
to adopt a policy of concentration. Nowever, up until 1956 they had
failed to win thé Ministry over, the end result being a great deal of
ill-feeling between the Institutions and the Ministry.(1) Then in
Jarmary 1956 Sir Antony Fart was transferred from 'Schools' Branch to
the "P'echnical' Branch(z) of the Ministry, as successor to F. Braoy;
and vithin months he had come to accept that the arguments being put

forward by the Institutions made good sense, and he persuvaded his

1)Part admitted this vhen interviewed cn 10 Apr. 1980.

22)Interestingly Part initially regorded his transfer to 'T' branch
as a demotion = until he leaxnt of sovermment plans for invest-
ment in this field., This highlishts two points: (a) Tart had
clearly not anticipated the turn that govermment volicy was to
take, and (v) his attitude towards transferrinr to 'I'' branch
reflected the general ettitude towzmrds technical education .
crevalent al that tine.
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colleagucs of this too. In short then, this change in policy can
lergely be attributed to the thinking of one man,

The reasons vhy Part was influenced by the arguments of the
professional institutions were reflected in the %wo-fold aims of
Circular %05. On the one hand Part argued that the Quality of courses,
and especially of those of an advanced nature, in the technical
colleges would beiimproved if they were concentrated in just a few
snstitutions. By 1956 talent in the sphere of advanced technology
wzs far too widely scattered throughout the technical colleges, and
it thus lacked the impact that the government wanted it to hawe.(1)

On the other hand Part was very conscious of the lack of
structure in the technical colleges. In so far as this was the result
of organic growth he applaunded it, but'equally he saw it as extrcmely
wasteful of resources, and it meant that advanced level work was
often carried out in small, isolated pockets within the colleges.(2)
le therefore persuadel ihe Ministry of LEducation to adopt a2 policy
of concentration within‘the technical collegeéﬁwhich meant that just
a few colleges wﬁuld thereafter concentrate on full-time advanced-
level courses. |

It was clearly with these points in mind that Part presided
_over the drawing up of Circular 305 and the establishment of the
C.A.T.s., However, in a sense this £till begs onCFVGry impertant
ouestion: what long term plan did the Ministry of Education have for
the C.A,T.s? How were they expected to develop? According to Part
the C.A.T.s were ultimately expeéted to stand alongside the wuniversi-

ties in respect cf quality, even though they could not grant their

%As aroued by Part vhen intervieved on 10 Apr., 1960,
ibi

£




(1)

owvn desrees i.ce lacked the status of universities., In shoxt,

she Hinistry of Educétioh regarded the C,A.T.s as becoming 'different
out equal' to the universities., Indeed, in 1956 it wes not practical
to confroht the universities headlong on the degree issuc.(z) Thus
it wouid perhaps be most apposite to adept Part's own description of
thé C.A.T. policy: a policy of colonialism.(B) Vhether or not 1t
would succeed was difficult to gauge in 1956, However, it chould be
noted that it waévregarded vith a great deal of scepticism at that
time, especially by many in the universities who doubted whether the
C.A.T.s had the potential to 'pull themselves up by their ovm boot-
_1aces.'(4)

(e) Some Concluding Remarks on the way Government Policy for
Hirhor Technolomical Tducation had develowed by 1956

Attempting to tele an overall view of the way govermment policy
for higher technological education had developed by 1956 the one
feature which rcally ctonds out is the way that by then all the
contenders in this debate zeem to have got something of vhat they
wanted. Thus plans had been set in motion to strcngfhen Imperial
College, London, so that it might emerge as a counterpart to M.I.T.;
whilst simultaneously the technological departments of a hich pro-
portion of all the other universities had also been permitied to

En

wrpend ceonal deratly.  TFaually, following upon the publication of the
White FPeper and Circular 305-the fechnical colleges had at last got
th ~shead for expension; and it was to be carried out largely in

e g
ccordence with the recommendations of the professional institutions

©

ond other pressure groups vwhich favoured the concentration of resource

~
—ady

copecially at the advanced level. Finally, althcoush not least within
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the context of this debate, both the Ministry of Tducation and the
lgcal authorities emef;ed with full political honouf for the roles
they had played in the formulation of this policy for the technical
colleges wnilst the government as a vhole reaped praise for the
positive part it had performed in expanding opporiunities in higher
technological education generally.
Secondly it should not be forgotten that possibly for the first:

time in the histéry of higher technological education an effort had

been made to achieve é genuinely dual policy, embracing both the
universities and the technical colleges. However, as will soon
becone apparent, the seeds of self-destruction - o£ at least trans—
formation - were present within the C.A.T.s from the beginning, and
this wzs to cause a substantial .and fairly rapid change in this dual

policy.

D. Develoment of the Technical Colleses, 1956-61

{a) "he Develorment of the Technical Collesen in the wake of
the 1956 White Paper and Circular 305

Dealing firstly with the C.AJTs it was Circular 305 which laid
down a number of conditions which these colleges were expected to
‘meet. The primary condition was that the colleges should provide a
brozd rarge and substantial volume of work exclusiveiy at advenced-
level ~ eitber full-time, sandwich or part-time. Secondly, their
governing bodies were to comprise representativés of industry, the
local euthorities, the universities and professional technological
bodies; end advisory bodies were to be establ%shcd, again representa~
tive of industry and professional institutions. The governing bodies
were expccted 1o have financial autonomy. The staff in the colleges

were to be of a high calibre; there should be staff/student ratios
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gimiler to those of the universities; gtaff vere exvected to have
the 4ime and the facilities to carry out their own rosearch, and
the students were to have time for private study and group discussion.
Finally, the accommodation was to include adequate library facilities,
staff-rooms, space for private study and for student union activities
as well as resideantial halls or hostels, ( )
In 1956 the eight chosen colleges were far from meeting these
conditions, It was true that they provided more advanced level work
than the other technical colleges, buf the difference was really one
of degree. In 1956 in no college except Loughborough did advanced-
level work count for more than 40 per cent of the total. In other
espects such as the nature of the governing body, the quality of the
staff and the standard of the accommodation, the C.A.Us were recally
in a very similer position to the rest of the technical colleges.
Clearly to meet the conditions laid down in Circular %05 considerable
changes would have to be made, and this was in fact vhat happened
To gain some idea of the extenit of these chanéés one has only to glance
at the list of circulars relgting to conditions in the technical
colleges published during the period 1957-59. They will be looked
at below.
Perhaps the best develeped colleges in the.early days were £he
three London colleges and Louohborough ulrcady by 1957-58 they were

(2)

concentrating entirely on advanced-level Uork. This though was
hardly surprising. The Londen Colleges had in the past been able to

N

(1%#% Crranization of Technical (‘o'llor,g, (Circular 305) Appendix.
House of Commans, Vol 574, 1 Aug. 1957, Col 255-6.

(2);




prepare their students for the London University internal degree,
and thus hed 2 long history of advanced-level work, as well as some

(1)

experience in the research field. Indeed the evidence suggests

that the L.C.C. showed a very sympathetic attitude towards research

in its technical colleges. 2 As

for Loughboroush, the unusual
extent to which it vrovided courses of an advanced nature was
recognised by the Ministry of Dducation in 1952 when the college
received 2 direcé-grant from the Miniétry.

At the other colleges the shedding of lower-level work took
longer, largely because other technical colleges had to be expanded
or built up from scratch to cope with their increased intake of lower-
level students. By the summer of 1957 large-scale building develoi-
ments were in progress at both Salford and Birmingham, and plansg were

(3)

in preparation at Bradford and Cardiff. In fact at Birminghan two
new separate colleges had to be built between 1957 and 1958S4) It
was not until September 1958 that the C,A.Ts at Birmingham, Bradford,

Cardiff and Salford were expected to be offering advanced-level

courses only.(S)
The C.A.Ts concentrated upon London University degrees or
Diplomas in Technology. Indeed, the Dip.Tech, became the C.A.T,s
‘distinctive award. That was the positive result of the White Paper
and Circuler 305. However, it also had a negative side: +the C.A.T.u

concentrated on the development of advanced courses in science and

technology alone, at the expense of other disciplines such as the

(1)T. Burgess and J. Pratt, Folicy ond Practice: The Collemes of
Advanend Technolorry (Allen Lane, the enguin Iress 1970) p. 36,

(2)iechnelogy, Vol, i, Mo, 8, Oct. 1957, 'ihe C,A.T.s cnd Industry
-2V 0,278,

(33House of Commons, Vol. 574, 1 Aug. 1557, Col 255-C,

(4)F, Venables, [irher Tdueation Develomionts:The Technolorical
. 2 4.2 r . Y " iyninn
levgvsltleq 1?#6—(6 (raoer & Feber 1973) pel19.
(5)iechnelogy, Vol, 1, Mo, 7, Sop. 1957 'The C.AJles and Industry
- 1' Pq24—6.
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social sciences and business studies., .Indeed it has been suggested
that - the 1956 policy for the technical colleges depressed the
develomment of courses in business studies.(1) That the C,A.Ts
should concentrate on such a narrow span of discipliﬂcs need not
have proved particularly important but with the advantage of
hindsight one can see that the C.A.Ts thus found themselves outside
the large growth areas of the 1960s, and in particular, behind in
the field of social science.

In addition, although the Vhite Paper and Circular 305 did not
prohibit the colleges from contimuing %o provide part-time courses,
this was seemingly felt to be incongruent with the'dcvclopment of
advanced-level work only, and in practice the C.A.Ts came to con-
centrate not simply on advanced'work but on full-time advanced work
(albeit often based on the sandwich principle).

What did the 1956 policy mean to the technical colleges other
than the C.A.Ts? First and foremost the colleges turefited from the
large sums of money which were made available-for the technical
college building programme, both for improving old colleges and
building new ones.

Secondly, although the colleges did not have much success in
~“increasing the mumber of day release students, the technical colleges
underwent a terrific rate of éxpansion after 1956. Between then and
1964-5 they had expanded to éccommodate ahbther million students,

(2)

taking them to a total of three million, This increase seems to

have been due to three main factors. In the first place the late
1950s experienced a very rapid groﬁth in the demand for both higher

%Point nade by Mr. E, E, Robinson in interview on 19 Feb, 1980,

(1
(2)Dargess and Iratt (1970) op. cit. pp,54-5.



and further cducation, and in line with traditional practice the
technical colleges did their best to meet it, Also these colleges
took over most of the lower-level work which had previously been
provided for by the C.A.Ts. TFinally, whilst the C.A.Ts made the
Dip,Tech. their distinctive award, the other tcchnical colleges, and
especially the regional colleges, concentrated on developing other
advanced courses, both full-time and part-time, and in particular the
Nigher National Diploma. The Ministry of Education's statistics give
some idea of just how popular the H.ﬁ... . became.(1)

A more detailed analysis of the_changes in the technical colleges
following upon the publication of the Vhite Paper and Circudar 309 csn
be found in ‘a rumber of books written by T. Burgess and J. Pratt,(z)
as well as in the work of P. Venables.(3) llere only a brief survey
has been possible, indicating the general lines uvron which the
colleges developed. Returning to an important theme throughout the
development of the technical colleges, a theme of particuler iuportance
within the spheré of higher technological education, attention will
novw be focused again cn the avards issue,

(b) The National Council for Technolomical Awards, 1955-64

The issue of an award to be granted either by the technical
colleges themselves or by a central body wes one on which litile
headway hzd been made in the ‘i_rmncdiate post-war years. Thig was
not for lack of tryinz, however, but becouse it ves a distinctly
controversial iscue on vhich egreement was difficult {o obtain, In-

deed it was the one matter that the Tercy Commnittee had been divided

(1 )Sta-t:istics takea from the Annual Rererts of the Ministry of Bducation:
Yeosr Lol of students on D3 Year le. of sindents on IDg

1955-5 1,505 1958-9 3,417
1956-7 2,142 195950 3,733
19578 3,240

(2)Rspreially Bargess and Pratt (1970) ov. cit.
{3)5spocially Venables (1973) on. cit.
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over in 1945, and thercafter a variety of becdies had leooked into it
ond had come up vith a nmumber of alternatives.,

In 1953 the N.A.C.E.I,C. was asked to conzider the issue for a
second time,(1) and in 1954 it put its recommendations to the Ministry
of Dducation as outlined in the preceding chaptcr.(z) Finally, in
July 1955 the linister of Education announced the establishment of the
National Council for Technological Awards, closely in line with the
N,A.C.E.I.C's recammendations.(B)

The W.C.T.A. was set up as,

“An independent and self—governiﬁg body to create and administer
technological awards of high standing having a national currcncy and
available to students in technical colleges who successfully complete
courses approved by the Cound 1."(4)

Thus the N.C.T.A. was to be an autonomous body outside the direct
control of the Minis?ry of Education althoush it owed its foundation
in large part to the enthusiasm of the latter for such a body, and
vhilst some of its members were to be chosen by the Batter.(s)

The membership of the N.C.T.A. seems to have proved most important
if not to say fortuitous. It was chaired in the first instance by
Lord Hives, Chairman of Rolls Royce Ltd. and numbered several more

(6)

eminent industrialists emongst its ﬁembers, thus reflecting the

' interest and support of industry. It was also well served by its
ﬂmcmbers drawvn from the academic wérld. In this respect Dr. Cook, the
Vice-Chencellor of Exeter University, in pgrtiéular, received wern
praise for the part he played in persuading the Committee of Vice-
Chancellors znd Principals to accept the Diploma in Technology.(7)

(1)A.B.C. Files, B.136, Technolosical Pdneation (I1.4.C.7,T.C.)

m

L
1940-55, iiemorondun from the lMinister of Dducation on Advonced
Technological Courses in Technical Colleges, 20 Har. 1953,

EQ)Seo Chapter 3, p. 111,

3 Ylonge of Commong, Vol 544, 21 July 1955, Codl 579-695,
4)Docleraticn of Tamst, N.CJ.T.A. 22 Yov. 1956, (1956),
35)H0uae of Comnons, Vol. 546, 1 Dece 1955, col 242,

5)8ce Appendix 8.
7)A voint made by Sir Lionsl Russell, interviewed on 9 Kay 1980,
(7Te too was a member of the M.C.T.A ).
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The role of the N.,C.TA . was a rather complox‘onc. Its primary
function was to assess the courses which fhe colleges put forward as
being of a standard to merit receipt of the Cound 1's award., To
carry out this task it lzid dan fairly stringent procedures which
included both a written submission by a College 1o a relevant Subject
Pancl of the Council, znd a visit to the College concerncd.(1)

The award which the Council came to confer was called the 'Diploma
in Technology' -~ or the Dip.Tech. as it came to be knovn. It.was
considered to be egquivalent in standard to an honours deprece of a
Pritish University, and wvas awarded at 1st class, 2nd class and pass
levels. Nevertheless the Dip.Tech. courses were to be distinct from
those offereﬁ by the universities in so far as they conformed pre-
dominantly to the sandwich pattern and were thus much more clesely
linked with industry.

However, the N.C,T.A. proved ¢ be something more than an ex~
ternal validating body, taking a very positive role in directing
the actual develorment of the Dip.Tech. courses. In particulsr it
encouraged the development of courses on the sandwich principles
it was responsible for introducing liberal studies into the curricula
of engineering courses, and for instigating the widespread practice
ﬁof project work amongst students in their final'year.(z)

The N.C.T.A. brouvght out regular reports on the development of
the Dip.Tech. courses, as well as memoranda on particular issucs and
problems. One problem in which it took especial interecst was that of
trying to iutegrate periods of industrial training with pericds spent
in college. In its first report the N.C.T.A. made the following

cowments on this lsocue:

1)Rerozt for tho Pevied Doc. 1955 o July 1967, M.C.T.A. (1957).
2/$. n and)J, Prats, Technieal Zducation in the United Minsdom
O.E.CtDo 1971 :p. 35 — — e —
\ v
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"The Council recard a course lecading to the Diploma in
Technology as a complete entity, the industrial tlraining being
just as much a part of the course as the ocademic study. llach
firm will, of course, have its own training arrengements, and the
Council imegine that few Frincipals will be in the happy position
where stidents' industrial {training provides a prccise complement
to their academic studies. On the other hand, college staff are
expected to know vhat a student is doing during his industrial
trazining just as the Vorks staff must know the content of the
college course, and the Council hope that each side will move
grodually towards dove-tailing the two together."(1)
and suggested that the projeet on which a student worked during his
period in college should axise out of his work experience,

Then in May 1960 the Council published a memorandum devoted
entirely to the Industrial Training of students on Dip. Tech. courses,
(2) This memoraondum looked in detaii at the responsibility of both
industry and.the colleges in this field. Also by way of an Appendix
the MN,C.T.A. referred to vays in which colleges and industry were al-
ready collaborating on this matter, ways which it regarded as bene-
ficiale These included the setting up of commitices with large
runbers of industrial representatives to collaborate with the colleges;
and vigits to students by college staff whilst the former were doing
a spell of industrial training. The N.C.T.A, believed it essential
that industry and the colleges should act in close collaboration with
one another if the Dip.Tech. courses were to succeed,

In addition the W.C.T.A. also acted as something of an interést
group operating on behalf of the colleges, persuading local authorities
to provide better accommodation and equipment in return for the
accrediting of Dip.Tech. courses. This is not to imply that the

¥.C.T.A. operated improperly in any way, but it clearly enjoyed a

position of strength when it came to persuading local authorities to

(1)2enori_for the Period D2c, 1955 to July 1957, N.C.27.A. (1957).
(z)ﬁcmofﬁﬁﬁvm on_the Indnsirial Teeinirs of Students follewina
“Courses recormmisaed og leading to the Din,foch., teColeds (Liy

1960).
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raise standards in the technical colleges. This point was borne outl
in interviews conducted in the furtherance of my rescarch time and
time egain. One intervievee deseribed the N.C.T.A. as

"One of the most powerful influences for good that had happened
to technical education."(1)

vhilst another pointed out that,

"p eircular didn't have the some effect as a visitation from
the N.C.T.A."(2)

In short thé-N.C.T.A. shouldered the rcsponsibility for the
general lines upon which colleges providing Dip.Techs courses were
expected to develop. Iy way of example, even in its first repoft
the N.C.T.A. commented upon the overcrowding of syllabuses; the
inadequate provision for private study, the need for liberal studies,
ond the desirability of good staff and better buildings.(3) Without
doubt within the sphere of higher technological education the role
of the MN.C.T.A. can be cdescribed as having been quite unique,

Despite the odds szainst the establishment of this new award and
the sandwich courses leading to it, it did not ta@e long for the Dip.
Tech., to develop upon a fairly sound basis. In large paxrt the proice
for this must go to the N.C.T.A. itselfl which insisted right from the
start that the courses must reach a very high standard. Indeced,
iacceptance of courses by the N.C.T.A. was by no mecns autometic. 3By
31 July 1957 after 83 cpplications had been considered by the Council,
a total of4on1y 49 were accepted and 34 rejected.(4) In addition two
further factors help explain the success of the Dip. Tech., Firstly

there was the generally favourable acceptance of Dip.Tech, students

(1)sir James Tait described the NCTA in this way in interview on
2 June 1980.

2)As argued Ly Sir Lionel Russell, 9 Hay 1930.

3§ﬂerort for the Period Dec, 1955 to July 1957, IL.C.T.A, (1957).

4)ibid.
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(2)

by industry.(1) There were exceptions to this but by cnd laxge

the view expresced by the F.B.I. below scems to have been widely
shared:

Mie welcome the steady increase in students who have enrolled
for the Dip.Tech. course ... As the course becomes incrcasingly
well established it anpears likely that manufacturing industry

will demand more college based students from the C,A.T.s than there
are available, and will rceruit more men as works-based students."

(3)

Secondly, the Dip.Tech. was fairly readily accepted by the
academic world too. As the N.C.T.A, itself reccrded the Burnham
Technical Committec had recognised the Dip,Tech. student as eligible
for the graduate addition to his salary from the beginning, and it
was also regaxrded as a qualification for entry to the Scicentific

(4)

Civil Service, as vas a wiversity degrec, Then in 1959, in some
senses the highest accolade of all, the Committee of Viece-Chancellors
and Principals recommended that the universities should regard the
Dip.Tech. holder and univercity graduates as equivalent when they
aprlied for higher degrec u@xrses.(S) Clearly the Dip,Tech, might
be said to have arrived with full academic and public acceptance.

Upon the success of the U.C.T.A, in setting up the Dip.Tech.,

vhich is reflected in the figuresgiven'bclow,(s) fell two shadovs,

1)Burgess and Pratt (1971) op.cit. p.42.

22 In particuler see A.7.C. Files, A119(c) Technolorical Tducation
jﬁ&ﬁuﬁbE-I-Q:l_lgégzéi for Report cf the Muffield Investimation
into Higher Technolegical Education, prepared for a committee of
the Governors of the College of Advanced Technolory, Birmingham,
sent to the N.A.C.W.I.C., 14 M2y 1962,

(3)Ligher Bducntion, Pert 1, Vol B (CGmnd 2154, VII), Memorandum
Submitted by the F.B.I., 13 Oct. 1961,

(4)Revort for the Feriod Armil 1960 to Mareh 1961, F.C.T.A. (1961)
para 4.2 ‘

5)C.V.C.Ps Minutes, Hinute 229, 25 Am. 1958,
gégpigures token from the Anrmal Repoxris of the Minisiry of Education.
Yoar Totzl Yo. of Din,Tech, Students

19556

19567 510
1657-8 1,391
1958-9 2,422
195960 Zy412
1960-51 44962

1961--62 4,756
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Firstly, the N.C.T.A. was not successful in persuzding industry that
i% should support the bip.Tech. students financially, Rather, in

its second report the N.C.T.A. recorded the following joint announce--
ment nade by the Ministry of Eduwcation and the F.B.T. in April 1958:

"The F.B.,I., in a policy statement issued today (Tuesday,
29th April 1958), to all members, states its belief that industry,
by enabling selected employces {0 pursue advanced sandwich courses,
in addition to supporting day release schemes, acts in its own as
well ag in the nation's interest. The Federation recommends to
its members that firms vhich already pay their students' fees and
salaries should continue to do so, and expresses the hope that firms
‘sending students on advanced sandwich courses in the future will
follow this example, since it stimulates the student's sense of
' loyalty to the firm and strengthens the firm's ties with the college.
The Minigtry and the Federaticn recognisc, however, that there
are and will contirmue %o be firms who do not feel able 1o meet the
vhole cost of such training. There will, therefore, be a2 continu-
ing number of such students who will look to L.E.As for aide In a
memorandum also issued today (Tues, 29th April, 1958), Mr, Geoffrey
Lloyd, the Minister of Education, recommends L.E.As to give sympa~
thetic consideration to such applications,"(1)

Secondly, the N;C.T.A. experienced a distinet lack of success
vhen it decided to crecte and administer a higher award. A 'College
of Technologists' was established to administer the. award which wag
to be entitled, Membership of the College of Technologists. This
award, like the Dip.Tech. was also designed for recognition of a
course successfully completed, carried out jointly in industry and
: college.(z) However the M.C.T. failed to catch on, refleecting in
"part how little research was actually conducted in the collepes, and
also the public role of the ?h.D. Few students proved willing {o
study for an M.C.T. in preference to the iﬁxmer, as ghown in the

(3)

figures below,.

2)An Awerd Nicher than the Birloma in Techmolomy, N.C.T.A. (1953),
3 )JRegistration of Cendicates for iL.C.T. at %1st Max each yeur

™

Yeaxr Total iTo, of Herigtered  Total o, of Crndidntes

§1 %Renort for the Period Aug, 1957 to Mer, 1059,NW.C.T.A. (1959),

Cendidates ewerded 11.C.T,
1960 5 -
1961 27 -
1962 39 1
1963 76 4 .
(Sovrees Reront for the meried Aveil 1062-March 1963,

H.C.T.A, (1563)),



Excluding the above two factors though, the ﬁistory of the
7.C.T.As ond of the Dip.Tech. can but be deseribed as successful,
aﬂd the N.C.T.A. clearly did much to improve conditions end
ghandards in colleges teaching Dip.Tech, courses.

(¢) The Pubiication of Six Circulars Belating to Conditions
in the fechnical Colleres, 1057~59

The six circulars issued between 1957 and 1959 were intended to
provide guide-lines for the develorment of all the technical colleges
but 1t would seem that the Ministry of Bducation had the C.A.T,s
primarily in mind.

(1)

The first one, Circular 320, -was concerned with the provision
of residential accommodation. This vwas seen as becoming increasingly
important on two main counts: firstly it was considered important
that the more advanced-level students should have some expericnce of
a period of residence, as was the case for most university students;
and secondly it was ever more necessary to try and provide accormo-
dation for students who could only atiend collége by living away from
home. This latter factor was particularly pertinent to the C.A,T.s
which were slowly attracting students from all over the country.

The desirability of increased residential facilitics had already

peen advocated in circular 305,(2) and the N.C,T.A. also stregsed
this point.(B) However, the actual ercction of more residential
accommodation was very slow éo take place; nct least because in the

period immediately after 1956 most of the money was spent on build-

ings designed for academic purposes. Perhaps in this respect the

(1)Ho§tels at Technical Colleges, Circular 320, Ministry of Tducation,
1 Max. 1957,

(2)Tha Orranisation of Tochnieal Colleses, Appendix,

(3)ceg. Dorort for the Period Doc. 1955-July 1957 and Report for the
"Period Avg, 1937-lore, 1959, Hl.C.T.A,




164,

London colleges fared better than others with the L.C.C. providing
the first hall of residence for students at the Northampton C.A.T.
in 1957.(1)

(2)

Circular 322, vhich followed closely on the heels of
circular 320, was designed to encourage the development of libraxy
facilities., BEvidence relating to library facilities in the C.A.T.s
has provéd difficult to come by except in relation to the
Northampton C.A.T.: the latler apparently had an arrangement with
the local Finsbury library under vhich the library bought course
books in sufficient mumbers to meet the neceds of the college
students ~ much to the annoyance of the college's ovm librarian and
to the detriment of the college llbrary'(B)
There was also the problem of introducing a liberal element into

the technical college courses. This was not a simple issue in
jnstitutions vwhich had traditionally seen their role as essentizlly

cne of technical tralcing. Iowever the N.C.T.A. argued that the
Dip.Tech. courses should include some formal iiberal studies courses
and also that efforts should be made to broaden the treatment of
technological or scientific subjects so that students might appreciate
the social and economic significance of their studies.(4) Thus the
"Council was quick to welcome Circular 323,(5) vhich stressed the
inportance of liberzl studies in technical college courses and set out
a numbér of ways of introducing them. In its second report the N.C.T.A.
expressed reasonable satisfaction at the way liberal studics was

developing in the Dip.Tech. courses. In particular .the report noted

1)A voint made by Sir JamesTait when intervieved on 2 June 1980.

?)le“'“zoo in Technic2l Colleres, (Circular )52), Ministry of
fdvestion, 12 Apr. 1957,

As explglned by Sir James Tait in interview on 2 June 1980,
Tevors for fhe Period Doc. 1955-July 1957, W.C.1.A. (1957),

Ll%cvai Fdueation in Technieal Colleres, (Cllcular 32%),

Iinistry of Dducation, 13 May 1957,

U5 - AN
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the appointment of additicnal stafi so lhat the subject might occupy
ite rightfal place in the curriculum.(1) Indeed, there is some
evidence to suggest that even in 1957 the importance of liberal
studies (or gencral siudies as Venables preferred to call it)(2) in
courses of advanced technology had been gencrally accepted, as indi-
cated during a discussion on the matter at the Second lational
Conference run for Industry and the Technical Colleges by the T.B.I.
(3)

The technical colleges also experienced a shortage of teachers,
and in 1956 the Ministry of Education‘set up a committee to look into
this problem under the chairmanship of Dr. Willis Jackson. In lay
1957 the report was published.(4) It did not recommend anything vexy
novel but reiterated the need fgr certain reforms vhich thoze in the
technical colleges'and those concerned with developing the Dip.Tech.
courses, had long advocated. For examnle, the reporl contained a
rumber of recommendations which it was hoped would waslze teaching in a
fechnical college a moxre attractive propositiég than hitherto, such as
a reduction in the teaching load carried by teachers; the provision
of adequate facilities to enable feachers to carry out their own
. research, the provision of better accommodation - staff rooms and
. common rooms; — and the means for closer links with incustry through
day-release schemes ond the appointment of industr»ial representatives
on the éoverning bodies of tﬁe colleges.,

Despite a promise of irmediate action on the issue by Lord

(5)

Hailcham no action resulted until the beginning of 1958 vhen the

g’?npo""f‘ for the Period Avsg, 1957-Far, 1959, N.C.T.&. {(1959).

Terables (1978) om._cit. p. 85,

JReroxt of the 2nd ““two“ﬁ] Conference Belween Tndustry and the

Mechnical Colleres, ¥oB.1. (1/575:-D1~cu931on follewing paper by

F. Venebles,

(4)3m0e_Suoply fnd Training of Tenchers for Technical Collescs,
Linistry of iiducation, 1957,

(’\“nucnflon, Vol 110, 15 Xov. 1957,

(1
(2
(3
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Ministry of Education issued Circular 335.(1) The aim behind this
circular was to bring to the attention of local education authoritices
those recommendations of the Willis Jackson Report which were their
concern. These included the necd to increase the size of the
technical teaching force by 7000 more full-time and 8000 more part-
time teachers by 1960-G1; a condg deration of possible new sources
of recruitment, and the raising of standards in the colleges and
making conditions within them more attractive to teachers.

The local education authorities.did go some way to making con-~
ditions in the colleges more attractive. Tor example, by Jamuary 1959
all the C.A.Ts provided work rooms for staff in addition to heads of
departments "and they all had staff common rooms.(z) However, beyond
this the Willis Jackson Report was not implemented.

As indicated above there were enough disadvantages to working in
a technical college as compared with a university without the addition-
al one of salaries: the salaries paid to staff in the technical
colleges were markedly lower than those paid to university teachers.
This arose because the technical college teachers' salaries were
negotiated by the Burnhem Technical Committee following broadly the
levels settled by the Main Conmittee, and the scales vhich were drawn

‘up covered the whole range of technical college teachers offering
courses from the lowest to the highest academic levels, This mroblem
proved exceedingly obdurate and eventually provided one of the major
factors behind the decision to take the C.A.Ts out of the control of
the L.B.As., Thereafter the staff in these colleges were in a position
to negotiate their salaries indepenﬁent]y with the lMinistry of Zduca-

tion.

(1)Reczvitnent of Poacherg for Pechnicnl Collenes, (Cirecular
liinistry of Bducaiion, i2 Feb, 1958,
(2)louse_of Covaonsy Vol 598, 22 Jan. 1959, col. 389-90.

A
325)
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In April 1959 Circular 1/59(1) was issued, This dealt with
tﬂe techrd.cal college building programme ad the cize of the
student body. As far as the five ycar building programme outlined
in 1956 went, Circular 1/59 indicated that it had largely been
achieved: the five annual programmes, 1956-61, totalled £70 million
and comprised 359 rrojects for the erection of new colleges and the
extension of existing ones. As to the future, the linistry of
Education proposed that between 1961 and 1964 a further £45 million
should be provided for building programmes, and a further £9 million
for cquimment. This decision was apparently based upon the rencwed
estimate of the desired outvut of scientists and téchnologists from
the technical colleges by 1970 made by the Advisory Council on
Scientific Policy: in 1959 the latter estimated that the output of
scientists and technologists from the technical colleges by 1970
ought to be about 17,000 rather than 15,000 as yroposed in the 1956
White Paper. (This figure as estimated by the A.C.%.¢. was revised
time 2nd time again as the techniques of manpo§cr planning became
further refined. TFurther rcference to tﬁese chenging figures and
the reports of the A.C.S.P. themselves, will be made in the following
-chapﬁcr).

In connection with the building programmes it is also interesting
to note that by the early 196Cs the government was yroviding very
gimilar supvert for the building Irogrammeé of both the universities
and the technical colleges., The university building prograrmme for
1960-63 was £15 million per year, as was that for the technical colleges

for the period 1961-64,

(1)g§9hnicel Tdugation — The Mext Siev, (Circular 1/59), Finistry
of Yaucation, 13 Arr. 1959,
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The last of the circulars on this topic to be issued during
this period vas Circulaer 7/59(1) vhich was concerned with the
governing bodies of the colleges. The composilicn and function of
the technical colleges' governing bodies had for long been something
of a contentious issue: in a great nmumber of cases they were simply
sub-sub-cormittees of education committees which meant that they
lacked independence, and often they had to wait a considcrable time
for decisions to'be passed by the Muwrther Edqucation Sub-Committee,
the Education Committee and the Council. Foreover even aftcr the
C.A.T.s had been designated, as Venables explained with feeling,

"he College was simply treated as one of the many under the
L.E.A., and its proposals were subject always to the first
consideration in mind: 'If we do it for you, we will have to do
it for the cthers'."(2)

It wag therefore hardly surpricsing that the status of the
governing bodies caused those in the C.A.Ts a congideratle amount
of frustration.

1959 was not the first time that the status of governing bodies
had been questioned. As early as 1946 the Ministry of Education had

(3)

issued Circular 98 vhich dealt with the same matter and recommended

that,

"Subject to the ultimate control in matters of finance and
general policy of the providing authority, the College should enjoy
such freedom as will enable the Governing Body to develop its work
in such dircctions as prove desirable."(4)

Little chenge accrued to governing bodies in response to this
circular, and in 1957 the matter again came under consideration. In
revieving the development of the technical colleges just over a yeax
after the publication of the 1956 White Paper Lord Hailsham, the
Minister of Bducation, criticised the L.L.As for retaining direet

L ]
(1)GovorninT Bodiss for Major Bsteblishments of Turther Education,
TC.7/59) Finistry of fduzation, 10 Aug. 19459,
(2)Venables (1978) or. cite p. 22,
(3)The Status of Mochnieal, Commercial and Art Colleres, (Cireuler 93)

Ninistry of Bducation, 10 Apr. 1946,

(4)ibidy pore e
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control of the colleges, He argued that vwhilst such a relationship
was maintained the cdllcges could not command the respect of local
industry or other educational institutions, and that the L.E.As would
remain suépect too for holding on to technical edacation as a private
domain, and for allowing political considerations to enter into the
sphere of educational administration.(1)
Then in 1959 the Ministry of Education issued Circular 1/59.
This laid down recommendations concerning both the composition and
the powers of governing bodies. Taking the composition of the govern-
ing body first it was suggested that the local authority representatives
need not be in the majority and in fact in some cases they already

(2)

only accounted for about one-quarter of the total. Much more
important, "in the view of the Ministry of Education, was the rep-
resentation of persons with current experience of industrial problems,
including the direct representation of employers and unions. These
should comprise no lews thzn one-third of the total.(3) There chould
also be representatives from the universities éhd the professional

(4)

institutions. A1l in all the governing body should have no more

than about twenty members ~ any more and it would become unwieldy.(S)
In addition the chairman need not be chosen from among the local
‘authorities' owm representatives.(G)
As for the functicns of these governing hodicé, first and fore-
most they were to have finanéial autoncmy; that is, freedom to spend

within the limits of approved anrmal estimates;(7) sccondly they were

to have responsibility for the appointment of staff,‘a) and finally,

T.0.8., 17 Hay 1957, p,695.
Governine Podies for iajor Botablishments of Furtiher Tduention,
(Circular 7/59), Ministry of Bducation, 10 fug, 1959, para 5.
)ibid, para 6.

2ibid, poara 8.

)

kS

—? e’
3

s

ibid, para 12.
bid, mara 13 .
ibid, para 15,
para 164
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to overgee the rumning of the college and the.organisation of the
curriculum.(1)

This circular clearly reccived the supnort of both industry
and the technical colleges judging by the pcints'made on governing
bodies in a Jjoint hondbook in May 1960.(2) However it got less of
a welcome from the L.E.As themselves. As a general policy it was
not objected to but there was seme dissension about the suggestion
that the L.E.A. members need not be in a majority,(B) end it was
also pointed out that,

"Tn order that governors may claim their expenses attending
meetings, it can only be done if the governing body constitutes a
cub-cormitiee of the Education Committee."(4)

This same point was raised also by S. Hirst,(S) and indeed it
may have constituted the most compelling reason for doing little to
alter the status of technical college governing bodies in the post-
var periodld

These circulars bhzve heen dealt with in this detailed fashion
to give some indication of the way the Ministry of Education obviously
wanted the colleées to develop. 4As has been suggested already, how
far the circulars vere implemcnted remains somewnat unclear, and indecd
the evidence suggests that what vork was done in these fields owed
more to the influence of the N.C.T.As than to the publication of the
circulars. After ail, confermity to the demands of the W.C.T.A.
brougcht with it accepuance of Div.Tech. status for particular techni-

cal college courses vhilst the Ministry of Education had no such

carrot to entice the L.E.As with,

(1)ibid, pora 17.

(Q)The Technical Collesies and their Goverrment, Joint FPuB.I.-
Teohnical Collegos Committee (Moy 1960).

(z)1~c File, C.23, F, T, General, (JQSQ-Q), . Barraclough to
Mexsnder, 26 Sep. 19584«

(A Jibid -

(5)301&, S. Hirst to Alexander, 4 Oct, 1958,

-
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Nevertheless, the overall impression gained from these
circulars and the récommcndations contaired within suggests that
at least within the Ministry of Education there was quite a clear
vision s to how these colleges were %o be developed - as will
become yet more apparent in succeeding sections of this chapter.

E, Direct-Crant Status for the C.A.Ts 1960-62

(a) Ambiguity in the Role of the C.A.Ts

In 1960 the Ministry of Education decided to review the develop-
ment of the C.A.Ts and in so doing it became particularly concerned
at the difficulty some of the colleges were having in attracting
staff of the requisite high quality and, by the same token of
attracting such staff away from the universities.(1) The conclusion
that the Ministry of Bducation came to was that it was impractical
to encourage top quality staff away from the universities and into
the C.A.Ts whilst the latter remained under local authority control.
This was rot simply ¢ cocount of the salary differentials between
the C.A.Ts and the universities although this Qas an impoxrtant
deternining factor but also because of the lack of autonomy enjoyed
by the former. It was unlikely that potential teachers would regard
the C.A.Ts as 'different but equal' to the universitiecs when the

-C.A.Ts could not even grant their own awards! In short, the position
of the C.A.Ts as institutions concentrating colely on hisher educa-
tion buf under the control oé local educafion authorities, proved to
be a very embiguous orne; eand the argument that they were 'different
tut equal' did not rcap the advanteges that were hoped for. It was

with such thoughts in mind that the Ministry of Education decided

(1)As argued by Tort vhen interviewed on 10 Ape. 1980,
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that, degpite the merits of individual L.Z.As, the colleges should
be removed from local authority control and placed directly under
the Ministry of Education itself.(1)

For other reasons the local authorities were also becoming
somevhat disenchanted with their responsibility for the C.A,Ts,
As the former Chief Education Officer for firmingham pointed out,
the local authorities were beginning to find the C.A.Ts expensive
to run, despite the pool for courses of advanced further education.(z)
And indeed therec was evidence to support this view: by 1961 the
running costs of the eight C.A.%Ls (excluding Loughborough) was about H
£2,%5 million, of which the IExchequer met about 55 per cent through
the generallgrant, leaving the other 45 per cent to be met through
- the rates.(B) To be relieved of such a heavy bill would undoubtedly
have appealed to the local authorities even though it would entaii
the loss of control over institutions which they had originally taken
considerable pride in. Thus by 1960 it was accepted by both the local
authorities and the Ministry of Education that the control of the
C.A.Ts by the local authorities was out of step with the national role
of the colleges.

(v) The Introduction of Dircet Grant Status for the C.A.Tg

Parly in 1961 the lMinister of Education informally comsulted the
local authorities which had C.A.Ts under their control on their
attitude towards its transfer to the Ministry. TFor the reasons out-

lined above there was little opposition. Indeed only the L.C.C.

(4)

raised any cbjections - and in its case direct grant status was

(1)ibids

(2 Point made in interview by Sir Lionel Russell on 9 May 1980,
(3)T.2.8, 30 June 1961, p,1361,

(4)iducation, Vol 118, 1 Dec. 1961, pp.958-60,
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of less significance anyway for the London C.A.Ls were aided rather
then maint#ined.(1) The L.C.C, ﬁas unable to drum up surnort for
its attitude from amongst the other authorities,

In the light of such a response Zccles then announced to the
Housc of Commons that he had written formally to the local authorities,
the local authority associations and the teachers to suggest that the

(2)

C.A.Ts be given direct grant status. Interestingly the main argu-
ment vhich Eccles forwardéd in support of this transfer of control
related to the salary problem: that staff in the C.A.Ts received
considerably smaller salaries than their counterparts in the uni-
versities has been referred to alrcaay. As direct grant institutions
the salary of staff in the C.A.Ts was to be negotiated between the
colleges and the Ministry of Education itself, and thus they could

be brought into line with those in the universities. However, it
vas not pointed out that this could have been done whether or not the
colleges became direct grant institutions, presumably in the interests
of diplomacy and the maintenance of good centfél/local government
relations.

Apart from that of the i.C.C. vas there any opposition to these
proposals? Dy and large it seems as if they were welcomed fairly
~readily within the local authority seciér.' Certainly the A.E.C;A
raised no objections to the idea. Indeed, the evidence suggests
that Part hed already soundea cut the attitude of Alexander prior to

(3)

the Minister's announcement on 22 June, Part had sent Alexander

a draft of the Minister's speech for the A.E.C. Conference for his

(12As pointed out by Sir Jomes Tait when intervieved on 2 June 1980,
(2)House of Commens, Vol 642, 22 June 1961, col 162-3,
(3)£0C _¥ile A492, ¥, B, C.A.Ts, Port tc Alexander, 15 June 1961,
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personal comments on it, and Alexander made no criticicm of it
suggesting only minor aﬁendments.(1) 4o£éover, on the same day
that Eccles made his speech, Alexander was addressing the Aanual
Meeting of the A.E. C., during the course of vhich he advocated
+hat the C.A.Ts be recognised 2s natiohal institutions.(2> Dy
implication he would not oppose their being removed from local
aunthority control.

Such oppos ition as there was within the local authority sector
came from the County Councils Association, and that was two-fold,
Firstly the C.C.A. questioned the wisdom of taking such a dcc1s1on

(3)

-given that a committee had recently been set up to deliberate on
the develomment of the whole of the higher education sector. Second-
1y the Assbciation disliked'the way th;t the Minister hed made the
anmouncement prior to consultation with itself, and - so it thought -
other local authority asg onlatﬂons.(4) One suspects that the second
point of criticism carried more weight than the first, affecting 23
it did the place-of local authority associations in educational
policy-making. However, even that did not provoke a response from
w1th1n other as SOClutlono; Itvmight be added too by way of paren-
thesis that none of the C.A.Ts had actually becn under the control
‘of a county COuncll'

Outsiqe the local authorities, and perhaps rather more signi-
ficantly, it seems as if the Ministry of Fducation's plans for
direct grant were strongly opposed by the Trcasury. This, it seems,

g'lglbld, Alexander {o Part, 16 June 1961,

2)ibid, Alexander to Part, 16 June 1961,

(B\ﬁobblna Committee on Higher Lducation (Crnd 2154).
(4)AEC Piles, A492, W. L, Dacey to Alexander, 11 July 1961,
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was on two cownts: firstly it was opposed gimply because it would
create yet another category under which extra money would be claimed:
and secondly, as outlined above, the Treasury favoured the foundation
- of new universities snd therefore hoped that the C.A.Ts would not be

(1)

made direct grant institutions, Presumably the Treasury was rot
of the opinion that the financial structure of the higher education
system could stretch to meet both the developmenf of the C.A,Ts and

the new universities,

(¢) The Significance of Divect Grani Status for the C.A.Ts

The significance of direct grant étatus for the C.A.n's needs
to be looked at at two quite distinct levels: firdtly, in terms
of the effect it had’on the day to day rumming of the colleges; and
secondly, in terms of what it meant within the wider context of the
development of a genéral rolicy for the whole of higher education,
Taking first things first, il has to be admitied that many of
the C.A.T. Principals at least regarded the days ¢ direct grant

(2)

status as a haleyon era, vhen they had dirédt access to the
Minister's ear, and when money and resources were readily available,
Whefher the C.A.Ts would have fared.less well under local authority

. control is impogeible to tells It should not be forgotten that this
.was a period of tremendous growth within higher education anyviay.
Yoreover, as Dargess and Pratt have pointed out’ the period of direct-
grant status was so short - ébout 4 vears for most Coh.Ts - that they
had little opportunity to discover the disadvantages of such an

' arrangement.(3)

As for the importance of direct grant status within the wider

framevork of the develomment of higher educaticn as a whole, that

(1)As argued by Lord Boyle in interviev on 29 Apr. 1560
(2)hs described by Part in interview on 10 Apr. 1950.
(3)Purgess and Pratt (1970) op. cit, po. 142-3,
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can only be dealt with within the context cf the time, when the
Robbins Committec had already bcdun to deliberate on this guestion,
and when a spirit of reform was beginning to pervade the whole system
of higher education. On the one hand those who taught in the C.A.Ts,
the majority of C.A.T. Principals, and the N.C.T.A,, all of whom saw
the C.A.Ts simply as the apex of the technical college system, merely
regarded this transfer of control as facilitating the further develop-
ment of the C.ADs along the lines outlined in earlier cections of
this chapter. On the other hand though there is evidence to ;uggest
that the Ministry of Tducation had a vision of the C.A.Ts as future
universities, as reflected in Part's.description of direct grant
gtatus as a-'tw0~way—bet.'(1) By this he mecant that if the general
structure of higher education remained unchanged, direcet gront status
would be looked upon as helping the C.AsTs anyway simply by removing
them from local authority control; end if the structure was changed,
and the C.A Ts became universities, then direct grant statug would be
looked upon as a helpful transitional stage. To see the future of
the C.A.Ts thus, even if in such qualified terms, was clearly to be
one step ahead of the majority of people concerned in their develop-
ment.

In additioﬁ, what the Ministry of Education made no commenthon,
but vhat it was presvmably fully cognisant of, was that divect-grant
status gave the Ministry itsélf a much closer control over at least
a small part of the higher education sector, a sector within whica it

had hitherto had very little responsibility,

(1)A term used to describe direct grant status by Part in interview
on 10 Apr. 1980.
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(a) Some Concluding Remarks

By way of conciuding remarks it would seem important to stresas
that the Ministry of Education had ¢leaxly foreseen the implications
of direct-grant status for the C.A.Ts even if one would not wish to
argue at this stage that its implementation actuwally pre-judged the
views of the Robbins Committee in its report in 1963,

That these implications were not equally obvious to the colleges
themselves and those working in and with them, was stregsed in a
mumber of interviews I conducted;(1) and this will zlso be made
manifest in the evidence that #uch bodies gave to the Robbins

Committec, which is to be dealt with in the next chapter.

In short, the Ministry of Education's decision to make the
C.A.Ts direct-grant institutions provides a very fine example of
centralised decision-making within the field of further education:
the initiztive came from vithin the Ministry and was implemented
speedily and with a risimm of debate or discussion.

In addition, this transfer of control suggests that the Ministry
of Education at least, was by this timg moving towsrds a position
vhereby it saw the possibility of ending the present divide within
higher technological education between the universities and the
~technical colleges - by the granting of university status to the
C. AT vhilst simltancously increasing their own role within the
fiecld of higher education. in 1962 a dual policy for higher |
technological education still existed, but the Ministry of Education
had advanced towards a situation vhich enviseged the ultimate con-
vergence of the C.A.Ts within the wider fromework of higher education
a5 a whole.

(1)For example as argued by B, E. Robinson, interviewed on 19 Feb. 1980
and Sir James Tait, interviewed on 2 Juae 19%0,
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Chanter 5

The Recommendations of the Robbing Commitice on Hirher
Tochnolosical Fducation 1961-63

Ao Introduction

Throughout the 1950's there was growing prblic and parlia-
mentary pressure for the further expansion of the univergities.
Public Pressure was reflected in the steadily increasing pro-
portion of the age-group vhich was qualifying for university

entrance. Tor example, with particular reference to engineering
it was reported that at the beginning of the 1950's Southampton
University received only 35 suitable applicants for 50 places in
‘ engineering. Fowever, by 1956 applications outnumbered places to
such an extent that it was decided to increase the mumber of
places to 75 in the following year, with the possibility of further
increzsing this figvure to about 120 places by 1962.(1) Meanwhile
parliamentary pressuve ﬁook»the form of debates in both Iouses of
Parliament and a2 great mary questions in the House of Cormons con-
cerning all aspécts of higher ecducation, reference to many of which
has been made in the preceding chaptcré.

By 1960 this prescure, which was essentially calling,for a
. widening of the oprortunities within hicher education, reached its
zenith, In Loxd Boyle's words it was the momcnt,\'

"To seize the opportunities of an hour that seemed wniquely
full of hope."(2)

Such a perception vas presumably shared by Eccles, the Minister
of Fducation, who, in March 1960, on cvening the debate on the

(3
Crovwiher Report") in the House of Commons, boldly stated the nced

(4)

{for more university vlaces to be made available,

2)Boyle, (1979), on, cite PeTo

%)15-18, Report cf the Central Advisory Council for Fducation,
24 July 1959.

(4 )1cuse_of Cornons, Vol 620, 21 Mar. 1963, ccl. 53,

%1 %?;O_T,i_?gfz, 9 Jen, 1956, p.6Ce
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This theme was also teken up in the House of ILords. In May
of the same year, in 5_debate on Higher Education, Lord Simon of
Whythenshave made a speech which called upon the govermment,

"o appoint a Committee to inquire and report on the extent
and nature of provisions of full-time education for those over the
age of 18, vhether in universities or in other educational
institutions,"(1)

However, vwhether the govermment rcally needed such a spur to
action is questionable for prior to the debate in the Lords, in
April 1960, a group of ministers had already met under the chaiiman-
- ship of Lord Butler and agreed that some sort of inquiry should be
set up to look into the provision of higher education in Great
Britain.(z) The only question left undecided was exactly what sort
of inquiry to mount, Boyie made it quite clear that the govermment
perceived the need tp act with épced, so that it was therefore some-
vhat wary of setting up a Royal Commission or any formal committee
which was liable to prove a cumbersome piece of machiwcry, and very

(3)

slow to make any recomncndations. It was thus not uutil the
summer of 1960 fhat the government agreed to Lord Butler's suggestion
that a small committee of outsiders under an independent chajrman,
and with representatives of various goverrment departments attached
:as assessors, be appointed to do the job.(4)
| The Robbins Committee, as the Committee on Migher Faucation cane
to be called, was therefore esiabliched to.reviéw the current provi-
sioﬁ of higher education in Great Britain, and to rccommend any
changes it felt desirable, Yet there was a second and cqually im-

-

portant reason behind the setting up of this inquiry, namely the need

é‘igLords Debates, Vol 223, 11 May 1960, col, 615,
2)Boyle, (1979), ov. cit. p. 5.

53)ibid, D5

4)ibid, p.5.
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to try and develop a coherent policy for the vhole of higher
cducation, both inside and outside the wnivercities. This point

(1)

wes made in interviev by Part; and it was also expressed in
glightly different terms by Eccles at the mecting of ministors
referred to above:

"le felt we had to have a national policy laying down the
proportlon of the 18-year-old age group that could expect to
receive full-time higher educatlon."(2)

Indeed it‘shduld perhaps be stressed that the desire for some
sort of coherent or single policy forAhigher education had repeated-
1y been called for for years by the Hlnlsiry of Lducation, espceially
in relation to higher technological educaticn. For example, even in

the early 1940's Wallis had written of the neced for this.(s)

B, The Establichment of the Commitiee on Migher Bducation

On the 20th December 1960 the government announced that the
chairman of its committee of inquiry into higher education was to be
Tord Robbins,(4) Professor of Bcoromice at the Iondon School of
Economics and Political Science, and a rclativeiy unknown personality
at the Ministry of TLducation prior to his chairing the committce.(S)

A little earlicr during the seame month the government had held
a series of discussions with parties interested in the deliberations
of the Robbins Committee including the Committee of Viee-Chencellors

(6)

and Principals and a rumber of local amthority associations(7) to

explain the intentions behind its establishment. In the cource of
these talks the goverrment was keen o stress that the committee
was to be composed of members appointed as individuals rather than

as representatives of particulax interests;(e) and that the inquiry,

2)Boyle, (1979), ov. cit. .5

3)U29~§71U/9u? H.B, walliz %o C. I, Mr, Pllictt, 17 Mar., 1942,
A)0.5.8, 1T Fab, 1961, p.320.

g))Lnterv*cw with Fert, 10 Apr. 1980, vhen Tart made this point,
2 6)C.VCoP, Mirmten, Fimute 32, 9 Dec, 1960.

(

g t )Interview with Part, 10 Apr.1980.

1

lx.J.Co Ale' 3278, Hicher Tauection, Robhing 19€0-62, 8 Dec, 1950,

\./\

i
8)i
ibid, .
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mras intended to concern itself with the longer-term strategy
of the develomment of full-time highew education", (1)

rather than immediate or short-term develoyments, All in all it

was thought that this review would take about two yoars to completeg2) |
Despite the care the govermment took to stress the non-

representative nature of the Committee's membership it was hardly

surprising that when the names were announced in eeoxly 1961 con-

siderable criticism was expressed at its distinctly university biasSB)

After all, there was no-one on the commitiee from the teacher-train-

ing colleges, and there was only one member drawn from the local

(4)

authorities ~ Harold Shearman ~ and even he vas not a typical

local authority person but has been described rather as a London

(5)

Labour mani
Concern for the make-up of the committee was expressed most

forcefﬁlly, and wvith a considerable degree of insight, by

A, B, Clegg; the Edusstion Officer of the Vest Riding County

Council., He argued that,

"The constitution of the Cormittee would tend to make one
believe that it is a2lready accepted that not only the C.ATs and
the Training Colleges but some of the lesser Collegres of Technology
ere going to te handed over lock sitock and barrel to a body or
authority which is going to administer higher education as such
and nobody is going to raise any objectionz,"(6)

“and went on to explain,

"T am concerned about this because I don't think that the
Training Colleges, if financed by the Universities, are going to
be better off than they are with local authorities, and I am
worried about the liaison between the Schools and the Training
Colleges if the latter move completely out of the Bducation
service."(7)

1)C.V.C.P. Minute 132, 9 Dec., 1960,
gz i.i_m_cz .
%)see Appendix 9 - Membership of the Cormittee on Hikher Education,
(4§Harold Shearman was then Vice-President of W.E.A,
A descripticn given by Lord Boyle in interview on 29 Apr, 1980.
A0.Ce _File 2278, A, B. Clege to V. Alexander, 30 Mar, 1961,

5
6
7)ibid,
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Interestingly, Clegs's concern was not shared by Alexander,
Seérefary of the A.E.C.: althoush he saw the Committee's role as
one of re-examining the provision of higher education across the
board and of its administration.(1)

At the zame time few members had any first--hand recent
experience of the technical ecolleges althouch Sir David Anderson(z)
had formerly been the Principal of the BirminghamvCollegc of
Technology. )

Clearly there was a danger that tpe non-university sector's
contribution to higher education might be ignored or at leasf wder-
estimated; and indeed when attention is turned to the report itself
and the evidence submitted to the Committee an attempt will be made
to show that there was a tendency for this to happen. To sugpest
that the Committee lécked empathy for the local authority sector
of hicher education would not be an exaggeration, particularly as
regards the relationship of dechnical colleges to ilwir local
authorities.

Moreover, although the Committee was not appointed on a
répresentative basis it scems that its composition was rather
" heavily university-orientated given that its remit extended to the
"whole of full-time higher education and not just to university
education, as shown in the t?rms of reference set out below:

"o review the pattern of full-time hiéher education in Great
Pritain and in the light of national neceds and resources to advise
her Majesty's Government on vhat principles its long~-term develop-
ment should be based. In particular, to advisge, in the light of
these rrinciples, vhether there should be any-change in that pattern,
vhether eny new types of institution are desirable and whether any
modifications should be made in the present arrangements for plamning

and co-ordinating the development of the various types of institution.®

(3)

(13&30 Files, A278, Alexander to Clegs, 7 Apr., 1961,

(2)indersen was also a former directer of the Royal College of Scicence
and Technology, Glasgow.

(3)uigher THucetion, (Cmnd 2154), para 1.
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Thus it was clear that the Robbins Commnittee was to look at all
branches of full-time higher education in Great EBritain embracing not
only the universities but also the teacher-training colleges and
tﬁose institutions of Further Education which provided full-time
advanced level courses., These included the Scottish Central Insti-
tutions, the Colleges of Advanced Technology, and to an extent the
Regional Colleges, but largely excluded the area and local colleges,

Turthermore, despite its terms of reference, the Committee also
felt that it could not completely ignore the contribution which the
technical colleges made to higher education on a part-time basis:

"Je have found it necessary hoth to refer to the present state
of part-time higher education and to take into account its possible
role in the future, because of the contribution it nakes to the
stock of qualified manpover and because estimates of the rrovision
required for full-time courses must include some assumptions about
the future of part-time study."(1)

Given this view of pari-time higher education it seems, with
hindsight, at least regrettable that no member of the Committee
had up-to-date first-hand expericnce of either.the CATs or of
any other technical college. The one saving grace, perhaps, was
the decision to attach a number of representatives from the relevant
government departments to the Commitiee as assessors. These were
‘A, A, Part (Ministry of Education), Sir Keith Murray (U.G.C.),

H, H. Domnelly (Scottish Bducation Department) and J, P. Carswell
(8.1, Treasury). The role piayed by these assessors is difficult to
judge but certainly their influence, and especially that of Part,
was not ignored by the Committee. According to Lord Poyle:

"This was a very imvortant moﬁcnt from the point of view of the
Ministry of Iducation, since it was the first time a senior minisiry

official had been put in a formal position from which he could hope
to influence future university policy."(2)

Hirher Education, (Gmd 2154), para. T,

(1)ticher Tducabs
(2)Coyle. (19797, 2n._cit. p.5.
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This claim was somcthing of an exaggeration: for many years
the Permznent Secrcfary of the Ministry of Bducation had sat as an
assessor with the U.G.C., 2s had a scnior official from the Scottish
Fducation Department. However, that does not detract from the
influence which Part and the Ministry of Education in particular
browzht to bear on the Robbins Committec.

Indeed, that it should have been Part vho took on the job of
assessor was particularly fortuitous for the C.A.Ts for he clearly
had a firm grasp of the situation in the technical colleges, and had
.spent mach time in fostering their develomment,

That Part played an important role in the deliberations of the
Robbins Committee cannot be denied. It was obviously more than co-
incidental that he was largely in agreement with the Committee's
recommendations with the exception of that advocaling two ministries
of educaiion.(1) However, his role should not be over-estimated:
as Lord Robbins was limg2lf at pains to point out, Part's influence
was not of an obvious and direct sort. He mcfély broucht circumstances
to the Committee's attention.(z) A subtle distinction perhaps, but
one that should be acknowledged.,

C. The Robbine Report

(1) The Aimg and Princinles Underlying the Revort

The Robbins Report, which was published in Octcber 1963, proved
to be very'much in tune with.the expansioﬁist ethos of the period.
Thus vhilst the Report should not be looked upon as responsible for
the cxpansion of higher education in the 1960's, it can at least be -

seen as providing some sort of legitimation for it.

pointed out by Lord Robdbins in interview on 29 May 1980,
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This expansionist perspective showed itself most clearly in
the pivotal axiom underlyins the many recommendations which the
Committee made, and for vhich the Report is probd ly best remembered,
namely that, |

"Courses of higher education, should be made available for all
thogse who are qualified by ability and attainment to pursue then,
end vho wish to do so."(1)

This principle is interesting on several counts. In the first
place it very clearly reflected the political thinking of the
Conservative Govermment, with its emphasis upon equality of oppor-
tunity, but leaving the omus for 'imprﬁvemcnt' very much to the
individual. The system of higher education which the Robhins Report
advocated correspondgd very closely to the opportunity-state of the
Consexrvative Party's philosophy; the conditions were to be created
for people to tale advantage of them. Little wonder then, that
immediately following the publication of the Report, éhe govermment
issued a statement on the Report outlining its bre:i acceptance of
this principle.(z) »

Secondly, the Committee adopted this principle in the face of
a growing interest in the techniques of manpower-plamming and its
- posgible use within the field of higher cducation. In Chapter VI
of its Report the Committee did raise the question of how it might
cstimate the future nmumber of students in highgr edveation, but opted
for trjing to estimate studeht demand forvhigher education vhilst
rejecting the possibility of,

"Considering what supply of different kinds of highly educated
persons will be required to meet the needs of the nation,"(3)

éQTIi@:‘neyf Tauention (Cmnd 2154) (H.M.S.0 1963), para. 31.

2 Miirher Jducation, Goverrment Statement on the Report of the

Comaitiec under the Chairmanship of Lord Robbing (and 2165)
1961=63, 24 Oct. 1963,

(3 )Lirher Bducation (Crind 2154), 1963, para. 133,

J
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At first glance it might seem surprising that the Committee
devoted co little atlention to the concept of manpoﬁcr planning
and its associated problems, disposing of the issue in its Report

simply by arguing that,

1Tt is difficult for professions to estimate the long-term
demend for particular types of recruit."(1)

However, on consideration of the evidence given by the Advisory
Council on Scientific Policy it is quite clear that apart from the
fact that industry had often proved itself a poor judge of its future
" recruitment needs, the Robbins Committee also felt that recent reports
of the A.C.S.P. might be used as evidence against the further ex-
pansion of higher education, Referring to a report the A.C.S.P.
published in 1959 on.Scientific an Engineeriﬁg Manpower,(2) vhich
argued that the supply of such ﬁanpower vas likely to meet the demand
by 1965, and that it might excced the demand by 1970, Lord Itobbins
explained to members of the 4.C.S.P. that,

T think it is quite likely that the figures in your report
will be quoted against us and that people will say that if ex~-
pansion is accelerated there will be over-production, at any rate
on the scicnce side."(3) ,

Quite simply, whilst the Robbins Committee was deliberating
‘over the future development of higher education the figurcs that
those involved in manpover plamming were coming up with, did not
help or support the Committeejs argunents :or expansion.

However, whether the Committee's estiﬁates of future student
mumbers vas any more precise than thé figures of the manpowef

planners would only become clear vith time. I% estimated that there

51 2;1._‘95;91, vara 134

2)Scientific and Tonginserina Mannower in Great Fritain, 1959,
[Gand 902), A.C.S.P., 1959,

(3)dicher Pdocation, fvidence, Part 1, Vol B (Gmnd 2154-VII), p.431,
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should be 344,000 students in full-time higher education by 1970~71,
and 553,000 by 1980—811(1) Vith hindsight this wasz clearly an ovex-
estimete, By 1971 there were only 234,985 full-time students in

British univcrsities,(2) and this had only increased to 295,923 by

197879, )

A sccond principle of crucial significance for the future
development of higher education outlined by the Robbins Revoxd was

that students should receive equal academic awards for equal

(4)

and that institutions performing similar

(5)

academic performances;
functions should enjoy & similar status or prestige.
These recommendations, coming as they did from a committec
primarily mdde up of university people, marked quite a revolution in
academic thinking and could but be welcomed by the technical colleges,
Dating back to the end of VWorld War IT, since when the technical
colleges!' contribution to higher education had steadily increased,
the technical colleges had laboured under an inferiority of status
and prestige in relation to the universities, and in spite of numerous
recommendations from many cormittecs in favour of their being allowed
to award their own degrees, no such develomment had ever been put
into operation. ILven in 1955 the universities had refused to loosen
their monopoly over the awvarding of degrees, and the National Council
for Technological Awards whicp was established then was only empowered
to award Diplomas in Technology. Perhaps this recommendation of the
Robbins Committee foreshadowed an end to those irrational differcnces

and incqualities,

1)§iyﬁer Daueation, (Cmnd 2154), Table 30,

ggst;atigtics for Zducation, Vol &, (H.M.S.0. 1971) Table 1.

3 )ocucovicn Statiztics for the United Kinedom (H.M.S.O. 1979),
Pable 29\

(4 )iisher Duention, (Cand 2154), para. 34,

(5)ibid, para 35.
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In addition to those principles the Report argued that there
veé 2 neced for a 'systém' of hisher cducation by vhich it meant a
"eensciously co-ordinated organisation."(1) Hitherto higher educa~
tion had been allowed to develop piecemeal, with no co-ordination
between the universities and the non-university institutions. Thig
the Committee no longer decmed satisfactory given the cost of higher
education and the greater participation and public intercst generally
which it commended. Rather it saw the neced for some centralisation of
higher education, so that coherent policies might be drawn up and
some degree of co-ordination established between the different
institutions. In adopting this view the Committee was obviously in
close agreement with, the Ministry of Iducation, which had for long
appreciated the need to try and deal with higher educ#tion, and es-
pecially higher technological education as a single entity, regard-
less of the different types of institutions involved.(z)

Of more interest in the context of this thesis rliough, is vhat
exactly the Committee envisaged vhen it referréd to this 'system’'.
Vhen the Cormittece's recommendations are looked at in detail it will
be seen that in effect it was advocaling an incrcase in the number
‘of vniversities, and a general enlargement of existing universities,

by up-grading some non-university institutions to that status, by
creating some ncw universities, and by bringing the teacher-training
colleges under the university umbrella vié.the Schools of Lducation,
Tn short the Committee's policy for higher cducation meant, in
practical terms, a growth in the university sector. As Part pointed

out, the Bobbins Committee believed that the universitics could and

(1 Mirher ¥duention, (Gand 2154) s P2ra 18,
(2)5es pPp.179-180 above.
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would adapt themselves to do & large part of the job of providing

(1)

higher education. However, as will also be indicated later, in
putting forward thece recommendations, the Committee totally under-
cstimafed the potential contribution of the technical colleges to
higher education, both full-time and part-time.

In its opening chapters the Report also outlined the essential
sims of higher education., These it saw as fourfold: to teach

(2)

people appropriate skills;

(3}

to provide an all~round, general

(4)

to encourage rescarch,

(5)

education; and to help pass on a
common culture.
These aims were to be applicablé across the whole range of
institutions involved in higher education from the teacher-training

colleges to the universities although the Report acknowledged that
certain aimg might be stressed more in some institutions than in
others. In themselves they were not particularly novel, and given
the composition of the Comnittee it was hordly surprising that they
reflected a ‘university! perspective. Of rathér more inmnportance was
the high level of generality at which they were expressed sb tﬁét.'
they covld apply to eny or ail.institutions of higher education,
This, it would seem, was clearly in line with the Committee's
-intention to do away with irratioral barriers or distinctions befween
institutions and to help establish a single, co~ordinated system ol
higher education.

Obversely the Committee made no attempt to define a university

education any more precisely. Unlike many(c) of those vho submitted

(1)As argued by Paxrt in interview on 10 Apr. 1960,
2)dicher Bducotion (Cmnd 2154), vara 25.

3)ibid, para 26

4%1@35 vara 27,

S ibid, pars 28.

\

(3

‘or example, Sir Charles lorris, Vice-Chancellor of Leeds University,
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evidence to it, the Committec mede no effort to outline the ‘'essence’
of a university educotion, To a cortain extent this was inevitable
if the Cormd.tice was to keep within its terms of reference. However,
equally weil this concern with institutions and institutional
arrengements, and only the most general characterisation of higher
cducation, might have been adopted as a way round some of the long-
standing arguments which had bedevilled higher education, and es-
pecially higher technological education, in non-university institu-
tions for many years. By not itrying to define a university educaticn
as something uwnique or exclusive, but broadening it out into a
concept of higher education, the Nobbins Committee was saved from
trying to explain if and how higher education in non-university
institutions differed from that provided in the universities. Again,
this was in line with the Committee's desire to sec a single, co-
ordinated system of higher education.

In accordance with these aimg the INeport recommended an cnd to
the rather poorly co-ordinated arrangements for higher education
vhich had existed hitherto, divided between the universities, the
teacher-training colleges and the technical colleges. In future

60 per cent of higher education was to be rrovided for by the

universitics,(1) including the C.A.Ts which were to be granted
wniversity status. The teacher-training colleges were also to be
more closely associated with the universities through Schools of
Education.(z)
These recommendations, if implemented, would mark the virtual
demice of the dual system for highér technological education. Tech~

nological education was then divided rather haphazordly beiween the

1)Hirhcr Tducation, (Grnd 2154), peras. 209 and 465,
2)ibid, para. 735,
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universities and the technical colleces. Under the Committee's
proposals that teught in the C,A.T.s ond the universitics would all
be transferred 4o the university system. However, that would still
leave theé Regional Colleges which also provided a large range of
courses at the same sort of level. These colleges were initially

to remain under local authority contieol althouph the eventual uﬁ—
grading of some of these colleges to university status was envisaged
by the Committee in the longex term.(1)

(ii) The Robbins Committea's Recommendation for Higher
Technological Education

(a) Introduction

By the 1960's there existed in Britain a very widespread
conviction that a more rapid rale of expansion of education,
especially of scientific and technological education, would enable
the cconomy to expand faster. This view was shared by the Robbing
Committee: it pointed out that,

"The groving realisation of this country's economic dependence
upon the education of its porulation had led to much questioning of
the adequacy of present arrangements. Unless higher education is
speedily reformed, it is argued, there is little hope of this
densely populated island maintaining an‘adequate position in the
fiercely competitive world of the future,"(2)

In respect of higher technological education the Committee made

_two important points in the early chapters of its Report. Firstly it
pointed out that the universities were no longer the sole providers

. 4 k4 .
of higher education.()) This was not the truism it might appear to
be in retrospect. Meny failed {o appreciate the prodigious rate at
vhich the technical colleges had increased their contribution to this

spnere of higher education since 1945, and morc especially since the

Vhite Parer of 1998, At the turn of the century there were but fov

2)ibid, para 16,

1%,1,131_:1_, para 419,
3)ibid, para 45,
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full~time adveonced courses carried out in the technical colleges.

At the beginning of the war there were only 6,000 cuch ctudentss

by 1954-55 there were 12,000, and by 1062-63 they totalled 43,000.(1>
By 1962-63 thoy constituted one-~fifth of all full-time advanced
students.(z)

Sccondly, in the chapter on international comparisons the
Report specifically highlighted the differences between the develop-
ment of technoloéical education on the Continent ond in Britain in
terms which were quite critical of the latter:

"Technology vwas accepted in British universities during the
nineteenth century. On the Continent it was not; but the forces
demanding technological education were powerful enouch to build
up Technical High Schools outside the universities., The scope and
scale of sone of these institutions are such that many think that
the piccencal and sometimes reluctant acceptance of technology by
the British universities was to this country's ultimate loss. In
this country technology has been widely scattiered, partly in
wiversities end partly outside, a weakness of organisation that
has long been recognised and that began to be remedied in 1953
vhen the govermment amnounced plans for a massive expansion of the
Tmperial College of Scicnce and Technology and other centres."(B)

These two points should be borne in mind when the Committee's
more detailed recommendations in respect of technological cducation
sre considered. The first point, coupled with the Cormittee's view
sbout a single, co-ordinated system of higher education presumably
influenced it somevhat vhen conzidering the future of the C.A.Ts,

As for the sccond, the Committee's admiration for the Technical High

Schoolg undoubtedly affected the way that it recommended higher

technological education should develop in the future.

1)ibid, Table 3.
2)ibid, pora 45 .
(3)ibid, pora 102,
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Interestingly, although the Robbins Committee recommended &
further expansion of technological education, some of the data
actually suggested that Britain was doing at least as well as some
of its Furopean competitors. Table 13(1) in Appendix 5 showed the
“total muber of first degrees awarded in science and techneology in
1959, the mmber of first degrees avarded in science and technology
separately in that year, and the percentage which technological
degrees formed of the total., From this table ilwas clear that in
terms of the total number of first dégrees in technology owarded in
1959 Britain vwas not terribly far behind Germany and ahead of all the
other countries listed there except for the United States and IPrance.
The striking difference lay in the number of first degrees awaxrded in
pure science: there Britain led the field with the exception of the
United States., Thus in percentage terms Britain's output of techno-
logists looked mch more bleak than when the total numbers were
considered.

However, although the output of technolog;sts may have been
greater than many peovle thogght there was also a secondary problem,
namely that pure science often attracted better students tﬁan did
technology.(z) This problem was not a new onc. It had been recog-
nised by the Percy Committee in 1945;(3) and more recently it had
peen referred to by the Adviscry Council on Scientific Policy in the

(4)

licht of its own findings and other survey evidence.(S) As the

shove~nentioned Committees recogmiced, there was no simple solution

to this problem, but on one level at least it could be tackled, by

2)ibid, yara 378.

% )Hirher Technolo~ical Tducation, Report of a Special Committee under
Tord Tercy, linisitry of Educaticen, 1945, para 41.

(4)Sciontific and Technolo~ical Manvower in 1962, (Cnnd 2146), A.C.S.P.

(5)fechrolony. = tha tth Yorm Yo, Oxford University Department of
Bducaztion «

§1;ibid, hppendix 5, Table 13,
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trying to make technological education as attractive in terms of
status and prestige; as pure science,.

Vith these points in mind attention will ncw be focused on the
more detailed prorosals put forward by the RHobbins Cormittec.

(b) The Collemes of Advenced Technolory

In line with the aims and principles underlying the Robbing
Report the Commitiee was unanimous in recommending that the C.A.Ts
should become technological univers lties.(1)

In reaching this decision the Committee was obviously influenced
by a variety of different factors. In particular it was very sensitive
to the C.A.Ts' inability to award their own degrees, and the lack of
status and prestige vhich were the inevitable concomitants of this in
the ecyes of the general public, and especially of aspirant students:
in its Report the Committee argued that the C.A,Ts,

"ire kept in a position of tutelage so that they are less
attractive to studenis ord their recruitment of staff is smpeded,"(2)

In addition the Ccnmittee was very impressed by the standards
the C.A.Ts vere already achieving: it felt that at least some of
them were as good as, if not better than, sone universities.(3)
Teither wes the Committee alone in toking this view: the N.C.T.A,
also recognised that the work done in the C.A.Ts was of honours degree
hstandar (4)

Moreovgr, the Committee felt that it would be something of an
injustice to keep the C.A.Ls out of the university club at the same
$ime zs the 'new! universities wvere being‘amnitted to it.(S) Also,
added to this was the fact that the develomment of the C.A.Ts had boen

(6)

specially fostered,

g gk point made by Iord Robbins in intevrview on 28 May 1930,
2 Jizheor Bdue 1t10n, (bnna 9154), para 491,

23)& point made by Port in interview on 10 Apr. 1560,
4)lirner Pduontion, (Cand 2154), para 300

(5); Do*nt made by Lord Robbins in 1ntch10d on 29 May 1980,
(6

)ibid
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Heither weas the Committee {troubled by the way that the C.ATs
tehded to concentrate érimarily on scicnce and technology: the
Comnittee had been favourably impressed by similarly 'narrow~hased!
institutions both in the United States and in Furope, and saw no
objection to encouraging similar developments in Britain., Indeed,
the Committee recommended that,

"The central feature of the colleges should continue to be
teaching and research in the sphere of technology."(1)

This decision to recommend the up-grading of the C.A.Ts to
* university status was described by Part as,

"A policy of calculated risks."(2)

He maintained that unless and until the C.A.Ts were granted this
status they would be wnable to achieve the standards expected of a
university institution. Prcsumébly the Robbins Commitiec agreed with
this rather circular argument.

Calculated risk or otherwise, the Committec's denigion to
recommend the up-grading of the C.A.Ts met with widespread approval,
as will be cleai vhen attention is turned to the evidence submitted
to the Committee. IHowever, in one fairly important respect the
Committee fell short of what might have been expected of it in so
far as it failed to deal in detai% with the way in which it envisaged
these im titutions developing in the future, a criticism which
Iord Robbing readily accepted with hindsight.(s) As hes already been
indicated the Committee suggested that the C.AJIs should retain their
technological bias, However, in the next paragraph it went on to
recommend that the colleges develov in new dir;ctions too, such as

in pure science and the social sciences, especially nanagement and

2)A thrase used by Fart in interview on 10 Apr. 1960.

1)Hicher Tducation, Cnnd 2154, para 396.
% Robbins, in interview on 29 May 1960,
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business studies. ( ) &dmlttedly a broudenlnU of the scope of the
C.A.Ts need not necessarily have Drevcntcd them from maintaining
their distinctive industrial orientation, IHowever, given the
pressure that was likely to emanate from the other unlvnrultle gy if
the Conmittee had really been intent on the C.A.Ns retaining their
rractical bias it might have put forward some rather more fim
suggestions concerning their future, This woolly thinking was
reflected in the Eommittee's recommendation to up-grade the C.ALs:e
"We recommend that in future these colleges should in general
become technological universities, and that this should be recognised
in their title if they so wish."(2)
Added to this were provisos about the possibility of some C.A.Ts
becoming the technological faculties of existing wniversities and
the merger.of others with otﬁer educational institutions. Obviously
not 211 the C.A.Ts could be expected to develop along the same lines
but they might have renafited from closer scrutiny of their individual
cases, Having been undcr tutelage since their inception, to grant
them autonomy so rapidly might vwell have left individual institutions
in something of a policy vacuun,

(c) The Special Tnstitutions for Scientific and Technological
Iducation and Research

From the statistics which it collected the Robbins Committee

argued that there was a need to attract more =nd beiter students to

. - K .
higher technological education.()) Tt also maintained that there was

a2 need to increase the volume of technological research carried out

(4)

in this country. On these grounds the Comnittee argued that a
small number of nev institutions, devoted to mecting these nceds,
should be founded: Speecial Imstitutions for Scientific and Techno-

logical Dducation and R nesearch.(5)

Misher Pducotion, (Cnnd 2154), para 397,
)TG_’ T‘z.«l"a' §925

Thad, para 381 .
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This recommendzation seems to have had its gencsis within the
Robbins Committee ibcelf: according to Lord Robbins both Sir Patrick
Linstezd zrd Fr. Re Be. Southall were particularly kecen on the idea of
establishing a numbesr of technological universities, and Lord Robhinsg
also admitted to supporting the idea himself. However, he maintained
that having listened to the evidence and arguments put forward by
vorious members, the recommendation was put forward unanimously.(1)

Clearly in meking this recommendation the Committee was strongly
influenced by the type of institutions providing technological
education on the Continent and in the United States.(z) Hor should
it be forgotten that there was a loné tradition of people in this
country, for example, Lord Cherwell, who had for long argued the
merits of establishing some sort of technological university.

These SeI.S.TE.Rs - referred to as T.1.G.E.Rs by the Committe£3)
~ were to be of university status but concerned mainly with technology
ond science; In the vords of the Report, their

"Centre of pravity should be in science éﬁd technology."(4)
tite what was to be understqod by this remained rather vogue, es-
pedially as the Report went on to suggest that,

"Other related subjects, e.g. social studies, operational
regearch and statistics should be develoved on a significant secale,

' and languages will be needed at least as encillary subjects.(5)
Ixactly how these S.T.S.T.E.Fs would differ from the C.A.,Ts once the

latter were granted university status remained suitebly obscure!

1%As argucd by Robbins, in interview cn 29 May 1980,
2 [Lisher Tdveotion (Omnd 2154), para 383,

3)A point made by Dobbins in interview on 29 May 1980,
4)Eirher Wduertion (Cmnd 2154), para 384,
(5)ibid «
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The S.I.5.T.E.R.s wvere not exvected to be rigidly alike one
another but they were to share a mumber of characterictics: they
were to have between 3,500 and 4,500 students each, that is, large
enough to cover a wide range of disciplincs;(1) they were to place
considerable emphasis upon postgraduate study;(z) and were expected
to create the right sort of conditions to atiract staff of the
requisite high quality.(B) The intention behind the recommendation
4o establish such institutions was that they should help boost the
status of technological education and research relative to the arts
and pure science, Indeed, the S5.I.5.T.E.Rs would possibly only
differ from the C.A/ s in respect of their roots: vhilst the C.A.Ts
had been developed out of technical colleges the S.I.S.T.E.Rs were
largely to be fostered from existing university institutions. Of the
five S.I.S.T.E.Rs that the Committeec recommended be established one
vas to be founded anew, a second was to be developed out of an

(4)

existing C.A.T., and the other three were to be Jduveloped out of

university institutions which were already heevily oriented towards
technology. These were the Imperial College of Science and Technology,

London, the Manchester College of Science and Technology, and the

(5)

‘Royal College of Science and Technology, Glasgow. The latter and

“the two new institutions were to be independent universitics. The

other two were expected to form federal links with the university

(6)

they vere already a part of.

ibid, para 3086.
Jibid, mara 385,
)ibid, pera 388.
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(d) The_ Robbins Remort's Recommendations for the Techniecal
Colleoes other than the C.AJMg

The Robbins Cormittec's recommendations for the technical
colleges other than the C.A.Ts were somevhat less clear—-cut than
the recommendation to up-grade the C.ALs to university status.
Indeed, in relation to advanced~level work in these colleges the
Comittee's recommendations were at least rather ambiguous, and
might even be interpreted as being contradictory. On the one
hand the Committee argued that ultimately the demand for advanced--
level full-time courses in the technical colleges would decline as
the proportion of university places increased,(1) but on the other
hand it recommended the establishment of the C.N.A.A. which was to
be empowered to award degrecs to students on the successful com-
pletion of courses of the appropriate standard in institutions out-
side the university sector.(z) This implied that the Committee fore-
saw the continuation of courses of higher education in non-university
institutions, and it might even be argued that the creation of the
C.NJAA. would indced foster this. These recommendations rclating
to the technical colleges will now be considered more closely.

Taking firstly the development of the Further Education sector
~overall, the Robbins Committee clearly felt that its greatest con-
tribution would be made in the sphere of advanced ﬁart-time educationgs)
I+ estimated the demand for advanced part-time courses increasing from
110,000 places in 1962-63 to some 200,000 places during the 1970's.

By contrast the mumber of {ull-time advanced-level places was expected
to rise from 31,000 in 1962-3 to around 65,000 by 1980-81.4) As the

»eport explicitly argued,

51 Yibid, para 486.
\2S‘bid, vara 433,
’3}'}{&, para A8T,
z4)ibi , para 486,
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"If there is some increase by 1280 in the proportion of places
at vniversity level, and particulerly if they include the C.A.Ts,
the demzrd for sdwvaneced courses in colleges of Murther Fducation
will be lessened."(1)

In addition the Report recomiended that at least some of the
regional colleges might follow the C.A.Ws and ultimately be up-
graded to vniversity status. In making this rccommendation the
Report endeavoured to compare and conirast these iwo types of
institution. Tor example, it pointed out that the C.A.Ts did more
post-graduate work than the regional collegcs(2) whilst the latter
were less heavily oriented towards science and technology than the
C.A.Tg incorporating departments of business studies, architecture
and the 1ike.(3) However, all in all,

"The line dividing the most develored of the Regional Collefes
from Colleges of Advanced Technology is not shoxrp, and may become
even less so under the current plans for their expansion in the
next few years."(4)

Not all the regional colleges were expecled to develop into
universities, Some woos o remain regional colleges, and others might
become constituent parts of existing universities or be federated to
other colleges.(s) Interestingly it vas suggested that their develop-
ment to meet these varicd ends should follow closely that of the
C.A.Ts: the Report rccommended the use of direct grant in axranging
the transfer of these colleges from local authority conirol to

(6)

university status.
bs for the Council for National Academic Awards this was designed
primarily to replace the N.C.T.A. although it was to differ from the

latter in certain key respects. In the first place it was to be em~

(1)ivid

(Qgibiq, para 416,
(3)ibid, para 415.
(A>;g?.i§‘_9 ..'q‘ra' 4160.
(5)ibid, para 419.
(6)ibid, para 420.
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powered to award degrees at pass and honours degree levels, instead
of the Dinloma in Techhology; secondly its Jurisdiction was to
cxtend beyond the disciplines of science and technology, and finally
it was to have amongst its members more rerresentatives of the
regional and érea colleges than the N.C.T.A. had had from the
C.A.Ts.(1)

Indeed, given the features outlined above the C.N.A.A. was
expected to do more than simply replace the N.C.T.A. According to
Lord Robbins it was also anticipated that the C.N.A.4, would to some
extent begin to take over the role previously performed by the
London University external degree although in its ﬁeport the
Committee was careful to note that the latter would still have a
part to play.(z) The Vice~Chancellor of London University had
advised the Robbins Committee that its internal teachers were no
longer so willing to bear the burden of the external degree.(3) In
outlining its recommendations in respect of the C.li.%.A, the Committee
doubtless kept this peint in mind. An alternative device was obvious=—
1y needed, and the model of the K.C.T.A. proved an attractive one.

This recommendation to set up the C.M.A.A. marked gomething of
‘a revolution in the academic world for in suggesting that this body
-should be emmovercd to award degrees an end was signalled to the
wniversities' monovoly over this function.

It ﬁas also important in so far as thé existence of the C.N.A.A.

would act as impliecit recognition not of a single system of higher

1)ibid, para 433,
2)ibid, pera 434,
(3)A point made by Lord Robbins in interview on 29 May 1960,
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education but at least of two sectors which catered for courses of
this standard. Indeéd perheps it is unfair to cuggest that the
Robbins Committee ever wanted a single or unitary system of higher
educatioﬁ. It would scem that the Committec always accepted the
existence of the further education sector btut saw it as a rather
secondary or residual sector to the universities as far as the
provision of full-time higher education was concerned., The Committee
believed that the universities could and should expand to meet the
growing demand for full-time higher education, possibly at the expense
of the technical colleges. Vhether the Committee was correct in its
‘estimation of the role of the technical colleges will be considered
later in this chapter.

(iii) Yom2 Concluding Comments on the Robhinsg Report

The Committee's terms of reference embraced all institutions
of higher education in Creat Britain. However, having considered
jts Report with partivuler refercnce to its proposals in respect
of higher technological education it has become apparent that the
Committee had the interests of one particular set of ingtitutions
very much to the forefront of its collective mind, namely the uni-
versities., Indeed, it would not be an exaggeration to describe
‘higher education as the Committee saw it as synonymous with uni-
versity education. Such an orientation is evident in xespect of the
Committee'é recommendations concerning the C.A.T.s. It ghould also
be noted that it extended to other asrects of higher education too.
In particular the Cormittee wented teacher-iraining colleges to
become more clocely ossociated with’the wiiversities through Schocls

(1)

of Education. Boually this wniversity orientation was highlighted

(1)Hisher Tducation, (Cnnd 2154), para 735.
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by the Comnittee's recommendation to set up a separate Ministry

of Education for the universities and the various rescarch
councils.(1) In short, whilst the Reprert may hove provided thé
legitination for the expansion of higlier education it also quite
clearly wanted to see this take place within the traditional
university framework. Those institutions which were not universities
vere expected to aspire to that status.

The effect that these recommendations had on higher technological
education will be considered more closely at a later stage in this
chapter, following upon an analysis of some of the evidence submitted
to the Cormitiee, both oral and written,

De An Analvsis of the Evidence Submitted to the Robbing Committee

Attention will now be turned to the evidence submitted to the
Bobbing Committee to see how far the reccommendations made in the
Report accorded with thic and where it differed. Due to the volume
of evidence submitted .* has been necessary to treat it selectively:
specific key issges will be dealt with, 1argei§ centred on the views
of individuals or associations particularly concerned with the
development of higher technological education, IMuch of the attention
in the evidence relating to technological education was focused upon

.the C.A.To, and this will be reflected in the ensging paragraphs,.

As has already been indibated, the Committee was unanimous in
recomnending the uo-groding 6f the C.A.Ts to university status,(z)
and this recommendation also found widespread support amongst those
wvho gave cvidence relating to the Colleges., Sir Hector Hetherington
preved an exception, but he admittea that hic lknowledge of the C.A.Ts

(3)

was only second-hand.

(1)ibid, vera 784.

2)As vecinted out by Lord Robbins in interview on 29 May 1930,

(3)4isher Tiueation, Tvidence, Tort 2, Cnind 2154-XTI, Memorandum
subnitted by Sir Hector Hetherington, 24 May 1962, p.74.
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The CoV.Co.P. was amongst those who supported such a
recorriendation. However, it is intereuting to note that the latier
clearly retained its differences over this mattier., This is quite
apparent from the variety of opinions put forward by the vice-
chancellors vwhen they met to prepare their submission for the
Robbins Committee. On the one hand there were those who implicitly
accepbed that the granting of university status to the C.A.Ts was
inevitable. Fbr_example, Sir James lountford, Vice-Chancellor of
Liverpool University, maintained,

"T see no really long term solution which will satisfy informed
public opinion short of degree-grenting powers for Colleges of
Advanced Technology."(1)
vhilst J. S. Fulton, Vice~Chancellor of the University of Sussex,
argued,

"If we were agreed that Colleges of Advanced Technology should
give degrees for work of the same quality as that done in universities,
it would surely be better to say so than to have it appear that a
concession was being wrung from us."(2)

On the other hand it is clear that certain vice-chancellors at
least still had their doubts about granting the C.A.Ts university
status. Thus Dre. Je W. Cools, Vice~Chancellor of Exeter University,
argued,

"0learly the suggzestion that Colleges of Advanced Technology
“shonld be given degree-granting vowers is one to which serious and
careful conid deration should be given. There are a mumber of factors
which should be borne in mind. If they are given such powers, then
the title of the degree should be distinctive and not to be confused
with the degrees given by the multifaculty universities. The courses
provided in Colleges of Advanced Technology are different in charactex
from those in wniversitics, as are the entrance qualifications."(3)

Another vice-~chancellor expressed a similar view in less

noderate terms:

é1)C.V.C;P. linates, Minute 339, 16 June 1961,
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"One of the tragedies in the hictory of higher cducation in
this country in recent years is that Lord Cherwell was defeated
in his attempt to get technological universities created. One
of the gravest dangers now 1s that the currency of wniversities
is to be watered down. Let universities do their traditional jodb
under the old four faculties, but let now instituvtions be created
to0 train the persommnel now nceaed in cther spheres. Let them
grant degrees and have high prestige, but leave universities
alone."(1)

Thus, wvhilst the C.V.C.P. recommended that the C.A.Ts be
granted university status it also added the rider that they
should be permitted to award "specified degreecs" only.(z) The
Committee's caution was also brought out in a comment by
Sir D. Logan, Principal of the University of London, made as the
meeting between the C.V.C.P. and the Robbins Committee was drawing
to a closes

"his is a compromise document., The Chairman of our committec
has expressed one view. Some members of our committec would favour
granting limited degree-giving powers in technology and, perhaps,

econonics. Others feel that come of the C A.Ts might be a2 nucleus
from which a university might emvrge."(3)
Mite cleerly the CuV.72. had more rescrvations about grenting the
C.A.Ts university status than did the Robbins Committee.

In the lighf of the above it is hardly surprising that the
C.V.C,P. also differed from the Robbins Committee as to the speed
with vhich the C.A.Ts were to be granted wniversity statuws, The

_Robbinas Report recommended that the C.A.Ts be granted their charters
immediately; and although initially each was to 5@ watched over by
an Mcademic Advisory Cormittee, sugzested that,

"For some of the colleges arrangements of this sort will not
prove to be needed for more than a very short period."(4)

In contrast to this the C.V.C.E. arsued thet,

1)ibid »

g )P’JIYIC‘T‘ lel("‘"\,lO"]. .sVldenc(_-.‘ P".J”'l' -1 (Cf"lnd_ 2154.‘1_}{) p.1127.
(3)}_1)_—5.@_, 3.11 586
(#)igher Dénertion, (Cend 2154), para 395,
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"The situation will have to be dealt with step by step, The
raising of the Colleges of Advanced Technology to university status
will occupy the next fifteen to twenty vears."(1)

The reservations expressed by the C.V.C,P. in reaspect of
grantingvthe C.A Ts university status obviously arose in part from
a desire to defend the traditional role of the universities, The
C.V.C.P. held to a particular conception of a universcity and of what
a university education was expected to provide a student with, which
the C.A.Ts were unable to match up to at least as they had been
initially conceived., According to the C.V.C,P. the special position
of the universities,

"Derives alike from the high level end from the catholicity
of the studies in which they engage."(2)

And therefore by the same token,

"o institution which is narrowly pedegogical or seminarist
or ultra-specialised in ocutlook can, in the view of the Committee,
make the contribution to society which the universities have
traditionally made and which given proper safeguards, they will
contime to make."(3)

Whilst the C.V.C.D's attitude towards the up-grading of the
C.A.Ts to univeréity status might have been expected it must be
pointed out that not inconsiderable notes of reservation were
sounded too by the W.C.T.A. and the Principalsof the C,A.Ts,
However, whereas the C.V.C.P. was concerned that the C.A.Ts would
f2i1 to meet the various characteristics which it considered as
essential to a university, the N.C.T.A. and C.A.T, Principals were
anxious that certain of the C.A.Ts distinetive features should be

maintained even if they were to become universities, In particular

they wanted the C.A.Ts to retain their specialist orientation in the

(1%Hjnber Bducation, (Cmd 2154-IX), Vol. D, p. 1184.
32,5323, Vemorandum submitted by the C.V.C.P., p.1126,
(3)ivid. -
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technological sphere, end their practical bias and close industrial
links., As the N.C.T.A. argued,

"he Governing Body of the Council believe that there is a
place in the future pattern of higher technological education for
institutions conducting high level courses comprising integrated
acadenic study and industrial training of the type now leading to
the award of the Diploma in Technology and programmes of work such
as those now leading to the award of liembership of The College of
Technologists. Work of this character demands the closest links
between the college and industry and these may well be facilitated
by the fact that such institutions would work in a more limited
field then is customary in universities."(1)

As for the Principals of the C.A.Ts they were somevhat divided
. on this issue. Venables, Principal of the Birmingham C.A.T.,
favoured the idea that the C.A,Ts should become Royal Colleges of
Technology, and it was his view that was put forward by the C.A.T.
Principals in the evidence they submitted to the Robbins Committec.
The C.A.T. Principals argued that the C.A.Ts:

"Should be expanded mainly but not exclusively as institutions
of higher professional education for industry and comnerce."(2)

They were to rctain their technological bias il he enlarged
to comprise five faculties in all - engineeriﬁé, applied science,
pure sciences, social sciences and other studies, The last~named
faculty being something of a catch-all category depending, in
-particular colleges, on the individual interests of the 1ngt1tutlon(3)
.These colleges, the Committee of C.,A.T. Principals maintained, should
become, |

"Rbya1 Colleges of Tecnﬂglo~y, u+yled'as such, and entitled to
all the 'university-quality' oondltlon° essential to their work
and development."(4) )

By way of a conclusion to its memorandum the Committec of C.A.T.

Principals argued as follows:

(1)Hiﬁh0r Pdueation, Dvidence, Port 1 (Cnond 21)A-VTI), Vol. B, lMemor-
andum submitied by the N.C.T.A., 18 Oct. 1961, 1.694,

(2){1~bor Tdueation, Bvidence, Part 1 {(Cmnd 2154-VI1Y), Vol. C, lemor-
andum submitvted by the Committee of C.LA.T. Yrineipals, p,701.

30ibid, 04752

§4 ;ibid, p.783 -
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"There is almost a natural inclination on the part of new
institutionz to strive to become part of the established order,
distinsuished of cocurse but not readily distincuichable from it.
Many would, therefore, urge that we should develop into
technological universities, styled as such. However, we believe
in a diversity of institutions, and we are concerned to establish
a route in higher education parallel to that of the traditional
universities."(1) .

This suggests that the C.A.T. Principals wanted their
institutions to remain separate from the traditional universities,
and in interview with Sixr James Tait, formerly the Principal of the
Northampton_C.A.T., he made it quite clear that the C.A.T. Principals
took this attitude not because of any lack of confidence on their
part but due to an underlying fear that if they became technological
universities they would become the poor relations within the

’ 2
wuniversity club.( )

Fevertheless, according to Dr, Ldwards, Principal of the
Bradford C.A.T., with the exception of Venables, the other Prinecipals,
both secretly and openly were also lobbying for university status.(B)
However, at least publicly, they took a more cautious line of
argument.

The N.C.T.A. and the Committec of C.A.T. Principals were not
alone in ascribing to the "different but equal" princivle. The
Advisory Council on Scientific Policy also adopted a similar line
in its memorandum, arguing that the universities should contime
their work in the field of basic research whilst the C.A.Ts were the
nore suitable type of institutions for the pursuit of apnlied

research, Moreover, vwhen giving oral evidence to the Robbins

Committee the A.C,5.P. was exceedingly critical of the umiversities!

2)As argued by Sir James Teit in interview cn 2 June 1980,

1 3_ibn'.d, PP 7856
%)A point made by Dr. B, G, Bdvards in interview on 6 May 1980,
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record in the field of technology:

mls have dbeen struck for a good nmumber of years by the relative-
ly low state of research in these fields, even in the universities,
There are certzin branches of engincering which have been notoriously
bad for a long time. We think this is a very serious matter and some
of us have doubts as to vhether we will get adequate reﬂcmrcn in
these fields if it is left to the universities. The C.A.Us give the
oprortunity to put some real life into broad areas of LCChnO]OblCdl
research,"(1)

It was presumably on account of this view of the universities
that the A.C.S.P. recommended that the C.A.Ts, rather than the
wniversities, should be developed along lines similar to the develop-
ment of Imperial College, London.(2)

Such an attitude towards the C.A.Ts was exceedingly refreshing,

particularly as only a fev years earlier the A.C.S.P, had been quite
disparaging of the work carried out by the technical colleges in the
field of advanced technology, and had been quite adamant that
technnlogical education should be developed mainly in the universitiesgs)

Turning to the evidence submitted to the Robbins Committee more

generally it is clear that there was a rather subtle distinction
between recomending that the C.A.Ts become technological universitics
or colleges with all the attributes of university self-government and
recommending simply that they be granted wniversity status, The
positive reasons for urging one of these two alternatives were the
-same. firstly it was argued that tqe Colleges c'hould be self-govern-
ing institutions like the universities since they too were involved
in providing full-time courses of higher education albeit mainly in
the fields of science and technology. Secondly it was argued that

- the C.A.Ts nceded to be able to confer their own awards if they vere

to be accorded equivalent status to the universities, Indeed, even

(1)iicher Dducetion, Bvidence, Part 1, (Cmnd 2154-VII) Vol B, Oral
evidence on tehalf of the A, C.Q.P., De425.

(2)ibvid, v.426.

(3)plph03 Technelomical Tducation, A.C.S.P., 25 June 1948.
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the Ministry of Education, which had been instrumental in establishing
the N.C.T.A., admitted in the course of its evidence that the

Colleges were fighting a losing baitle in trying to establish th.

Dip. Tech. as equivalent to a university degree.(1) It was this
appreciation of the 'magic' associated with a degree which led the
Ministry of Education to argue that,

“The only defensible principle is that comparable awards should
be available for comparable achievement whether the course is
provided at a university or at another suitable institution of
higher education or vhether or not it is primarily vocational."(2)

The point of difference between those vho suggested that the
C.A.Ts become technological universities and those who simply
argued that the Colleges be given university status lay in the fact
that the latter group wanted the C.A.Ts to remain distinet from the
traditional universities: equal but still different., Apart from
those mentioned above such an attitude was expressed by the Royal

(3)

Institute of Chemistry, and also by particular individuals includ-

ing Sir Tric Ashby.(4)
loreover, come of those that held this view suggected that the

Colleges might confer degrees with distinctive titles. Thus

Sir Fric Aghby, for example, recommended that both the C.A.Ts and

the teacher-training colleges should award degreces with distinctive

~iabcls, possibly under the controi of a national or rcgional degree-

giving corporation with a Royal Charter.(s)

Those who argued that the C.A.Ts should be 'different but
equal' in relation to the universities were arguing for equality of
status whilst wishing to seze the C.A.Qs retain their technological
ard industrial biases,

(1)Higner Fducation, Evidence,(Cmnd 21%4-XI) Vol F, Femorandum
submitted by the Ministry of Education, 3% Apr. 1952, p.1098

2)ibid, p.1699.

3 Nlirher Dluvestion, Tvidencs, (Gmnd 2154-VI) Vol A, p.46.

4)£inhor Edgc§tion, ¥vidence, (Cmnd 2154~X) Vol 3, p.1671.
5)ibid, p.1870.
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Having'outlined the distinct characteristics of the C.ATs it
might help to describe the characteristics of the institutions wit
wvhich they were contrasted, namely the universities. Those vho
gave evidence to the Robbins Committece differentiated the universi-
ties from the C.A/DLs broadly on account of their 'academie
cheracter' and their multi-disciplinary composition. These
characteristics were expressed in various ways. Sir Charles Morris,
in his memorandum, outlined his perception of the academic character
of PBritish universities thus: .

"The English university regards itself as essentially con-
cerned to try to make a strong academic impact upon the student
wvhile he is in residence, howvever vocationally preoccupied he may
initially be. The university secks to lead him to pursue
tacadenic! studies for their owm sakes, with a width of intellectual
interest and to 2 depth of intellectual analysis which might well
not be demanded for the mere purposes of a technical or even
professional qualification. Even in these days English universities
hold to this academic purpose as central for undergraduate cducation,
and they still have a ccnsiderable measure of success with it. If
they did not do so they would not resard themselves as universities;
and the public would not allow them the prestige vhich they are
willing to concede to universities, though not, at any rate at
present, to other institutions,®(1 -

Moreover, Sir Charles Morris differentiated the term 'academic!
from that of 'educational': ‘the universities are interested in

helping students acguire an academic turn of mind; they are not

(2)

concerned with advanced education as such.

In addition he argued that the closz combination of teaching
and research vas unique to universities,(j) end that it was of the
utmost importance that vniversity students were taught by a person

vho was an expert within his or her particular ficld.(4)

(1 )irher Bducation. Bvidence, (Omnd 2154-X1), Vol F, Nemorandum
submitted by Sir Charles iMorris, 25 June 1962, 1.,2059 .

(2)ibid, .p.206C -

23);9@_, £.2068 «

4)ibid, p.2069 «
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Tnterestingly, having offered this definition of a university
education Sir Charles lorris went on to rpcommend that the C.A.To
be granted university status: clearly he saw them as conforming to
his conception of a university., IHe wented to drém a line between
the universities (including the C.A.Ts) and the 'rest'. The latter
vould comprise those receiving some kind of in-~sexrvice professional
or sub-professional education and training.(1> Perhavs this con-
ception of the C.A.Ts was due to his being Vice-Chancellor of a
University (Leeds) which for years had made a very considerable con-
tribution to technological education,

A somewhat diffcrent viow was taken by Sir Alan Bullock, le
too saw the primary concern of the universities as an 'academic!
cne but, unlike Sir Charles Morris, he saw this as excluding students
whose main purpose was vocational or professioral, IHis solution was
{to recommend the setting up of separate institutions for the pursuit
of such educaiion.(2)

As has already been indicated, the C.V.C.P. had its doubts
about granting tﬁe C.AJTs university status on account of the latters!

(3)

narrow, technologicsl bias. Such an attitude was also shared by

the Trades Union Congress, at least implicitly., One of its represcnto-
_tives commented thus:

"Toughborouch is an excellent example of the kind of develovment
wvhich is taking place at the present {ime., As T understand it, it
started a2s a purely engineering college but it is now - and indeed
must be under the pressure of circumstances - developing science,
That will inevitably lead into the develorment of mathematics, and
therc is the begimming of a true wniversity foundation."(4)

‘

12;9;@, D.2063.
2 Hizher Dducation, Bvidonee, ¥Yart 2, (Comd 2154-XII), p.32.

3)32c V. 2066 2bove,
A)icher Bducation, Fvidence, Yaxt 1,
Lvidence given by the T.U.C, p.1456.

(Cmnd 2154-X) Vol E, Oral
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Quite clearly those 'who submitted evidence to the Hobbins Committee
laid c;onsiderable emphacis upon trying to defince a university education
and comparing and contrasting the education provided in the C.ATs with
this., However, as has already been indicated, in drawing up its
Report the Committee itself paid little attention to such issues.

The Revort recognised the technological bias of the C.,A.Ts and argued
that it chould be maintained although simultaneously recommending
that the C.A. Ts develop in new directions too, In short, the Robbins
Committee did not try to definc a univér:ity education but simply
adhered to its own guidelines conccrninfj the broad aims of higher
education as a whole, Treated thus there was no difficulty in
recommending that the C.AJs be granted university status,

As part of the de:ba,te about gronting the C.A.Ts university status
came the further issue. as 1o v:he‘tiqcr the C.A.Ts diould simply join
the 'university club' as it were, or vhether the duval cystem of
higher education with the universities on one side 2 ine technical
colleges on the other should be maintained, and the C.A.%s retained
within the latter sector. The Robbins Commi'tt‘ee rcecommended that the
C.A.Ts be transferred to the university sector, and indeed suggmested
that certain of the regional colleges might follow the same path in
the future.(” Such recommendations were clearly in accord with the
basic principles underlying the Report as outlined above.(z) Never-
theless there was congl derable oppocition to- such' prorosals, especio-
11y from amongst the local authority associations which gave evidence
to the Committee., Thus the A.T.T.I. argued that the C.A.,Ts should be

granted wniversity status but added, -

E‘l %Hi.ﬁh@l}??.uf&i&it:rl, (Cmnd 2154), para 477,
2)See 1 87 above,
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"his does not imply a gradual merging of the Colleges with
the Universities., Merely to transfer them to the university system
would destroy the distinctive avproach which has been found so
valuzble and would isolate them from the rest of the technical
colleze system of which they are now the apex. There is no reason
vhy two institutions with wniversity status - a C.A.T. and &
traditional university - should not exist side by side in the some
tovm, (1)

Discussion about the up-grading of the C.A.Ts often took place
without regard to the rest of the Further Education sector. This
the A.T.T.I. did not do. Instead it argued that,

"There is much to be gained from avoiding a horizontal division
across the technical college system at university entrance level,
Te existence of degree courses in some Technical Colleges would
" give scope for local amthority initiative in building up colleges
in their area; it would provide a means by which the stimulating
influence of the Advanced Colleges could make itself felt throuch-
out the technical college system; it would ensure the existence of
a pool of teachers with experience of teaching at degree level from
vhich the Advanced Colleges could draw their staff; and it would
create institutions which in an expanding situation could be up-
graded to university status as the need arose,"(2)

This argument as expressed by the A.T.T.I. was part of a much
wider concern: the local education authorities were frightened
that the Robbins Committee might recommend the removal of highex
education from existing local authority control. This wos opposed
by a munber of local authorily associations. For example, both

(3)

the County Councils Association and the London County Council,(4)

‘whilst not outlining in detail proposals for the future pattern of
fﬁigher education, were adamant that local authority responsibility
for higher education shouid net be further diminiched,

" As for the A.E.C. even a cursory rcading of its evidence to the

Robbins Commitiee will indicate that its apnroach wos clearl& dig~

(1)ﬁig§gp Pducetion, Twidence, Part 1, (Cmnd 2154—VII) Vol B, Memorandum
sutnitted by the AJlT.T.1l., D599,

gzg_by* £ 600

3)iisher Tducation, Bvidence, Port 1, (Cmnd 2154-VIII) Vol C, Memo-
rendum submitied by the C.C.A., 8 Hov. 1961, D729,

(4)Hj~her Yducation, ¥vidence, Part 1, (and 2154—X) Vol E, Memo-
rendum submitted by the L.C.C., 7 Yeb. 1962, p.1544,




cordant and out of line with the arguments put forwvard by the latter,
The A.%.Ce in its memofﬁndum outlined a complex pattern for the
future system of higher education with the universities on the one
hand as national institutions catering for students at honours

degree level; and on the other, regional institutions providing

for students at pass-degrece-level, The recasoning bechind these
proposals was as follows:

"After a most careful examination we recognise the real diffi-
culties which obtain on the present essumption that higher education
can be dircctly administered by 146 local ecducation suthorities. Ve
- believe it is of great importance that there should be effective

links between the schools and higher education and that L.E.As should
be an important part of the administrative pattcrn of higher educa~
tion. Ve have therefore come to the conclusion that there would be
advantage in the establisbment of repional councils for higher
education, exercising statutory powers, and administering these
colleges and establishments of Turther Tducation in the broad band

of higher education vhich we describe as providing courses broadly
of pass degree standard."(1)

This scheme, though, was fravgnt with difficulties. For example,

Lord Robbins quericd how it would be found out in the first place
wvhether a student was capable of an honours degree or a pass degree
in order to place him or her in the most suitable instituticn.(z)
Morcover, whilst the dichotomy between honours and pass degrees might
overcome the existing status problem with regards to technological
Veducaiion (for the Dip.Techs. would be equated with honours dcgrees),
the proposed system was in danger of developing a new and cqually
unfortunate distinction between pass and hpnoufs level dcgrces,(z)

The Cheirman also criticised the proposals as lacking in flexi-~
bility. This brought a firm response from Alcxander, reflecting the

AJB,.Cls fear of losing its cexisling responsibilities within the

higher educational sphere should the dual systoem of hicher education

(1)Hirher Trmeation, Svidence, Part 1 (Cmnd 2154-VIII), Vol C,
YMemoraadun submitied by the 4,:2.C., D.759%,

(2)dizher Baueation, ¥vidence, Port 1 (Cmnd 2154-VIII), Vol C,
Oral Lividence, ©.76%

(3)ibid, DeT765.
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be transformed into a more streamlined single ones

Mle think there is flexibility in this plan, and we think this
is most important. Ve disbelieve in rigid structures, and we
velieve in deliberate overlaps., What we do not believe in, vwhat we
are not putting as a preferred solutlion is a comprchensive higher
institution offered to over 203 of the age group and ranging over
the whole field of human knowledge. That is the alternative which
ve reject."(1)

At the very least it can be inferred from the foregoing that
Aexander vas not striking the right sort of chords with the
Robbins Cormittec, It was as if the A.3.C. 2lready perceived the
drift of the Commit{tee's thinking with its obvious liking for the
university system, and its lack of empathy for the local authority
viewpoint.

Following upon the above evidence the ALE.C. sulmitted a Further
Memorandun to the Committee recording opposition from within the
AE,.C, itself to a regional pattern of higher education., The ox-
planation of this attitude sums up the attitude of the local authority
ascociations towards higher education:

MMhile the Notice of Motion was in general terms, its non-
accentance was nainly due to specific opposition to a proposal
vhich implied the surrender even in part of direct responsibility
for the administration of higher education within the arca of an
individual L.B.A,"(2)

The local authorities were exceedingly jealous of their res~
-ponsibilities for higher education and were unwilling to relinquish
them, However, the attitude the AL.C, adopted towards the Robbins
Committee can have done little 1o enhance the reputation of the
local authorities in this sphere, As it was, notwithstanding the
views expressed by the various local authority representatives, the

Robbins Coumittee recommended that the C.A.Ts be granted university

status and all th2 povers of self-goverrment appropriate to this.

(1 %ﬁz,@ P 7720
(2)ibid, Further Femorondum, p.778 .
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Some ohservers might have regarded the transfer of the C.A.Tg
as inevitable, especially as even vhilst the Committee was delibora-
ting the Ministry of BEducation transferred the C.A.Ts out of local
education aufhority control and gave then dircct;grant status.

Lord Robbins, though, maintained that this was not so.(1) In that
case the Committee was presumably swayed by its view of the local
anthorities, and presumably too by its own preference for expanding
the existing uwniversity system.

 Turning to the evidence submitted by the Ministry of Education
it is interesting to note that there was close agrecement between it
and the views sct out in the Robbins Report., For example, it was
the Ministry of Education which put forward the following principle
which was later to prove one of the underlying axioms of the Robbins
Report:

"The only defensible principle is that comvarable awards should
be aveilable for comporable achievement whether the course is
provided at a universiiy cr at another suitable institution of
higher education."(2)

Moreover, the Ministry of Iducation appearcd to share the
Robbins Committec's view about higher cducation being synonymous
with wniversity education., At least, that was the ideal to wvhich
the Ministry of Education thought the system of higher education
“éhould aspire to and which it deséfibed as a system of comprehensive
universitiqs:

"They would cover a broad span of intellectual ability and
would provide a wide variety of courses from the most acadeémic

to the fairly higher practical, preferably all on the same canpus,”

(3) ,

This view squared with the aim that the Ministry of Education

had for the C.A.Ts,; namely their eventual uwo-grading to university

§1§Lord Robbins, in interview on 29 liny 1920, :

2 Y lisher Bducation, Fvidence, Part 1 (Cmnd 2154-XI), Vol "y Memorandwa

. sulmitted by the Ministry of Bducation, 3 Apr. 1962, p.1899.
(3)ibid, p.1905.
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status, However, it was equally interesting to note that, with

respeet to the CJATs the Ministry of Education had also come to
accept that the Dip.Tech. vas never going to be able to compete

on equal terms with university degrees:

Mle came to the conclusion that ‘degree! is a magic word,
as our evidence shows, YWe did so with some reluctance, becouse
strenuous efforts have been made to establish the Dip.Tech. in
this country; but we feel that this is a losing battle."(1)

Ultimately the Ministry of Education felt that,

"The aim should be to provide as far as practicable for all
first degree level work and above - at any rate if full-time -
to be done in a sufficiently veried range of institutions which
are of high stending and enjoy (or are potentially capable of
enjoying) academic autonomy including, of course, the power to
give their own degrees and other awards."(2)

The decision to up-grade the C.,A.Ts has been dealt with in
detail. Turning briefly to the S.I.S.T.E.Es, as the Report indicat-
ed this wasg an 'innovation' designed to help improve the status
of technological education in relation to the arts and scicnces.,
The idea was generatcd {'rcm within the Committee itself. However,
on sifting through the evidence it is clear that at least two
individuals -~ one closely involved in the technological sphere -
suspested developments along similar lines,

Firstly, in his memorandum of July 1961 Sir John Cockcroft(B)

‘rccommended that there be no further expansion of the C.A.Ts, at
least until they had proved that they were mecting the requisite
standards. Simultaneously he suggested the building up of a number
of university colleges of science and technology into independent
university institutions. He listed London, Manchester and Glasgow

as the three most likely candidates foxr such developmcnt.(4) All in

(1)itid, Oral Lvidence given by MMr, A, A. Part on behalf of the
HMinistry of Bducation, 2 July 1962, ».19256.

(2)ibid, Momorandum submitted by the HMinistry of Bducation, 3 Apr.
1962, pp.190C-1.

(3)Master of Churchill College, Cambridge, part-time member of the
Atomic Tnergy Authority and a member of the 4.C,S.FP,

(4)Hicher Bducation, Mvidence, Pant 1, (Cmnd 2154-VI) Vol &,
Memorandum, P.275.
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all these proposals squared with those of the Robbins Committee for

the $.I1.8.T.BE.Il.s: they were to increasce in size to accommodate
4,000-5,000 students each; they were to concentrate mainly on science
and technology, and to develop powerful postgraduate scbools.(1)
A similar scheme was also forwarded by Sir Alan Dullock, althourh
he saw this as being in addition to developing the‘C.A.Es. He
sugeested that Imperial College, London, the Manchester College of
Science and Tedlhblogy and Birmingham University's faculty of tech-
_nology should be established as independent wniversities or
institutes.(2>
As for the Colleges of Further Education, it iﬁ quite obvious
from the foregoing that the Robbins Committee took little account
of the views of the local authorities concerning these when drawing
up its Report. A&s hés been showm, the local authorities were loathe
to seo their control of hirher education diminished. The Robbins
Committee, on the other hand, wanted to sece the univeiaity system
expond, and a greater proportion of higher education provided through
that systems To rcfer to the evidence of the various bodies now
would be repetitous. IHowever the views of the local euthority
"associations, and the way they conflicted with the proposals of the
'Tobbins Committee should be obvious enough in the light of the earlier
discussion of the C.A,Ts andftheir relationship 1o the wniversities
and local amthority sector. |

E. Some Conclusions

Yhilst the actual implemeniation of the Robbins Report will form

the first part of the next chepter the final section of this one will
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congider the implications of this Report for higher technological
education,

Az has been repeatedly arsued and illustrated throuvghout this
chapter, the Robbins Report essentially provided the legitimation
for the further expansion of higher education within the universitics.
This enlargement of the vniversity sector Qas to be brought about in
part by establishing new institutions and alsp by transferring come
non-university institutions to this sector. The C.ATs fell into
this category: the granting of university status to the C.A.DLs
marked an important move towards the fulfilment of the Robbins Reports!
university—oriented policy of expansion. It must be seen against tlhis
backdrop even though gome may wish‘to argue that uwniversity-status was
gomething that the Colleges themselves werc seecking since their
establishment in 1956. To what extent the C.A.Ts benefited from
being members of the university club will be considered briefly in
the next chapter.

More gencrally too it must be noted that the Robbins Committee
based its estimates relating to university expansion on the potential
likely demand for higher education from future students. It did not
heed the nceds of the customers (.e.g. industry) for different sorts
of graduates, In other words, the Report failed to consider the
matching of supply and demand -~ including that in the field of nighexr
technological education,

Turthermore, given its university orientation the Report sadly
underestimated the existing contribution of the technical colleges
to hicher education, and especially technological educction,

In short the Hobbins Committee laft higher technological

education in a policy vacuum, with only its rccommendations in
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respect of the C.N.A.A, holding the door to the future development
of technological edilca:tio_n half way open, It is to the filling of

this policy vacuun that the next chapter turns.
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Chapnter 6

=il S-St 2

After Robbins: The Filline of the Policy Vacuum in the Field of
Hirher Technologsical Bducstion, 1063-68

A. Tntroduction: Tnitinl NReactions to the Robhins Remoxnt

(1)

On 2%zd October, 1963 the Robhins Report was published,
Vithin twenty-fouxr hours of this the government issued a Statement
on the Report(z) from Dowvning Street, accepting the broad principles
underlying it although not committing itself to all the precise
recommendations contained within it.

As regards higher technological cducation the government
immediately endorsed the proposal to grant the Colleges of Advanced
Technology and the Scottish Central Institutions university status,
and welcomed the ideé of establishing the Council for National
Academic Awards. However, the éovernmcnt was not rrepared to make
any rccommendations in respect of the proposed Special Institutions
for Scientific and Technological Education and Rescerch. Instead
this matter was referred to the U.G.C. and the Advisory Council on
Scientific Policy for further consideration,

The initial reaction to the Robbins Report, in the words of the

Times Educational Suvvlement , was one of,

"Genial enthusiasm and only gentle reservations".(s)

Tn so far as the Report provided the desired-for legitimation
of future continued university expansion this wés possibly a fair
descrivtion. Of course there was opposition to this. The_Times
in particuler took the line that more would ingvitably mean worse,(4)

and an early editorial in the Times Yducational Suoplement 1raised

}ﬁiqher Baucation, (Cmnd 2154) 23 Oct. 1963.

(1
(2)Goverment Statement on the Rerort of the Committee umler the
Cneimaongain of Jord Robbhing (Crmad 2165), (H.M.S.O., 196%),

3)1,7.5., 1 liov. 1963, r.625.

4)'The Tinmes' ran a series of articles on the Report, generally
arsuing that an increace in student mumbers necessarily entailed
a lowering of standerds,




(1)

similer doubts albeit in quite a xrestrained tone. Nevertheless,

the universitics tncmwclrﬂs were reedy to.continue their ProZremmeg
of expansion: at the lome Universities' Confercncc in December 1963%
one don even suggested that they could work longcr hourﬂ to deal wilh

increased student yumbers if they [fcared that standards might other-

(2)

vise fall.
The C.A.Ts too were reasonably well satisfied with the treatment

meted out to themrat the hands of the Robbings Committec. As

E. G, Edwards, Principal of the Eradford. Institute of Technology

argued,

"The Colleges of Advanced Technology will endorse this report
"with enthusiasm not mercly because of its generous treatment of their
work and its healthy optimism about their future, but beczuse their
experience accords with its basic postulaies. They know of the
great reserves of ability among the educatlonally under-privileged
from their long experience of part-time students ond the high
perfornance of those students in the new Diploma of Technology

cqurses."(B)

However, this mildly euphoric reaction to the Robbins Report

was soon overlaid by strains of criticism, especially from the

regional colleges and bodies associated with them, The view of

G. S. Atkinson, Principal of the Rugby'Colloge of Engincering
Technology, reflected the general disillusionment and disappointment
. of the regional colleges W1th Lhe Robblnﬂ Conmlttee'" proposals:

"The curricula, staffing and facilities of some regional
colleges have been adjudged by the MNational Council for ‘echnological
Avaxds to bn apvronrlate for work for honours degreces, TRobbins
itself sa ~ the line dividing the nmost developed of the regional
colleges from College° of Advanced Technology is not charp ...

Yet il appears that all of the regional colleges will stert off in
the nen—university sncto* and 2ll the training colleges - very fow
of vhich teach to rass degree standard - will be placed in the
univer gl'("’ soctor,. "(4) .

102.3:8 25 Oct. 1963, p.567,
22;1;_“ 2C Deca 1963, ».912, Vicw of Frofessor B, R, Williems,
Stanley Jevens, Professor of Folitiesl Deonony, Monchester

University.
:3)‘ duention, Vol 122, 1 Yov. 196%, ».794 .
\1‘11 r‘ e f97. .
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Indecd, G. S. Atkinson went on from therc to attack the Robbins
Commiﬁtee's‘proposals for not goihg far enouch in extending the
university umbrella:

"The Report is the result of the first comprchensive survey
of full-time higher cducation. It is a great disappointment that

he opportunity to unite the inctitutions has been lost. Instead,
the establishment of quite distinet university and non-university
sectors is recommended."(1)

A sinilar attitude was adopted by I, E. Robinson, ex-president
of the A.,T.T.I. He regarded the proposals for the regional colleges
as,

"Nothing short of contemptuous,"(2)
leaving them as "second tier institufions"(B) even though many of
them hed as-many degree-level students as a number of universities,

Moreover, Robinson was extremely critical of the way the Robbins
Committee associated high status with the absence of part~time
students.(4)

Significantly, though, at this point in timc neither the A.T.T.I.
nor the principals of the regional colleges s;ém to have had any
alternative policy to the university-orientcd one of éhe Robbinsg
Committee. As Robinson has argued, at this time the attitude within
the technical colleges towards the univercities wvas one of deference
‘whilst simultaneously the staff in the technical colleges lacked'
sonfidence in thoir own institutions. (D) nilst the principals of
the regional colleges were disappointed at the Robbins Committee's

Aproposa]s it must remain questionable whether they really believed

in the credibility of their own institutions as wniversities.

4 e e ee.

5 )is arpued by fobingon in an interview on 19 Fel, 1980,
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Indead, even six months later when the AJT.T.I. publiched a
) . 1

pamphlet entitled, 'Is Robbins Enough?'( ) its criticisms of the
Report had not developed much beyond those made in the immediate
aftermath of the Report's publication. The A.T.T.I. criticised the
Robbins Committee's proposals on four counts: (a) for giving
insufficient attention to the question of the demand and supply of
various types of highly educated personnel in relation to the needs
of the commnity; (b) for not dealing satisfactorily with the
vocational aspects of higher education ( - the A.T.T.I. vanted to
see a more formal relationship between each profession and institu-
tions of higher education); (e) for failing to consider the role of
students in running their own affairs, and (d) for virtually ignoring
part-time education.(z)

It then went on from there to argue as follows, still seeminply
in support of the idea of at least scme regional colleges attaining
university status in the future:

"The Association welcomes the fact that the Report holds out the
possibility that some of the Regional Colleges should be given suton-
omoug status in the university field in due course. Some Regional
Colleges are already undertaking sufficient work of university level
to justify their achieving this status in the near future. The
granting of autonomous staius to Regional Colleges should however be
a contimuing process, so that, as work develops in response to local
or national demends, the Colleges can be given autonomy. The vay
for this to be done must be kept open."(3

The A.T.T.I. even wvent on to suggest ways in which the regional
colleges might begin moving towards this ideal. For example, it was

suggested that the colleges should set up formal academic boards and

separate governing bodies; and encoursge the develomment of post-

(1)Is Rotbins Fnoush?, AT.T.I., May 1954,
(2)ibid, pr.3-4.
§5%ibig’ p.8e




(1)

graduate work.,

Besides criticism from the technical tcachers' association the
Robbins Report also aroused oppocition from the local education
authorities. At a conference on the Report set up by the London
Regional Advisory Council for technologiczl education, W, G, Stone,
Director of Education for Brighton, attacked the Report for implying
that local education authorities could nct be trusted with the control
and development éf any really important educational institution, and
argued that all in all the Report had exhibited a very inadequate
appreciation of vhat education authorities had been doing in this
sphere.(2) The following month Education printed a long articie by
John Lease on the effect the Robbins Report would have on the balance
between central and local government céntrol. In his vicw,

"Tt would transfer the seal of vower over a large scctor of
our social life to central goverament and other bodies spending
vost sums of public money with no semblance of public control,"(3)

It was on accomml cf this general fear orﬂloéing its existing
control of higher education that the A.E.C. opposed certain of the
Robbins Committee's proposals. In particular the AE.C. concentrated
on two specific issues which, although outside the spherc of higher
technological education, had some bearing on it. In the first place
fthe AE.C. took a prominent paxt in opposing the Committce's
recommendation for two Minisﬁers of Lducation ingstead of one.(4) It
was with particular reference to further education that J. G, Kellett,
Director of Zducation for Cheshirec, put the casc for one minisier

rather than tvo:

(1§ibid.

(2)Zducation, Vol 123, 10 Jan, 1964, v.48.
?;&.&gﬂm, Vol 123, 7 Feb. 1564, pn.2/5-6,
4

A.5.C. File A.1132, Alexander to Sir Alec Douglas-lome, Prime

Minister, 25 Oct. 196%,
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Al though there will be general agreement that an advance in
further education vrovision is urgently required, it must be
z¢écepted that, since further education is costly, the hichest
possible return must be obtained from every penny spent. This
can best be assured by an arrangement under which one lMinister
is responcible for the vhole field of education, assisted by
local control and local scrutiny of all proposed expenditure,
this ﬁcrutlny to be by bodies (i.e, County Councils and County
BorouunS, vhich are directly responsible, through elected
reprezentatives, to the ratepayers."(1)

Secondly the A.E.C. strongly opposed the Robbins Committee's
reconmendations for taking the teacher-training colleges out of
local authority éontroi and placing them under the universities!

. umbrella, Instecad it.declared its support for Mr. Shearman's
ninority report:

"The Committee for their part are impressed by the view stated
in the minority report that the resources of L.Ii.As are such as to
enable the develomment of teacher-~training to take place without
disrupting the administrative partner°h1p between the colleges and
the L.B.As,"(2)

Vhilst these two issues dominated the AJB.Cls thinking at this
period it should also be noted that the colleges of further education
vere not neglected, In particular, in consultation with the Ministry
of Education concerning the establishment of the C.N.A.A. Alexander
was quick to point out that he felt the L.¥.As were in danger of
being under~representeds

_____ "The proposed constitution is badly balenced. It scems to
/%he Bducation Committee of the As~001at10n7 quite inadequate %o
flave only one member apvointed SDOC¢flcally as Lnowlcdgcaole in
local education administration, This wealmess is all the more
serious vhen one reflects that considerably less than half the
members of the Council would be drawn from institutions maintained
by Le.E.As. The Committee agree that representation of industry and
commerce is essential. DBut there is provision for co-opted members
and it is more likely that such members would be drawn {rom industry
and commerce than from local government, .

In the opinion of the Committee, therefore, the specific
representation of L.I.A, interests should be at least as great as,
ond probably greater than, the specific reprcsentation of industry
and commerce."(3)

21)1b1d, Yellett to Alexender, 5 Dec. 1963,
2 lhla’ 12 Dee, 1963, View of the Education Committec of the A.E.C.

_b*c, Alexander to J. A. R. Pimlott, Ministry of Education,
2 .beC. 19')30
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uite clearly then, the thrust of the AE.C!'s opposition to the
Robbins Report came f;ém a fear that local authorities would be forced
to relinguish théir existing control of higher education, and thig it
intended to oppose on all fronts to the best of its ability.

B. Tmplementation of the Robbins Revort

Following upon the Government's Statement on the Robbins Report
arrancements were soon set in motion for setting up the C.N.A.A. and
for transferring the Colleges of Advanced Technology to the university
sector. As both Part(j) and Boyle(z) pointed out, copies of the
. Report had been distributed to and dis;ussed by Ministers in advance
of its publication so that vhere it was decided to implement certain
recomnendations action could be taken as soon as the Report was
formally published,

Thus in November 1963 the U.G.C. vag in a position to recommend
that the C.A.Ts, in collaboration with itself, should appoint
Academic Advisory Committees to advise the Colleges <o thein develop-
ment. The U.G.C, suggested that the Academic Advisory Conmittee
should have the following wide tcrms of reference:

"o consider and advise how best to implement the recommendation
of the Robbins Committee, accepted by the Government in their Statement
.of 24th October 1963 (Cmnd 2165) that the College should have univer-
sity status and to advise generally on the future development of the
College and on academic matters related thereto."(3)

In actual practice there was considerable variation in the terms

’

of reference of each Academic Advisory Comﬁittee and the details of

(4)

their work also differed, but there were broad issues which were

inevitably discussed by all of them and their rcspective Colleges.,

1)¥art, in inferview on 10 Apr, 1980.
§2§Boyle, (1979) on,_cit. .11,

(3 University Develowment 1962-67, (Cand 3820), U.G.C. (1968) para 165,
(4)Venzbles (1.978), or._cit., p.5T.
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Three issues in particular had to be re=olved: (i) vhether the
Coilége should become ; soparate independent wiiversity, or whether
it should develop in association with an existing university;(1)
(ii) the extent to which the College should retain its technological
bias and how that bias might best be expressed;(z) and (iii) the
future institutional and administrative framework of the collcge.(j)

As regards the first issue raised above, only two Colleges did
not opt for indeﬁendcnce, namely the Welsh College of Advanced
~ Technology which became a constituent pollege of the University of
Wales, and Chelsea College of Advanced Technology which was
eventually recognised as a constituent college of ﬁondon University
in 1971, As for the-technological bias of the Colleges, most of
+them did maintain this to some extent although they expanded their
range of non—technolégical courses aftor achieving university status$4)
Nevertheless, after 1971 only one of these new technological uni-~
versities - Loughborough - retained 'technology' iy itz title. On
the administrative side the Colleges adopted the traditional univer-
sity arrangcments of a serate and couneil,

Rather than transferring the Colleges to the university system
" on an individual basis 1st April 1965 was chosen as a comnon date
" for this purpose, From that time onwords the C.AJT. experiment came
to an end even though inside,each College remained such the same.(S)

With the loss of the C.A.T. label weﬁt also the Colleges' sense
of distinct identity and also their unanimity and consensus. The

C.A.Ts had comprised a distinct and separate group within the further

(1ggpiver;ity Dovelorment, 1962-57, para 174.

2)ipid, para 183,

gs)_i}li;(la para 184

(4)For a detziled analysis of the develoment of the C.A.To after
1963 sez Venables, (1978), or, cit,

(5)ibid, p.36 ~ especially personnsl,
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. Bducetion sector, a distinctiveness which had been fostered by the
Cormittec of C.A.T..Principals under the leadership of T, Vonables£1)
However, once the C.A.Ts became universities it was Venables who
led them.away from the 'different but equal' approach, arguing that
the Colleges could not maintain their separateness within the
university sector.(z) Indeed Venables came to an agreement with the
Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals that the former C.A.T.
Principals would not form a separate group within the C.V.C.P.(B)
It is alco worth noting that, with hindsight both Tait and Edwards -
the former less forcefully than the latter - suggested that there
might have been some merit in occasional meetings of sub-groups
within the C.V.C.P,, not just among former C.A.T. Principals but
obviously "including them as-one possible sub-group.(4) In fact
Rdwards even argued that it might have been better for the C.A.Ts
to have remained as a separate sector, awarding a distinct degree.
However, he acknowledly»c that the rest of the universities would
have opposed the_idea of the C.A.T.s having abgeparate crants
committce.(S)
As fast as the C.A.Ts were being transferred to the university
sector the Council for National Academic Awards was being set up to
‘enable students on advanced courses in non-university institutions {o
gain degrees. Indecd, the spéed with which it was establiched suggests
that pians'for it had alread& been discussed pretty thoroughly belween
the National Council for Techrnological Awards and the Ministry of
BEducation before the Robbins Report was published. The creation of -
the C.N.A.A. should be attributed fﬁ John Pimlott,(c) vho was then
Yi?w of B, G, BEdwards, in interview on 6 lMay. 1980.
ibiggnt made by Sir James Tait in interview on 2 June 1960.
In interviews on 2 June 1950 and 6 lay 19280, respectively.
55 Sdvards, in interview on 6 Hay 1920-

6)Sir Toby Weaver, Hisher Bauecation ang_jbb Polviechnices, (The
Joseph Payne lemorial Lecture, 1973-74), 1.6,

NN DAY =
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Under-Sceretery in the Further Education Branch of the Ministry of
Eduéation.

On 10%th September 1964 the Council received its charter and it
held ite first meeting on 30th of the same month, The Council had
22 members: 5 from industry and commerce; 2 from local education
authorities; 7 from universities and the former C.ATss 7 from
other collemes in the Further Education sector, and a chairman., The
initial membership of the Council is set out in Appendix 10, The
first chairman vas Sif Harold Roxbee-Cox, formerly chairman of the
N.C.T.A. .

In passing it should be noted that representation of the local
education authorities had been increcased from one to two members,

o)

presunably on account of pressure exerted by the A.E Never-

theless, as Alexander had foreseen, the local authority representa-
tives were well-outnumbered by those from inducstry and commerce.

The C.N.A.Als function was to be broader than that of the
¥.C.T.A., dealing not just with courses in science and technology
but also with those in the arts and social sciences as well as with
some in management and business stu&ies. Sir Harold Roxbee-Cox showed
‘ himself to be very perceptive of this need: in a paper given to the
“summer mecting of the Association of Technical Tnstitutions he argued,

"{ believe that in the field of the arts the C.N.A.A. will have
its greatest job to do. Many students who fail to get into a
wniversity take the London B.A. (General) degree. This is a three
subject degree, and although the regulations admit a two 'A' lcvel
entry the syllabuses are primarily designed for internal students
and besed upon a three 'A' level entry. The failure rate is con-
sequently great. Apart from this, it is doubtful how far the study
of three unrelated arts subjects is an zdequate preparation for any
professicn outside teaching. The London external honours degrees
in arts svbjects, economics, sociology, etec., are most difficult for
an external student unless he is very gifted; wunder precent con-
ditions a very gifted student is likely to be an internal student in
a aniversity.

(1)AB.C. Fiie, A11%2, Alexander to Pimlott, 2 Dec. 1963,
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Thus it seems imperative that the C.N.A.A. should urgently
meet the needs of arts students who carmot get into a university,
and in doing so I hope it will be able to pioneer courses with
new combinations of subjects particularly attuned to the character
of the modern world."(1g

The actual developnent of such courses, though, did not prove
an eacy matter. In its sccond Annual Report the C.N.A.A, expresscd
concern about the lack of teaching staff of a sufficiently high
calibre, particularly in the realms of arts and social sciences;(a)
and reiterated the point the following year, streasing that the
Council had only been able to apprové soven courses in Arts and
Social Studies during the year, Thcge seven courses constituted
17 per cent of the number considered compared with 47 courses in
science and technology vhich amounted to 50 per cent of the number
pat up for approval.(B) The problem vas that not only did the staff
in the colleges have far less experience teaching honours degree
level courses in Arts and Social Studies than in science and teche
nology; they also lacked experience in designing such courses, wn-
1like those who had been involved in developinéwthe Diploma in
Technology courses.(4)

Despite such teething troubles the C.N,A,A. and its awards verec
widely welcomed in the technical colleges. In particular the intro-
“duction of a doctorate awarded by the Council proved much more popular
than the former research degree administered by the N.C.T.A. - the
Hcmberéhip of the College of Technologists. The Council noted,

"The new research degrees have given rise to widespread interes

and 73 candidates applied for registration for these awards between
. 1st Jarmery 1966 and 30th September 1966."(5)

(T)Sir Hurold Roxbee-Coxy The Comina of the Covneil for Mational
Academic Avards, (given at AJT.I. sumer mecting 10-12th June 1964),
1.6,

(2)2cmons_for the period 1 Oct. 1965 to 30 Sen. 1966, C.N.A.A., para
Teba

(3)1066~67, _Revort, ColliA,AL, para 1.2,

4)ibid, pova- 3ed.

5 )denort_for the veriod 1 Oct. 1965 to 30 Sex. 1966, C.l.A.A., para 3,




In contrast, at the end of 1964 there had been only 137
candidates registered for the award of the M.C.T., and total
membership of the College of Technologists at that time vas a
nere twelve.(1)

Moreover, the Council also encouraged the development of courses
not hitherto covered by university degrees. For example, it aprroved
courses in agricultural engineering and nautical studies.(z) It
also developed new approaches to more traditional disciplines such
as a degree in French studies which involved learning not only the
languege and literature but also someéhing about I'rench politics,

(3)

economics, geograrhy and culture; and a course in statictics and
computing which required a significant orientation of mathematical
studies tovards areas of incrcasing industrial importance.(4)

However, whilst these recommendations of the RNobbins Report were
accepted end implemented there were others, often of crucial signi-
ficance within the Robbins Committee's overall schicune for the future
development of higher education, which were n;f.

First of all the Robbins Committece's proposals in respect of
the S.I.S8.T.E.Rs were referred to the U.G.C. and the A.C.S.P. for
- further consideration.

The U.G.C. recorded its attitude towerds the S.I.8.T.E.Rs in
its quinquennial report for 1962-67. The U.G.C. shored the Robbing
Commitﬁee's views on the national importance of contimuing to expand
and develop technological education in PBritain, but it opposed the

$.1.S.T.E.R. concept on three counts. Firstly, it disliked the idea

(1)Bdaucation in 1964 (Cmand 2612), Report of the D.E.S. (Mex, 1965)
p.65-

(2)2cmort Jor the variod 1 Oct, 1965 to 3C Sep. 1966, C.N.A.A., para
1T

(3)1967-69 Ferort, C..AJA., para 3.31,

(4 ibid, para 3.32,




of trying to impose a uwniform patiern of developmént on five
separate institutions. Secondly it thou@ht that to concentrate
technological education in just a few institutions might stifle
develomnents in existing universities. Tinally it felt that such
a policy of concentration might encourage the introduction of
unwise and unnecessaxry considerations of status and title into the
university system which really required to be planncd as a single,
coherent unit.(1) ‘

Such a response was not altogether surprising, Whilst indivi-
duals from within the universities had often called for the establish-
ment of a technological institute in Britain the U.G,C. itself had
opposed this idea. The U.G,C. admitted that there was a pressing
need to continue to increase the number of university placea for
scientists and technologists; but it maintained that the existing
universities could respond to this need - on their vmial rather ad
hoc basis - as they had done in the past. The U.G.C, disliked the
idea of concentrating just one or two faculties within a single
institution and calling thal a university. Such wos to ¢o against
the traditional British conception of a university as a multi-
faculty institution.

The Advisory Council on Scientific Policy also criticised the
s,I.S.T.E.A. concept, arguing that over and above the issues raiced
by the U.G.C. there were also objections on financial grounds and in
respect of staffing shortages. If these S.I.S.T.E.Rs were set up
they would inevitably atiract some staff eway from existing uni-

versities and Colleges of Advanced Tecknology. With the shorbage of

(1)University Teveloment 1962-67, (CGand 3520), U.G.C., pazra 225,
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staff vhich then pertained anyway this would leave all the insti.
tutions concerncd woiking below full stréhgth.(1)

However, the Advisory Council did not reject the Robbins
Committee's proposals as completely as the U.G.C. had done. The

former accepted the reasoning behind the rccommcndations,(z) and

argued that already the three institutions in London, Manchester
and Glasgow quite closely conformed {o this ideal.(s) The Advisory
Council thus suggested seeking a compromise between the views of the
Robbins Committee and of the U.G.C. and to this end advocated that
the Imperial College of Science and Technology, London, the
Manchester College of Science and Technology and Strathclyde

(4)

University, Glasgow, should receive preferential treatment in the
allocation of resources, but that this should be supplemented by the
provision of financial support for seclected developments in other
existing universities and colleges too.(s)
Moreover, the S.%.5.T.E.R. concept lacked the full support of
the Ministry of BEducation., In perticular Sir Toby VWeaver, vho wes
then Deputy Secretary, was of the opinion that there werc already a
nunber of vowerful institutions providing courses in technology so
that there was no need to create the S.I.S.T.E.Rs.(s)
Lventually the government made what can only be described as a
compromise decision: in the Ilouse of Commons in February 1965 Crosland

announced fhat the ggvernment,

"Mholly accept the principle of selcctive develoyment and ox—
pansion of technological education at a high level. They consider,
however, that this will be best achieved not by creating a separate

(1)17th_Anmal Report (Cmnd 2538), A.C.S.P., 196364, Appendix A,
para 4.

2)ibid, para 5

3)ibid, pera 6.

§4;bbrmcrly the Reyal College of Science and Technology, Glazgow.

5)17th_Awmal Rerort, A.C.S.P., Appendix A, para 6.
6 )roint made by Sir Toby Veaver in interview on 29 Feb, 1980,
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category within instilutions of university status, but by
contimiing the build up of the three apecialised institutions
nzmed by the Robbins Committee - Tuperial College, London, the
Manchester College of Science and Technology and Strathelyde
University. These will be given priority in the provision of
finance, both capital and current."(1)

Other prorosals by the Robbing Committee vwhich were not
accepted by the govermment did not refer solely to fechnological
education. Nevertheless they had impcrtant implications for its
future development as the Robbins Committee's plan for an enlarged
university cector was slowly cast eside.

The first step avay from the Robbins Committee's schoeme was
taken within a few months of the Repoxrt's publication when the
| government anncunced that the Ministry of Education was to be
transformed into the Department of Bduecation and Science, and
that the universities were to come under its umbrella.(z) In
short the government had decided not to implement the Robbins
Report's recommendation which argued for a separate Minister to
take care cf the universities. The way opinion turned in favour
of one Minister xather than two has been dealt with in great

(3)

detail elsewhere and the various arguments will thercefore not
be repeated here, Perhaps one interesting aspect should bLe noted
_here, though, namely that not even the universities were wnanimously
in favour of the Robbins Committee's recommendations.(4)
This announcement was made in Februery 1964. Dy the end of that
year the govermment took a further decision contrary to the rec-
omnendations of the Robbins Committee when it annocunced that the
teacher-training colleges were to remain wnder local eduvcation

(5)

authority control.

2 ouge of Cormons, Vol 683, 6 Fcb, 1984, col 1339-45.,
3)5oyle (1979), oz._cit., o0.13-14.

4)ibid.
5)ouze of Comacns, Vol 703, 11 Dec., 1964, col 1972-3,

21%Vouse of Commens, Vol 707, 24 Feb. 1965, col 391-2.
(
(
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In coming to this decision the D.E.S. would have been aware of
the opposition the Robbins Committee's proposale had aroused among
the local education authorities and the AT.T.I., and also amongst
the universities.

As early as December 1963 the A.E.C. had outlined its view on
the matter., Whilst recognising the desirability of strengthening
the academic links between teacher-training colleges and universities
it was convinced that,

"The provosals for administrative and financial changes are
. not in the best intercsts either of the Teacher Training colleges
or of the Education Service as a whole, and would almost certainly
be inimical to the rapid expansion and develomment in teacher
training provision which is already planned and which is agreed by
all concerncd to be vitally necessary,"(1)

Early in 1964 E, E, Robinson and E, Britton of the A.T.T.I. also
began to perceive th_at the future develomment of the Further Education
sector depended upon the teacher—training colleges remaining under
local education authorily control; and by the autumn of that year
these two men had won over the rest of the A,T.T.T. This stance
gained them the cratification of the L.E.As, bul also the dislike
of the teachers' unions.(z) |

The wniversities also opposed fhe idea but for quite the
| opposite reason to the L.E.As and the A.T.T.I, Vhereas the latter
feared a dimination of local a,uthéri’cy control over higher education
the universities were worried that they would be unable to cope with
theradditional burden that responsibiiity for the teacher training
colleges would en’cail.(B) In particular the U.G.C, was, |

"nderstendably worried about the implicaéioné for university

autonony if there were to be a wholesale trensfer of exvenditure
on the Colleges to the U.CG.C. vote."(4)

51),«..3.0. File A1132, 12 Dec., 1963,

2)As eryuved by Hebinson in interview on 19 Feob, 1980,
(B;As arcuzd by Veaver in interview on 29 Ieb, 19850.
(4)poyle (1979)s ors _cit., pp.15-16.
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Morcover the Ministry of Education wvas divided on the issue:

"The branch responsible for Teacher Training supvorted it,
whereas the bronch dealing with Teacher Supply, and Schools Pranch,
both ovposed it."(1)

(2)

At the level of versonalities, both Part and Odgers

(3)

supported
the proposals vhilst Weaver did not; and it was the view of the
latter which eventually received govermmental support. Interestinely,
vhilst the Ministry itself was divided on this issue the Labour and
Conservative front-benchers were agreed, as Boyle has made plain.(4)
Shortly after this in February 1965 Antony Crosland, who had
replaced Michasl Stewart as Secretary of State for Education and
Science, announced along with the deéision in respect of the
S.I.S.T.E.R.s that, with one possible exception, the govermment had
decided against the creation of any more new universities for abecut
the next ten years.(S)
The decision not to establish any more new universities within

the next ten years was partly taken, it would seem, because after

the publication of the Robbins Report, when it“became quite clear that
expansion vas to be the order of the day, the universities incrcased
their estimates as to how far they could and would expand in terms

of student mumbers., However, simultaneously, as will be shown in the
. following section, by early 1965 an alternative policy for the future
develorment of higher education in both the wniversities and thz non-
university sector vas slowly/emerging. Iﬁ some senses then, this
decision talen by Crosland in February 1965 should be viewed not

sinply as a further step away from the Robbins Committee's schema,

1 j._-gi._d_, 9.15.
2)P.R. Odgers, Under-Sceretary, linistry of Education,

%)A point made by Lord Poyle in interview on 29 Apr. 1980,
4>Boy1e‘(1979), on._cit., pel16.

5)lcuce of Commons, Vol., 707, 24 Fob. 1965, col 391-2,
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but as the groundwork on vhich the new policy was to be built,

Tus within less than eightcen months of itls publication it
became clear that the Robbins Cemmittec's blueprint for the futwre
developmznt of higher education was not going to be translated into
goverrment policy. That this was not going to happen can perhaps
be attrituted in part to the pressure exerted upon the governments
of that period by those éroups which opposed one or more of the
Committce's recommendations, and to membersof the D.E.S. whom also
rejected certain of the recommendations and the premises upon which
they were built. At one level such an appraisal is undoubtedly
true, as has been illustrated above. However in an attempt to
wnderstand something more generally about the policy-making process
it might be expressed in somevhat different terms: the Robbing
Committee's blueprint for the future development of higher education
was not successfully implemented as govermment policy simply becounse
it‘was a blueprint. In other words the Robbins Committee forgot or
chose 1o ignore the mecans by which most policies‘are changed:
changes in policy are not usgally radical but gredual, incremental
changes. The Robbins Committee sought to enlarge the size of the
university sector at the expense of the colleges under local authority
control in gquite a sudden and dramatic way. Such policies rarely
suceeed, ‘Thus the Robbins heport prov1ded the legitimation fox the
future éxpun sion of higher educatlon - but not very much more.

Ce The Evolution of the Binary Policy

Having turned its back on the Robbins Committee's proposals for
the future develomment of higher edﬁcation the goverrment needed an
alternative policy, and it is to the ememgence of vhat has come to be
termed the binary policy for higher education that attention will

now be turned.
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To say that a policy emerges in the light of various idcas
mooted by different.peo?lc gives a rathér woolly and certainly
unscientific view of the policy-making rrocess, HNevertheless, this
is the wéy that policies often come to be formulated; and the
evolution of the binary policy provides a fine example of this,

Without wishing to state the obvious it should be clear that
policies rarely emerge completely out of a void, and in the ecase
of the binaxry poiicy it cmerged in the wake of the Robbins Report
and the various goverrment decisions which have been outlined in
the previous sector. It has already been indicated in the previous
chapter that the Robbins Committee seriously under-estimated the
local authorities' contribution to higher education. As successive
decisions were taken not to implement fhe Robbins Report's rce~-
ommendations it became clear that an alternative policy was nceded,
a policy which would fill the vacuum as far as higher education,
and especially highes icchnological education was concerned in the
teacher~training colleges and technical colleges. Boyle has summed
up the dilerma facing the govermment in 1965 in the following terms:

"It seemed to me clear that any government would have to decide
whether or not to go on taking the local authority secter of higher
education seriously."(1)

Support for doing just that began to be voiced loudly and
clearly towards the end of 1964, In particuler B, E. Robinson
and ¥, Britton of the AT.T.I. vere beginﬁing to work out proposals
for & binary policy for higher education which were published under
the title ‘'The Future of Higher Tducation within the Further Education

System! in March 1965. Both Crosland and Boyle had seen this AJU.T, I,

(1)Boyle, (1979), or. cit. p.16.



241,

document in draft in Jarmary 1965 and had endorzed the views expressed

(1)

within it.
The AT.T.I.'s argument was exprecsed in the following terms:

"Our thesis therefore is that higher education in this country
has developed, and will contimie fo develop, along two distinct
lines, each with its own tradition and each with its own standards
of excellence., Both traditions will rlay an important role in the
future economie, mental and spiritual development of the nation,

The traditions are not in competition; they are complementary. The
next few years will see a rapid expansion in the number of full-time
wuniversity-type first-degree courses. There will also be an equal
and possibly greater expansion in the number of flexible technical
college~type courses associated with the practice of a profcssion
and integrated into the life of the community. In the long run
neither type of course can flourish without the other."(2)

The emphasis upon the professional orientation of technical
college courses was an important element in the AJT.T.I's policy.
On the one hand this provided a clear qontrast with the university
tradition of "learning for iearning's sake,"(3) On the other hand
it held the way open for closer links between the technical colleges
and the teacher-trairing colleges:

nle would like to see an experiment in creating a single
unified system of local authority higher education, cither by
merging on existing regional college with an existing training
college, or by the setting up of a new institution to perform
the functiors of the two".(4)

This plank in the A.T.T.L's policy was played down somewhat

but Robinson remained convinced that the teacher~training colleges

(5)

should become part of the Further Education sector, Interestingly,

at the tiime Robinson was head of the mathematics department at the
Enfield College of Technology, and supported the idea of merging the

college with the Hornsey College of Art and the Trent Park Training

(6)

College. The journal Education picked up on this aspect of the‘

\

12A noint made bty Robinson in interview on 19 Teb, 1950,

2)1be _Miture of Hicher Tiucation within the Murlher Bducotion Systen,
AJDGT, I, (hiarch 1965) pe18e ha

25)_1,1)_1,@, .2,

4 jBdvention, Vol. 125, 16 Apr. 1965, 2.775.

5)A point made by Robinson in interview on 19 Feb, 1980,
6)2ducztion, Vol 125, 16 Apr, 1965, p.775.
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AT, TP Lrs policy and commented favourably upon it:

"Mhere is no doubt that this coneception of a well-regarded
system of higher yrofessional education scporate from and alongside
the universities, is extremely attractive, provided it can surmount
the temptation to equate 'separate with equal' with some kind of
respectable apartheid."(1)

Simultaneously the D.E.S. was developing a policy along similar
lines. By 1965 it was obvious within the Department that the
regional colleges were not going to be granted university status
in the near future., There was thus a need to develop a positive
policy for higher education which would engender in these colleges
a self-confidence and a sense of social prestige as heads of an
alternative league.(z) Hitherto the Further IEducation system had
always been subordinate to the universities., If this were to change
there was no alternmative to  a binary pblicy - unlegs all institutions
of higher education vere to be called universitiesJ(B)

This desire to take the local authorities' contribution to higher
education seriously u=3 zhared by a majority of the Labour Govermment

. .
of 1965(4) and also by the front-bench of the Conservative Party,())
and in particular by those with recent experience within the Ministry
of Education. Boyle has stated his case with reference to the
mmerical projections contained within the Robbins Report:

- "In 1962/63 there were 130,000 students in the universities,
and 86,000 students doing full-time higher education in the local
authority sector, The Iobbins recommendations assumed that by
1980 the corresponding figures would be 492,000 and 66,000, This
projected figure of only 66,000 students doing fulletime higher
education in local authority colleges by 1980 was cleerly an

absurdity, since the numbers were already certain to rise to
50,000 as early as 1967. Dut in any case the record of the

about the binary poliey and personally favoured a unitary
solution ~ see R. Crossman, The Diaries of a Cabinet Minister,
Vol, 1 (Iamilton, 1975), D. 326
(5)In interview on 29 Apr. 1980 Boyle stressed the way in which the
front benches ocre often closer together on policy matters than
they are to their respective back-benches,
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contribution wvhich had already heen made to higher education by the
local authority sector, surely entitled this sector to a more
optimistic future than the very low proportion - only 1255 in 1980 -
which Robbins proposed."(1)

Boyle has also indicated that just before the reorganisation of
the Ministry of Education he submitted a paper to the relevant
Cobinet Committee outlining a policy along similar lines to that
loid down by Croslend in March and April 1965, (2)

The Secretary of State for Education and Science began to hint
at vhat might be described as the binary policy in embryonic form
vithin a week of his announcement that the government did not intend
to create any more new universities for about another iten ycars.
Addressing a meeting of the Association of Principals in echnical
Institutions Crosland argued,

"It is most important that broad agreement shall be reached ag
quickly as possible about the long term role and objectives of the
colleges in higher education. This is the essentiz2l preliminary
to confident and effective plamning .. I em certain that it would
not be in the national interest or in the interecsts of the colleges
themselves if they were to set out to durlicate the provision in
the universities. Instead of imitating the universities, they must
serve cducational and social purposes that the universities cannot
mect or meet as effectively,"(3)

He then went on to outline three groups of students which the
technical colleges were to assume responsibility for: full-time
advanced-level students of university standard bul who would be more
suited to the vocational type of educabtion offered in the technical
collegessy full-time students btelow degree~stondard, and part-time
(4)

students both at and just below degree standard,

Crosland then concluded,

1)Boyle, (1979), op.cit., p.16e

EQ)M. Yoran, The Tolitics of Education (Pencuin Dooks Ltd.,
ermondsworth, iiddlesex, 1971), p. 105,

(3)Sducation, Vol 125, 5 lar. 1965, p.429 .

(4)ibid .
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"This wather than the development in parallel with the
universities is the logic of the Robbins recommendation that
further education should contimie and expand as a separate
sector of higher educction and indced the logic of the establishment
of a scparate degree system under the C.M.A.A."(1)

There then followed further pointers towards the exrosition of
an explicit binary policy in a debate on higher education in the
House of Commons in March 1965, The debate was opened by Boyle who
came down firmly in support of the government's announcement on the

(2)

vniversities mode the previous month, and in favour of Crosland's
addross to the AP.T.1.03) Both Boyle and Crosland in the course of
the decbate, also gave considerable praise to the recent A.T.T.I,
pamphlet on higher education within the further education system;(4)
vhilst Crosiand looked forward to discussions on the development of
the technical colleges in the near futmre.(S)
Quite clearly the binary policy was not a party issue but
supported and forwarded by those who felt that the Robbins Committee
had been at best mistaken about the local authority contribution to
higher education. Both Boyle and Crosland accepted the need for a
diversity of institutions, the universities on the one hand, and the
teacher training colleges and technical colleges on the other.
Interestingly both Doyle anderosland have rcferred to the arruments
qut forward on various occasions by Tyrell Burgess on thig issue:
Boyle has indicated his agreement with Burgess on the recponsiveness
£ the local authority colleges to local needs - a responsiveness

vhich the universities do not and are not expected to have,(6) whilst

Crosland has argued,

1)ibid.

2) foune of qu}.‘?‘.‘?ﬁi’ Vol 709, 25 lar. 1965, col 754,

5) }7.1 (1,. COl r[C.I‘

;) e Future of Mirher Sducation within the Marther Pduestion Syctem,

.A.T rl Io, (A \J‘A 1065)
5)ovze of Commons, Vol 7CY, 25 Faw. 1965, col 775.

o s St o, i o e e N s

6)“ roint made by Boyle in interview on 29 Apr. 1980.



"Tyrrell Burgess has put the case better than anyone else
in his various writings - the necd for institutions which cater
not only for the traditional full-time degree cources, but for the
part-time students, the sub-degree course, and the kind of education
which has its roots in the technical college tradition."(1)

Tt was in his much celebrated speech at Uoolwich Polytéchnic(z)
on 27th April 1965, on the 75th anniversary of the college, that
Crosland finally announced the govermment's intention of introducing
a binary policy for higher education. He began by agreeing with the
Robbins Committeé»on the need for a system of higher education, but
wvent on from there to cutline a veryidifferent system from the one
advocated by that Committee: a dual'system based on the twin traditions
of the universities and the technical colleges. These traditions
Crosland characterised as belonging to the autonomous and pﬁblic
sectors of higher education respectively.

Crosland put forward four main arguments in favour of this dual
system: (a) the growing demand for professionally oriented courses
in higher education - a demand which cannot be met by the universities,
hence the need for a separate scctor with a distinet tradition and
outlooks (b) the undecirebility of a single system based on a ladder
concept which would be likely to prove demoralising to institutions
outside the university sector; (c) the nced for a sector of higher
“education directly under social control end responsive to local needs,
and (d) the need for a vocational sector of higher education on a par
with the universities in terms of status end prestige but providing
the professional and vocational courses a modern society depends upon

for its survival,

§1 Yogan, (1971), one cite, D. 1954

Q)A cory of Crosland's Voolwich Swecch can be found as an Appendix
in J, Fratt and T, Borgess, Folytechnics: a Rerport, (Pitm&n
. Publishing 1974).
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Finally Crosland went on to spell out in more detail exactly
vhat the fuaction of the public éector ghould be, On the one hand
the public sector was to complement the work done in the universities
by providing full-time and sandwich courses of degree standard, but
with a more vocational bias than the universities, On the other hand
it was tc develop courses vhich traditionally fell outside the scope
of the universities of an advanced level but below degree standard,
Finally, the technical colleges were to cater for the large numbers
of pert-time students requiring advanced-level courses. (These three
groups verc the same as those Crosland had outlined to the A.P,T.I.
earlier in the year). |

This speech, in a reduced form, and along with a cover note, was
subsequently published as Administrative lMemorandum No, 7/65,(1) an
jasued to the local education authorities.

Dy way of conclusion then, whilst Crosland's Woolwich Speech
marked the govermment's acceptance of the binary policy, and whilst
the D.Z.S. was ultimately responsible for fonﬂﬁiating the policy in
the way it did, it would be qulie unfair and indeed untrue to desecribe
this policy as coming like a bolt out of the blue. As this section
hes shovn, by the time the policy was amnounced many of those most
intimately concerned with the dévelopment of the local authority
sector of higher education had already s1grallod their support for
the llnc the govermment was tgklno.

De Response to the Binary Policy

The response to Crosland's Woolwich Speech was certainly mixed,
and even anongst those who supported the general poliecy line there was
a cerlain amount of misgiving at the way it had been expressed. As

Crocland himself later adnmitted,

(1>m@“ Dole in Hisher Bineat 1on of DRogional and Other Tachnical Collﬁréﬂ
Enonse d in advenced Work, A, e Do, 7/%), D.B.S, (6 May 1965).
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1Y aaid to the press when I first went to Curson Street that T
wouldn't make any vpronouncements on major melicy for the first six
months, and I broke the rule by making the Woolwich Speech.(1) I
"think, looking back, that officials should not have advised me to
make a major spcech on the subject at that time., 3But of course the
ultimate fault was mine for acceptinz the advice., I then had only
a superficial knowledge of the subject, and every change I made in
the draft of the speech made it worse. Incredidle, It come out in
a mammer calculated to infuriate almost everybody you cen think of,
and in public relations terms it did considerable harm to the policy."

(2)

Certainly Boyle has said that he would not have used the same
nomenclature as d¥osland did in introducing the binary policy: he
would not have described the two sectors as the 'autonomous' and the
tpublic! sectors. Rather he would have liked the binary policy to
have been defined as having two centres of gravity. On the one hand
there would be the universities which are discipline-oriented, and on
the other hand the technicai colleges ﬁroviding vocational ond

professionally~biased courses in which the application of kmowledge

(3)

is all important.
Both in the universlities and in the technical colleges there

was concern at the way the binary policy had beeﬁ expressed in

Crosland's Woolwich Speech. The C.V.C.F., for example, in expressing

its views on the speech to the U.G.C. made the point that,

"The speech draws undesirably rigid divisions between the
wniversity and non-university sectors,"(4)

It also added,

"That the Conmittec assumed that the Secretary of State's
reference to the develomment of a non-university seclor of higher
education 'directly respensive to social necds' was not intended
to imply that the universities were not responsive to such needs."(5)

(1)In interview on 19 Feb, 1980 Robinson sugmested that Crosland wag
rushed into making the Voolwich Speech bacause he was wider pressure
to decide on the future of the Hetfield, Lanchcster and EBrishton
Technic2l colleges which were faced with the possibility of merging

with neighbouring universities,

(2)¥oran, (1971), or.cit. v. 193.

3)20yle, in intzxview on 29 Apr. 1980 .
4)C. V.07, Minutes, Mimute 265, 21 May 1965,
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Thegse views were also echoed by two of the former C.A.T.
Principals. E. G. Bdwards, the Principal of Iradford Institute
of Technology, argued that the binary policy,

v "Présupposes a distinction between the vocational and the
fundamental in technological education vhich belongs to the 191h
century rather than the century of vhat eznother member of the
Coverment has called ‘'the second scientific revolution' ...

It may be a partly justified criticism of some wniversity
departments that they are insulficiently concerned with the
application of knowledge and still obsecsed with the pursuit of
knowledge for its own sake. On the other hand, this is certainly
not true of many of them and is wholly foreign to the philosophy
of the iten new universities evolving from the CeAdTse The point
is not to freeze the gap between the study of science and its
application, but to close it."(1)

P, Venables reiterated this criticism of the Woolwich speech,
arguing that it largely ignored the contribution which the C.A.Ts
made to higher education in general, and to sandwich courses in
particular.(z) e also took exception to the stress vhich Croslend
laid upon the social responsiveness of the public sector and the
implication that the vniversities were unresponsive to social nceds(B)
and went on from there to cuggest that increasingly the public sector
was being favoured at the expense of the universities: in terms of
the increase in student numbers in each sector; over the fecs isrue -
university fees were to be trebled whilst technical college fees were
to remain unchanged - and in respect of the move on the part of
Parliament to strengthen the public accountability of the wniversit-
jes. In the light of these developments Venables speculated wupon
the possible evolution of 'state universities' in the public sector.

G, S. Atkinson, Princiral of the Rugby College of Engincering,
also criticised the Voolwich speech for drawing too rigid a distinction
between the universities and the technical colleges. After all, he

1)Bavention, Vol 126, 5 Hov., 1965, pp 931-2.
2)P, Venables, Dualisn in Higher Dducation, Universities Cnorterly,

Vol. 20, (Dec. 1955), pa19,
(3)ibid.




249.

argued,

"Tn what ways does the work of the colleges differ from the work
of the university sectox?"(1)

Such a reaction on the part of a Irincipal of one of the large
regional colleges was hardly surprising. In February 1965 any hopes
the regional colleges had had of being elevated to universities had
seemingly been placed in cold storage for the next ten years, Now,
with the introduction of the binary policy their chance of attaining
wniversity status was disappearing altogether. To be condemned to
the non-university sector was, to many in the large regional colleges,
to be condemned to the second division whatever trappings the binary

- policy was dressed up in. Indeed in another letter Atkinson argucd
that the public sector colleges were never likely to find themcelves
in a compérable vosition to'the universities for a number of reasons,
In perticular the colleges in the public sector could not expect to
enjoy the same degree cf academic freedom as the universities because
their courses had 1o be approved by an external body - the C.N.A.L. -
and their courses also came under the scrutiny cof the Regional
Advisory Councils whilst the universities do not have to report their
courses to anybody. Moreover, staff calaries were expected to be
lower in the public sector than in the universities, and thé staff

in these colleges would be cut off from the mainstrcam of highexr
education.(z) .
The binary policy was also attacked by members of the Robbins

Cormittee. IMr. L. Elvin, Directpr of the Institute of Lducation of

the University of London, for example, declared,

1)Bdusation, Vol 125, 7 Ihy 1965, p.937.
25Educnﬁigg, Vel 126, 16 July 1965, r.160.
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mither this policy has been thoubht up in a hurry or we have
been madc nonkey's of,"(1)

and went cn to criticise it on the grounds that it had not been carc-
fully considered by a Committee in the way the Robbinz Committee's
own recommendations had. He asserted,

"o are not saying that no Govermment should consider any policy
until ve personally have had a chance to comment, but I do say that
it makes nonsense of our democratic procedvres to appoint people to
consider all possible policies and then, hond on their report, to

adopt one that had never been subjected to this supposedly necesca
process at 211."(2)

ILord Robbins, too, was very critical of the binary policy, a
policy whrich he regarded as creating rather then minimalizing
barriers between institutions. Referring to the Report bearing his
name he argued,

Mle vecognised the need for diversity both of academic and of
administrative forms. DBut we conceived of the system as unitary, in
the sense that it was flexible and evolutionary, and that it contained
no unnccessary barriers or limitations on grewth and transformation.
Ve emphasised the imvortance of the possible transfer of individuals
and institutions from one sector to another,"(3)

Robbins also argued that the distinction between the two scclors
would not - nor could not -~ hold now that the C.A.Ts had been trans-

ferred to the university sector. As he clearly perceived,

"Tn splte of some protests from the romontiecs and the tradition-—
alists, technology has long been part of the univercity system,"(4)

Horeover, he was quite non-plussed at the role vhich the C.N.A.A,

(5)

wvas expected to play under the binary system - a 10le which had not
been envisaged in the Robbins Rerport:

"Mle provosed the C.N.A.A, not as a symbol of ultimate divorce
ees but rather as an instrument for providing the possibility of

T2 ; .y 5 Nove. 1965, p.956.

51
2,ib
(3)1 .nrr“ Debate, Vol 270, 1 Dee. 1965, col 1259,
(zg;‘bm, col 1260,

(5)In interview on 19 Feb. 1980 Robinson gaid that the recommendation
to create the C.lL.AWA, was the most sawprising pert of the DNeport
ond that Tord Robbing had subscauently acimowledaed that ihe
Commuittee had not foreseen how it might be used,
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degrees of university stendard for the many who for ycars to come
would not be able to obtain entry to university institutions.v(1)

However, as has already been indicafcd, the binary policy
received a mixed reception and the criticism referred to above wvas
met by praiseland suprort from other quarters., Thus with the
exception of some of the larger regional colleges, those in the
technical colleges generally welcomed this develoyment. At least
it provided them with a clearer idea of the sort of role the colleges

(2)

were expected to play in the next few years, It was also welcomed
by the AJT.T.I. as might have been anticipated from the foregoing
section., Fobinson explained why the A.T.T.I. supported the binary
- policys
"The A.T.T.I. Penel which prepared the discussion document on
higher education was faced with no choice between a unitary system
and a binary one but between a planned and coherent development
outside the universities and an unplanned conglomeration,"(3)
Certainly this was a vertinent point: the Robbins Committee
had simply cnvisaged +re transfer of some of the fegional colleges
to the university sector at a iater, undetermined date, There wvas
no plan for these colleges in the interim period.
The A.E.C. also welcomed the introduction of the binary policy
on which it passed the following resolution:
i "esoo The Association fully supvorts the concept of a binary
system in higher education and urges committees in membership to
secure the fullest develoment of the sector of higher education
for vhich they will be responsible under ihese arrangemcnts."(4)
However, that should not dbe allowed to hide the fact that at
least Alexender had a degree of anxiety about introducing the poliecy

because of the way some technical colleges were administercd, e

1 Yords Debate, Vel 270, 1 Dee. 1965, col 1258-9,
)., 8., 11 June 1965, p.1849.

et @y e P

it — -
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felt that some L,BE.As would have'to allow their colleges! governing

bodics a groater degree of independence than they had done hithcrto§1)
The AB.C's support for the Linary wolicy was easily understood.
After all, the local authorities were adamant that they sheuld
continue to exert control over a part of higher education., lore
interesting, perhaps, was the response of the U.G,C:
e Committee fully endorse the poliey of reccormising end
suprorting a binary system of higher education in this country.
They accept the conseguences which flow from this policy - in
particular the contimed provision of a proportion of degree-
level work in a wide variety of non-university institutions of
further education, and the need to build up the authority and
prestige of the C,N.A.A. and of its degrees., They recognise
that this means that proyposals for the incorporation in
universities of institutions of further education -~ or parts of
such institutions — or for the 'attachment! of such institutions
to universities fox degree purposes should, in principle, be
discouraged."(2)

The reason for the U.G.C.'s support for the bincry policy was
becauge it felt that it wvas a device to protecet the universities.
The Woolwich speech had followed closely upon the heels of the
goverrmment's announcement that no more new universities would be
created for about the next ten years. But for the exvosition of
the binery policy,argued Sir John Wolfenden, Chairman of the U.G.C.,
ithe statement on the universities was likely to have led to competi-
tion amongst the larger technical colleges to become associated with

(3)

reighbouring universities. Quite clearly the U.G.C. did not want

this to happen, as may be inferrved from their responce to the
Voolirich speech.(4)

By wzy of contrast the C.V.C.P. was far less enthusiastic both

about the terms used in the Voolwich speech and about the general

v

(4)Thiz point vas also made by Zoyle in interview on 29 Anpr. 1920,
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philosovhy underlying it: the C.V.C.P. feared that the develoyment

of the public secior would have a deirimenial effect upon the amount
of money vhich the govermment would moke available to the univercitics
in the férm of capital grants.(1)

The binary policy, as has been shown above, evoked a multi-

plicity of reactions, both critical and otherwise., Vhether it would
have given rise to such responses had Crosland delayed delivering
his speech until'he vas more an fait with the arguments the policy
entailed is difficult to say., Cexrtainly the policy might have been
put over in somevhat less provocative terms, but even then it might
~gtill have been expected to have aroused protests from those groﬁps

which felt their interests were being threatened, namely the

regional colleges and the C.V.C,P,

B, Some Concluding Nemarks on the Binary Policy

The binary policy ceems to have lent itsclf to attack from all
directions. Reference has already been made tg tﬁe wvay it was seen
as drawing too rigid a distinction between the uﬁiversities and the
non-university sector; and in the mid-1960s this aspeet of the
policy seemed compounded by the fact that simultaneously the govern-
ment was trying to introduce a comprehensive system of education at
" the sccondary level, and thus appearing to be letting down the
barricr at 11+ but erecting ancther at 18#.(2)

Croslend refuted this criticism in a speech made a2t Iancaster
in January 1967: he pointed out that whilst at 11+ the vhole age-
group goes on to sccondary educatiqn, at 18+ only a’'small proportion

(3)

of the age—group go on to higher education.

.

1)C.V.C. P, Mimites, Minute 265, 21 May 1965.

2 iduneation, Vol 126, 9 July 1965, p.104,

2)A cooy of Crosland's Lancaster Specch made at Lancaster University
o 20 Jan 1967 can be found in T, Bungess and J, Pratt, Poly—
tochnics: A Xeport (Pitmen Publishing, 1974 ). -
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Others(1) recarded the binary policy es a stfategy to attack
the universities and to change them from.the outside,

Similitencously there were those who saw the binary policy as
a means of protecting the universities - indeed the U.G.C., as has
been noted above, was of this opinion. However, such a view has
been vigorously denied by Weaver. He agrced that one of the conse—
gquences of the binary system had been to defend the exclusiveness
of the universi ies but it had not bgen the purpose of the policy.
Veaver viewed the universities as scholarly institutions and as such,
contraxry to the Robbins Committee, he saw them as unsuitable
institutions for mass higher education. Mass higher education must
either distért the scholarly functions of the universities or indeed
mass higher education might be distorted if concentrated in the
academic enviromment of the universities.(2>

The binery policy provided a way out of this potential dilemma:
on the one hand there were the universities, and on the other the
colleges‘of further education and the teacher~training colleges,
The former were to recmain the centres of academic excellence, vhilst
the latter were expected to build upon their tredition of catering
for those vocationally and professionally oriented. The hope was

that the tvo sectors might be different but equal. In Veaver's own

vords, .

"IIigher education should successfully perform a multiplicity
of functions."(E)

In short, contrary to the view of the Robbins Committee, higher

‘education vas not to be seen as synonymous with a university education,

(1)Robinzon, in interview on 19 Feb, 1980, said he tool: this view,
It was not chared by Crosland.

(2)icaver, in interview on 22 Feb. 1930.

5)8ir Toby Veaver, on.cit., p.12.



F. Prentice's Advisory Group on Hirher Tducation

Shortl& after Croslend's Woélwich specch the D.7.S. began to
deliberate on the pattern that these colleges in the public sector
ghould iake, and Crosland set up a small advisory group wnder the
chairmanship of R, Prentice, lMinister of State with responsibility
for higher education, to discuss and amend the policy statements
emanating from the Department on this matter, These policy state-
ments initroduced the concept of the Polytechnic Institutes.

The advisory group was made up largely of persons from the
local authorities and the technical colleges including Sir Harry
Pillcington, 1) Sir Willien Nexander, @) A, clegs, 3) 1. musserr, (4)
c. h. Hormby,(®) E. Dritton, ) B, B, Robinsen, ") and at lcast
one representative from the AF.T.I. It consisted mainly of pcople
whom Croslend would have listed amongst his friends.(8>

The group was set up at a time when participatory govermment
and consultation were beginning to be important.(9) To that extent
it might thus be seen as something of a political move. It is also

(10)

fair to say that Crosland genuinely wanted advice, and he wos

fond of cbtaining it through the medium of just such a small private
group.(11) In short,

"Tt was Crosland's style of operation,"(12)

(1)Chairmen of Pilkingbton Brothers Ltd. since 1949, and Chairman
of the N.A.C.B.I.Ce from 1956,

(2)Secretzry of the ALE.C,

3)Dducation Officer of the West Riding County Council.

4 )Chief Foucation Officer, Birmingham.

5 )Secretery of the NedlsCoBl.I.C,

6)A. 7.7, T. rerrssentative.

7)47 T T, representatives

8)A point made by Veaver in interviewv on 29 ¥eb., 1080,

(9)ibid.

10)ibid .

11)A voint made by Russell in interview on 9 May 1980,

12)Robingon, in interview on 19 Feb 1980,
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As to the influence that might be attributed to this body, that
is a rmch rore difficult question to enswer, Indeed, the influence
of any such small group must always xTemain somewhat intangible,

It would seem that as far as the actual formulation of the
policy was concerned, its influcnce vas but marginal. The hroad
framevork of the policy to which the FPrentice Advisory Group

addressed itself had already been 1aid down in the D, E.S. It

(1)

merely, thereforé, affected the details of the policy. Thus in

one of its policy statements the D.E.S. began by admitting,

"The Group's discussions have brought out more sharply the
political and administrative difficulties involved in the Polytechnic
Tnstitute concept,”(2)

and went on to acknowledge that it accepted the undesirability of
riding rough-shod over existing local éuthority boundaries:

"he attractions of the concept largely devend upon the extent
to which it would provide an effective and gencrally acceptable method
of concentrating economic and academic resources in coherent academic
commmunities. In the izt of the discussions it has, however, bo-
comz increasingly dousuial whether these objeets would be achieved.
It is certain that some of the proposed 'marrizges' would be violent-
1y opposed by authorities and colleges which would have to accept
subordination to another authority or college. In some cases the
acadenic relationships would be highly artificial, loyalties would be
divided, and there would be little oxr no prospect of building vp a
neaningful academic community. Constant friction would be bound to
occur where the effect was to hold back develomments sought by
associated authorities and colleges, but there would also be a dangor
that in the interests of goodwill those responsible for the central
‘college would agree to uncconomic and educationally unnccessary
expsnsion at associated colleges."(3)

However, over and beyond  this the advisory group fulfilled two

further functions. TFirstly, through its work the group made Crosland

(4)

\feel confident that he had support for his policy; and secondly,

it committed members of the group to that policy.(5) The importance

(1)Puseell, in interview on 9 May 1980.
(2)~ w.¢. Pile A317, loemorandwn on the Fature Pattern of Hicher

iLe-te
e pmam
P

Toncation within the Further Tducation System, D.T.S, Faper lo. 5,
E)gg.b;.i
4

Toint nade by Veaver in interview on 20 Feb 1980 «
(5)FPoint nade by Robingonin interview on 19 Feb 1980 .
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of this last point should not be under-estimated., It was possibly
quite clear to Crosiand; and indeed to the officicls in the D,I,S.
that the concept of the Polytechnies would not be acceptable to
certain of the tochnical colleges' teachers' unions at least., If
the D.B.S. could get the support of certain key individuals for its
policy it might have felt it was a sted nearer to its successful
implementation.

G, A Plen for Polytechnics and Othex Collefes

(i) The 1966 Vhite Paoner

Vithin 1little more than a year since his Woolwich Speech

Crosland published a Vhite Paper which announced the government's

(1)

intention to set up a nmumber of Polytechnics.

Tt began by giving a short account of develomments and changes
within the Further Fducation system since 1956, Thus using the
recommendations of the recent Pilkington Report(z) in supwort of
ite argument, went on ic state its intention of

"Concentrating full~time courses of higher education, as far
as is practicable, in a limited nmumber of strong centres with the
gtaeff, buildings and equipment needed both to achieve and maintain
high standerds, and to provide the right setting for an active
conwunlty of staff and puuaen»u."())

This vas the nmub of the Polytechnic concept., However, the
Polylechnics vere not expected to provide just full-time advanced-

level couxses, stead they were onvisaged as 'comprehensive!

(4) . pom

t1tut10n~ catering for students both at and below advaonced level

as defined in the Robbins Weuort, on full-time, sandwich, cnd part-

time courses. ,

(1).’\, Plan Tor ‘O’"f"c"l 1ins _and Cther Colleses: Hirher Rducation in tha
Further iduecation & ".if\r‘*, D.5.5. (Gand 30C6) fay 1966, )
(2 The pilkington iepoxt argued for the conceniration of courses to
achieve the most effective use of resources. This report led {o

fhe publicabion of Circular 11/66 'Techricnl Colleros Pesources,
51705, “f,HlZZLST rnd_Anvroval of Aurnther bdvention Courpes

—— L) g

i

AT
E+}ihig, rcra 4.
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Rather curiously these somevhat amorphous institutions were
only expecfed to develop in the iong term to 2,000 full-time
students plus part—ﬁime students from the area in which they were
located.(1)

Vhen the Vhite Paper was published the Secretary of State had
not come 1o a final decision about which institutions should become
Polytechnics. However preliminary proposals for 28 Polytechnics
were attached to the Vhite Paper as an Appendix, and the Vhite Paper
also indicated the factors which would be taken into account in
coming to a final decision. These were (a) the likely demand for
higher education, (v) the requiremenfs of industry, (c¢) the availa~
bility of residential accommodation for students, end (d) the
desire to establish a balanced system of higher education in different

(2)

fields of study over the country as a whole., The intention was to

decide on a number of Polytechnics and not add to that list for about

(3)

the next ten ycars. That way the colleges would all mow where

they stood, and it would alco help the Rogional Advisory Councils and
the D.E.S. in the allocation of resourccs.(4)
Expounding the Polytechﬁic principle constituted the major part
of the Vhite Paper. Fleeting refercence was made to full-time higher
education at other colleges - where the emphasis was on it continuing
only in instances when the Polytechnics or other épccialist centrog
could not mcet particular neéds(S) - and also to part-time education.
In the latter cese the Vhite Paper gave grudging recognition to the

need for a wider distribution of part-time education on account of

ibid, para 17.
ihid, paora 12,
ibidy para 14,
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travelling difficulties, but vhere possible part-time higher

education was to be carried out in or in close association with

(1)

a Polytechnic,
Interestingly the Vhite Paper made no reference to the role of

research in the Polytechnics. This came later in Administrative

Memorandum 8/67:

"The main responsibilities of the Polytechnics will be as
teaching institutions, but it will be necessary to make the
provision for research which is essential to the proper fulfil-
ment of their teaching functions and the maintcnence and
development of close links with industry, particularly local
industry, so as to promoie the rapid application of the results
of research to its problems."(2)

(ii) Resvonse to the 1966 Vhite Paper

The White Papep evoked considerable criticism at two distinct
levels, TFirstly the document itself‘was eriticised as inadequate
and inconsistent, and for being vague in key places. In particular
E, L, Robinson denounced it as a

"Technically incompetent docvment,"(3)
and later summarised his criticism of it as follows:

"The statistical basis of the Vhite Paper was unashamedly
vasue and its financial basis was not apparent. The mmber of
students in the selected colleges following courses now regarded
as included in higher education was available neither in the
- VWhite Peper nor in any publication, official or uwnofficial, The
policy was for the period 1966~76 but the projected student munbers
.- were given only for 1970-71 and these only for full-time students
in the 0ld (Robbins) definition of higher education. The student
capacity of the selected collefes was also apparently wimowm. MNo
estimate of the cost of the proposed exercise has been published,."

(4)
Secondly, as to the actual policy outlined in the White Paver,

this encountered criticism from three main groups. First of all,

5 .
as Crosland had anticipated,()) the A.T.T.I, objected to the

1)ibid, poras 23 and 24,
2 )idminisirative Nemorandun 8/G7, Avrendix B, para 1 (publiched
2

cerlicr es lotes for Guidance),
5
AgE.,E. Robinson, The lew Polvtechnics (Penguin Books, 1968) Do 38.
o
)I

-

7,1.8. 11 Tlove 1965, p,1160,
n,%,9., 27 May 1966, p.1670,

R
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rigidity that the policy would intrcduce into the pattern of the

technical colleges:

", .. The general zpproach is esczentially statie. A certain
nunber of Polytechnics are to be designated forthwith and then
10 nore for ten yeoxs (Paregraph 14). Existing courses in other
colleges will be 2llowed to run down as the Folytechnics develop
(Paragrath 21); end colleges not 2lready engaged in full-time
hirher cducaiion will not be allowed to embark upon it (Paragrarh
22), This is a restrictive apmroach ond is not cne that should be
adopted towards what is probably the most dynamic develoment in
the vhole of English education at the present moment. The Vhite
Paper pezye tribute to the expansion in higher education in recont
yezrs as a remarkable achievement and refers to the foresight and
vigour of the colleges and the local education authorities in
laying firm foundations for the future vhilst at the same time
sceuring en improvement in stondands (Para,graph 5). t is a
strange follow up to such a tribute to cmbark upon a policy of
restricting develorment to a limited number of colleges and
deliberately stifling development elsevherc,"(1)

Such oprosition on the part of the A.T,T.I. was understandable:
the A.T,T7.TI. represented teachers in the vhole range of technical
colleges, and it wes obvious that with respect to its members in the
colleges providing less advanced level work that it would objeet to
this policy of concen*racion, The status of the colleges still
depended upon the extent to which they oi‘fored”advmced—lcvel courses
and under this policy colleges offering less advanced courses were
destined to contimme in this way in the future. This would obviocusly
affect the status and prestige of the colleges.

Secondly there wes considerable opposition from the Axrt Colleges
sgboul their being merged with the Polytechnics. To the Art Colleges
this marked the failure of vhat they were trying to achieve.(‘?) It
was also significant that, up until the publication of the Vhite Paper,
the Art Colleges had not been in any vay involved with these latest
develoments in goverrment policy, and had not even had a representative

(3)

amon g Frentice's Advisbry Group.

é

(3)

for Tolvizchnics =~ A Covmentary, AJT.T.T. (1966) pora 4o

A Flan .
g Whe liew Tolviochnies, p.3J. Robinsen points out that for the
art colleges association with the technical colleces was linked
ith failures :
Dungess end J. Pratt, (1974), on.cit. 0.100,

Y
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Finally, there was opposition to the polytechnic concept from
thé universities. Fbrhcxample, Dz, W, Adams, Dircctor of the London
School of Economics, arpgued thet parity of esteenm between the to
sectors was a myth, and that, in retrospectl, it might have been
better to have expanded existing universities rather than to have
created 'mini—universities'.(1)

The policy also came under attack from the C.V.C.P, In its
quinquennial report for 1962-67 the Committeec accepted that the
universities and polytechnics should try and forge links with each

(2)

other vherever possible. However, the C.V.C,P. went on from
there to express certain doubts about the very conéept of a Polytech-
nic arguing that by concentrating on advanced-level work the colleges
would be setting up in competition with the universities instead of
providing a complemeﬁt to them.(a)

The C.V.C.P. also pointed out that there had been a swing
in demand away from courses in science and technoluge to ones in the
arts and social sciences - courses vhich the universities rather than
the polytechnics could best provide.(4)

This opposition to the Polytechnics on the part of the uni-
“versities vas indeed significant: it reflected not just dislike and
“doubts about the policy itself but also an unease in wniversity-state
relations at that time. This was now exacerbated by lhe fear that

the govermment was possibly intending to dévelop the polytechnics as

rival institutions to the universities., In 1962 there had been a

disagrecment betveen the goverrment and the U.G.C. over the level of

1)7.7%.8. & Scv. 1967, 0.392,

§2%Renort on_the Suinquennium 1962-67, C.V.C.P. (Mag. 1968) para 35.
(3)ibid .

(4)ibid, Appendix C, para 7,
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thé recurrent grant for the univgrsities.(1) Added to this was the
decision to limit the student target figure for 1966 to 150,000(2)
-~ despite the Robbins Report having stressed that it was a minimum
estimate, likely to be exceeded. With the announcement in 1965 that
no rore new universities, with possibly one exception, werc to be
created in‘the next ten years, it was hardly surprising that the

universities should regard the 1966 Vhite Paper with intense suspicion.

(iii) The Tsteblishment of the Polytechnics

then the goverrmment published ifs White Paper in May 1966 it
had not decided exactly vhich institutions should become polytechnics,
However, a preliminary list attached to the Vhite Paper in the fomrm
of an Appendix looked forward to some 28 Tolytechnics developed out
of 50 or more regional colleges, art colleges and other institutions
in the public secctor.

Tt was not until about a2 yecar later that Crosland confirmed the
list of Polytechnics which, in the interim, hg@ increased in number
by two. The reasons for this delay were two-fold. In the first
place conciderable time was taken up by deputations to the Secretery
of State from verious loczl authorities and their supporters requesting
the designation of more than the 28 Yolytechnies originally suggested.
"The D.E.S. received a dozen deputations but only two were successful:
the Secretary of State invited the Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent
L.B.As to submit a scheme for a polytechnic formed from the North
Staffordshire and Staffordshire Colleges of Technology, and agreced
that there was a need for a further polytechnic in the North-YWest

. . rd
which eventually was to lead to the creation of Preston lolytechnicg))

Yiotes for Cnitomee, Parliementary Statement by the Seerctary of
State o Liducation and Science, 5 Apr. 1967,
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Secondly the art colleges made an attempt to extricate them-
selves from the propésed nergers with thé. technical collegas,.
However, despite their case being supovoried by virtually all the
national bodies concerned with ert education, this move failed.(1)

Thus in April 1967 the D.E.S. asked the L.B.As to sutmit plans
for the develoment of thirty Polyiechnics. This invitation was
accompanied by quite detailed recommendations on the machinery of
goverrment to be adopted in these colleges in the form of 'Notes for
Guidance.'(z)

(iv) Why did the Govermment intoduce its Policv for the
- Polytechnics?

At Iencaster University in January 1967 Crosland made vhat has
been called his Lancaster speech. It opened as follows:

"T must begin by mentioning a severely practical reason for
this pelicy and the system of higher educalion that goes with it.
That is that the system already existeds I did not invent it
it hed been developing steadily since the turn of the century or
earlier. Alongside tho ‘wmiversities we had the training colleges
under local authority ct demominational control; and we had a strong
and. growing sector of higher education in F.L."(3)

With reference to the TFurther Fducation sector, and particularly
the Polytechnics Crosland then outlined a number of arguments in
support of full-time courses of degree standard in the technical
colleres. TFirstly he argued that it was educationally advantageous
to have, in addition to the universitics, institubions of higher cduca-
tion in which full-time, sandwich and part-time students were all
present. Secondly, he maintained that full-time degrce-level work

had historically had an important poaxrt to vlay in the further education

sector, providing opportunities for ecducational and social mobility,

(1)Robinson, on.cite, Pp.40-41.

(2)This wes later circulated as Administrative Memorandum 8/67.

(BgFor the Lancaster speech see J, Fratt and T, Burgess,
Polvizelmics, & Horort, Aprendix,
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Finally he suggested that by providing full-time degree work in
the further education‘colleges £his was a way of avoiding a social
and éducational division at 18+,
Clearly Crosland was at pains to justify the development of
higher education in the public sector. IHowever, vhat he did not
do was explain the govermment's decision to set up the Polytechnies,
Such a develorment was, to a certain extent, to run contrary to the
'tradition of the technical colleges., Whilst some technical colleges
offered more advanced-level courses than others, a distinet and
. separate category responsible for developing full-time degrec-level
work had not been established in the colleges unti} 1956 = namely
the C.A.Ts - and even that had proved a short-lived experience,
Hitherto the situation in the colleges had been much more fluid vhich
suited the way in wh;ch they were expected to respond to local nceds
and those of the whole range of students from the crafitsman to the
technologist. In short, it might be argucd that the policy for the
polytechnics, vas not an inevitable development of' the binury policy,
There vas no implication in the binary policy, nor in the history of
the technical colleges, that advanced-level work should be concentrated
in just a few colleges vhich wvere t6 be distinguished from the reat.
Rather it seems as if the Polytechnices were established for tvwo
“ﬁain reasons, In the first plaoe; as the WVhite Paper itself acknow-
ledged, it was claimed to be more economic‘to concentrate advanced-

(1)

level courses in just some of the colleges. However, the Vhite
Paper's asscrtion that the wide distritution of courses of higher
education involved an uneconomical use of ressurces was not backed

up by any data. Dven so, it seems that the D.E.S. accepted this

acounpticn end accordingly favoured a policy of concentration.,

(1)A Plan for Polytechnics ond Other Colleres, para 1.
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Sceondly, this policy which clearly emanated from within tﬁe
D.E.S., under the guice of economic expediency, might also be seen
as an attempt by the Department to carve out for itself a sector of
higher education within the public sector which was to be under ite J
control. This aspect of the Polytechnic's constitution has been
indirectly referred to by Weaver:

"As institutions they were socially controlled, both exterrally
in that they were maintained by public bodies, and internally, in
that they were conducted by reference to instruments and articles of
govermment subject to the Secretary of State's approval to insure,
through the spread of interests represented and the appropriate
distribution of functions, that a proper balance was held between
" the claims of academic freedom and social responsiveness,"(1)

Moreover, as has been argued above, whilst in .one sense the
policy for the polytechnics did not follow from the binary policy,
in another sense it ﬁight be argued that it did. The binary policy
and the introduction of the Polytechnics was part of an overall move
to establish more clearly than hitherto the role of the public.seetor:
it was not to be seen simply as a residual categor; it as a group of
institutions charged with fulfilling the nation's requirements in
respect of vocational and professional education. It was to be
different, in fact complementary to, the wniversity sector. If this
_public gector was to compete on anything like equal terma with the
’universities, it might be argued, it needed to have a set of

institutions vhich might, in time, come to be regdrded as analogous

.

to then.

There is somé evidence to suggest that the D.E.S. would have
accepted this argument. Weaver acknowledged that this policy for
the polytechnics had been much criticised, but adaed that these
critics had rot explained how one could have a binary policy without

.1 (2)

the polytechnics.

1 Weaver, ot.citey, P.10.
y QDaClley
2 Jleaver, in interview on 23 Feb, 19860,
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In addition the D,E.S. had not been fully behind the idea of
trancferring the C.A.Ts to the university soctor.(1) The e¢stablish-
ment of +the Polytechnics could be secen as filling the gap that this

transfer had created.

(v) Some Concludins Remarls on the Introduction of the
Polytechnics ond the Folicy-llakin~ rocesn

As has alreédy been argued in the foregoing seetions, the
goverrment 's volicy for the Polytechnics was formulated within the
D.E.S. and received only minor modifications at {the hands of the
Prentice Advisory Croup. Two interesting points arise from this
as far as the policy-making process is concerned,

Firstly, the introduction of this policy for the polytechnics
contrasts with the emergence of the binary policy only about a yecar
earlier. In the case of the polytechnics the D..S. made up its
mind how it wished to see the pattern of colleges in the public
sector develop, and with only a minimum of consultation announced
its intentions in the 1966 VWhite Papexr. No evidence has come to
light suggesting thet similar ideas had been expresced elscwhere,

Secondly, the introduction of the policy in this way indicates
that in the Further Tducation sector the D.E.S. can take a much more
positive and less consultative role in the policy-making process
than it is able to do in other spheres of educafional rolicy-making

(2)

such as the schools or the universities, Indced, this character-
istic of the policy-making process in the technical colleges was
exhibited twice within a decade - firstly with the creation of the
C.A,Ts in 1956 and secondly with the Polytechnies in 196G,

1)ibid o

{2350zen (1971) op.eit., P.195 - & view shared by both M. Kogan
and A, Crosland.
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The purpose of this conclusion is two-fold: firstly, to bring
together certain of the key issues and arguments which have under-
pimmed and given structure to this study of government policy-nmaking
in the field of higher technological cducatio.n; and secondly, to
coment on this particular case study with reference to the policy-
making process as defined in the introductory chapter.

Dealing firstly with the key issues and arpguments underlying
covermment pplicy—-mlcing for higher technological education during
the period 1944~68 it is necessary to distinguish between what can
best be described as first and sccond order iscues. Into the first
of these categories come two broad concerns: the nced to rcorganise
on a more rational basis the system of higher technological cducation;
and to expend the nation's output of trained tcchnological manpower,

It is no exaggeration to say that these two often elosecly inter-
related concerns were paranount in the minds of those concerned with
policy-making in this field throughout the period undex consideration,
Tndecd as has been shovn, even whilst the second Vorld Yar was still
being fought the Doard of Iducation wos alrcady aware of the neced to
clarify and rationalise the relationchip that then existed between the
technical colleges and the universities,

The close links between these two concorns iz reflected in so many
of the reports which discussed the fubure develomment of hipher techino-
logical education, implicitly posing the question, 'how bent might ihe
expansion of higher technological education take place?' The Peroy
Report stands out as a major conitribulor to the debate fromed in these

temms but there were also scveral oithers, particalarly in the second
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half of the 1940's which addressed themselves to the same problenm,
namely the Barlow Report (1946), the Report on the Universitics and the
Tnerease in Scientific Maﬁpower (1946) and:the Neport on Colleges of
Technology‘and Technological Manpower {1947), both.by the Parliamentory
and Scientific Committee, and the Report on Uigher Technological
Bducation by the Advisory Council on Secientific Policy, to list but a
few.

Whilst there were undoubtedly close links between these two concorns,
there were times when one or other of them seemed to predominate. Iox
exemple with the publication of Circular 305 in 1956 the emphasis moved
away from expansion as outlined in the 1956 Vhite Paper to that of try-
ing to rationalise the technical college systeme By way of contraﬁt,
whilst the Robbins Report was clearly concerned with outlining a newly
defined sysfem of higher educétion, its main thrust was to encowrage the
further expansion of the whole system of higher education co that it
might become accessible to all those able and willing to take advantape
of it.,

Tt is fron consideration of the question, 'hew best might the
expansion of higher technological education take place?' that attention
is focused on vhat have here been classified as second order issues.
When discussing these it is taken as given that the re-organisation
of the higher technological educatidn system and its expansion are both
desired goalg. They outline the various alternative ways of achieving
these ends, and certain problems associated with them.

As for as the wniversities were concerned the key issue was whethér
technological education should continue to be providcd'in the cxisting'
universities or whether it should be concentrated in institutes of
tecunology analogous to IM.I.T. in the United States. This latter

alternative had scme powerful advocates including Lord Chexwell in the
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late 1940's and Sir John Cockcroft as well as the Robbins Committce in
the early 1960's. Hoﬁever vhenever this prowosal was pul forward it
met with staunch opposition from the universities at large, and the
Committee of Vice~Chancellors and Principals and the U.G.C. in pare—
ticular, and it failed to find support within the povermment as a
vhole.

Whilst the idea of concentrating technological education in just
a few universities did not meet with academic approval it should also
be noted that the universities expressed considcrabie ambiguity towards
technological education in general, largely on account of its applied
nature, which further complicated arguments concerning its expansion,
The universities were willing to expand in this field, but not at the
expense of pure science or the arts.

Turning to the technical colleges, there were three major issues
which influenced the nature of the debale in this sector during these
years.

The first of #hese - and indeed the most siéﬁificant - vaa the

wards issue., It was one which the Percy.Committce chose not to grapple
with, and which then found a place in virtually every successive debate,
coming under the repcated scrutiny of the N.,A.C.E.I.C, until the
Yational Council for Technological Awards was establiched in 1955, and
vas eventually transformed intobthe Council for Natiocral Academic Awards
in 1964 —.the4first.deb~ee-awaraing body 1o Ee set up outside the
wniversities.

Secondly, the technical colleges, like the universities, had to
face the question as to whether advanéed courses in technology should
be concentrated in just a few colleges or dispersed nore videly through-

out the system. To a certain extent a degree of concentration alrecady
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" existed, but it was strengthened in 1956 by the Ministry of Fdueco~
tion's decision to establish the C.A.T.s, and to ddvide the remaining
tecﬁnical colleges into.threc categories largely acconding to the
amount of advanced level courscs they offercd. With the introduction
of the binary policy in 1965 it looked at first as if the technical
colleges might be moving away from such o hierarchieally arranged
system. However, it was reaffirmed in 1966 by the introduction of
the Polytechnics.

Finally, throughout this period, there was a question mark over
the role of the local authorities in the ficld of higher education.
It is interesting to note that both Lord Percy and Iord Robbins
expressed disquiet about the role of local authoritiés in this sphere,
However, this attitude.was not shared by the Hinistry of Jduecation noxr
by the local authorities themselves: in fact both were very proud of
{he latters? contribution in this sphere. Tar from vishing to sece
”1oca1 authoritﬁflnfluence diminish, it would secm that the Minisiry
of Lducation was keen for it to increcase as the size ~7 the technical
colleges grew; as their commitment to advanced-level worl: was en-
couraged by the policy for the C.ATus;  and more gorerally, as in-
creased funds vere made available to the colleges. IMinally, with the
atmouncenent of the binary policy in 1965 the Department of Bducotion
and Science could clearly be scen to be reasserting the importance it
attached to the local authority sector of higher education.

Turning to an analysis of this particuiér example of govermment
policy-maliing in terms of the definition of the policy-making proccss
outlined in the introductory chapter if is important to note two con~
trasting features of this period. On'thc one hand it is undeniable

that daring the period 1944-1968 the nation's outmit of traired teclino-
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logical manpover increased substantially., Yet on the other hand,
during this same period, .the educational system rcoponsible for thig
increase did not alter in quite so dramatic a fashion. In 1963, just
es in 1944, there were still two distinct sgectors responsible for the
cducation of technologists - the universities and the technical collegoe:n:
and despite all the debates, the mumerous reports, and the various
develomnents which have been dealt with In detail in the course of this
study there still remained a considerable emount of duplication and
overlapping between the two types of institutions, That the exransion
of higher technological education was allowed to go ahead relalively
unhindered reflected the widespread consencus in support of this during
this post-war period, There was no such consensus however over the way
this expansion chould Be catered for in the institutions of hirher
education.

In 1968 the system of higher education responsible for the cducetion
and training of technologists had not changed radicaliy from lhat which
had existed in 1944. UNevertheless it had experienced a number of
piecemeal developments, most especially in the technical colleges. An
obvious casec in point was the elcvation of a small number of technical
colleges into C.ATes and their cventual up-grading into wniversities,
and the later elevation of thirty regional colleres into Polytechnices,

In addition, from thig study it may be exgued that the system alno
underwent a rather more subtle change which can 6n1y be somevhat in-
adequately described here in terms of a clearer draving of boundary
lines between institutions., This is not simply o refcerence to the
develoment of the technical colleges followingiupob the publication of
Circuler 305. The point relates to something somevhat less tongibles

by 1268 the systew of higher technological cducation was rrach more
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clearly defined than it had been in 1944. Then it hod had & fluiditly
and a flexibility which it perhaps inevitably lost in the course of
twenty-five years or so of continuous debate and piccemecal institutional
develomments.

These limited changes to the institutions recponsible for the
education of technologists illustrate the increnmental naturc of thig
particular policy process. As for sccking an explanation for thig, the
anpwer would seem to lic in the system itsclf. As has alrcady been
indicated, there was no consensus emongst those responsidle for shaping
goverment policy in thig field as to how these institutions should be
developed; rather, the divergent aims.and interests of those contri-
buting to this policy-making process acted as a major constraint on its
develorment,

Indeed, such an analysis goes a conuiderable way to explaining why
so few developments ensucd from all the various reporta which considered
the future develogment of higher technological cducation. For the most
part these reports looked towards a single solufibn - an ideal solution
- which ignored the influence and pressure that would Le brought to
bear by any groups who would bg wnwilling to accept it and sce it
implemented. In that respect the Robbins Report provides a fine
illustration: <the Robbins Report looked forward to a system of higher
ecducaticn which wags essentially made up of universitics., It tock in-
gufficient account of the 1oca1)authority sector of higher education,
and was thus strongly opposed by this scctor, and ultimately never
implemented. Jn practice it would seem unlikely that ony sincle solution
could prove workable. Given our understanding of the policy-nualcing
process, ary cuch develoment must have wide support in order to be
implementeds and is thus most likely to be a compromise solution cereed

between competing iuterests. In short, a successful rolicy ccamot
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normally be developed in a vacuum, but must take account of the system
on vhich it rests and from vwhich it wishes to develop.

Vhilst any new policy initiatlive is likely to be constrained by
the system in which it is conceived, this particulexr etudy of the
policy-meking process has also shown that individuals can play a
gignificant role in the shaping of policy. In particular there was
the example of Antony Part in the Ministry of Education, who was
largely responsible foi introducing a policy of concentration into
the technical college system., This marked a notable turning point
{or the technical colleges: concentration wos a policy that the
Ministry of Edﬁéétion had hitherto rejected on the grounds that the
selection of a few technical colleges {o specialise in advonced-level
work would be too cmbairassing end difficult for the Ministry to
carry out. This shows.that an inaividual can make an important con-
tribution to the way policy develops althourh it is not often that one
comes across such an obvious exemple, Indeed, this policy—dccisioﬁ
ag well as that to set up the Polytechnies in 1966 provide interesting
examples of centralised decision-making which distinguiches the Fuxiher
Education scctor from other fields of edueational policy-making.

The above provides both a swmmary of the main issues which
dominated this field of policy-making during the period 1944-68, and
some reflections on the policy~making procesns more generally in thoe
light of the carlier definition., TFollowing on ffom these, by way of
a concluding point it is perhaps worth noting that the problems of
higher teclmological education are still being debated today. At
periodic intervals the cry still goes up for more technologists;
and in turn attention is focused on that fomiliar aueastion, 'how best
can the education of technologists be provided for by tho universitics

and the techmnical colleges?!
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APPENDIX 1

The Names of Those Originally Sugrested for Membership of the Specinl
Comnittee on Higher Technolorical Ihducation

(Source: P.R.0. FD 46/295, R. S, Wood to R A, Butler (Jan. 1944))

—~ Sir Lawrence Bragg, Cavendish Professor of Txperimental Fhysics,
Cenbridge University

- Professor Villis Jackson, Frofessor of Ingineerins, Manchester
-~ J. F, Rees, Principal of Cardiff

- Dr., B. V. Evans, South Metropolitan Gas Company and past Presidernt
of the Institution of Gas Engineers

- Sir Henry Tizard, President, Magdalen College, Oxford

.= W. I, S, Chance, Glass Manufacturcr, OSmethick, and Fresident of
the A.T.T.

~ Sir John Kennedy, Deputy Chairman, Electriecity Commiszsion

- A, Fitz-Herbert Vright, J.P., Director of the Buttexrley Company,
Dexrbyshire

- Principal Laws of tye Northampton Tolytechnie

~ Principal Lowery of Walthamstow Technical College

- H, S. Magnay, Director of Education, Leicester

~ Principal Myers, Manchester College of Technology
Possibly also =

- Sir Bdward Appleton, Secretary, Depqrtmcnt of Scientific and
Industrial Research

~ Sir W, Moberly, Chairman of the U.G.C.
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Membership of the Special Committee on Higher Technolopical Tduention

(source: The Report of the Special Comnitiee on Hisher Technological.
Fducation, Ministry of Lducation (1945))

The Right Hon. Lord Eustace Percy (Chairman), Rector of the
Newcastle Division of the University of Durham

= Dr, Do S. Anderson, Principal, Birmingham Central Technical College

~ Sir Lawrence Bragg, Cavendish Professor of Experimental Physies in
the University of Cambridge

~ Sir Hugh Chance, Chairman, Smethick Education Committece

- Sir Charles Darﬁin, Director of the National Fhysical Laboratory

- Dr, B, V. Evans, Director, South Metropolitan Gas Company

- Mr, B, Mouat-Jones, Vice-Chancellor of the University of Lceds

- Mr., S. C., Lavs, Principal, Northampton Polytechnic

- Dr. H, Lovery, Principal, South-Vest Essex Technical College

- Mr, H. S. Magnay, Director of Educatién, City of Leicester

-~ Sir George H. Nelson, Chairman, English Electric Company

- Sir Frederick Rees, Vice~Chancellor of the University of Vales

-~ Dr. R, V. Southwell, lector, Imperial College of Science and Technology

- My, Fitzherbert Wright, Director, L.N.E.R. and Director, Messra,
Auding-Barford Ltd.

Assessors to the Committee, appointed by the Minister of Education:

Mr. W. Blliott \ o ]
e . B, Wallis ) Tetived, 31 Mar. 1945

, M, F. Bray

inte 5
Ve H, J. Shelley ) 2Ppointed from 1 Apr. 1945
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APPIITINIX 3

The Committee on Scientific lManvower: Membershin

(Source: Scientific Manpower (Cmnd 6624) (H.M.S.0. 1946))

-~  Sir Alan Barlow, Bart, X.C.B., K.B.E. (Chairman), joint Second
Secretary, Treasury, 1938-48

- Sir Edward V, Appleton, G.B.E., K.C.B., F.R.S., Secrectary,
D,S.I.R. 1939-49, licbel Prize for FPhysica, 1947

Professor P. M. S. Blackett, F.R.S., Langworthy Profcssor of
Physics, University of NManchester since 1937; lobel
Prize for Fhysics, 1948,

- Mr, Geoffrey Crowther, Editor of the Economist since 1938

- Sir Alfred Egerton, F.R.S., Professor of Chemical Technology,
Imperial College of Science

Sir George Nelson, Chairman and IManaging Dircetor, The Inglich
Electric Company since 19333 member of Percy Committee

- Professor S, Zuckerman, C.B., F.R.S., Sands Cox Professor of
Anatomy, University of Birmingham

- Dr., C. Ps Snovw, C.B.B., Scientific Assessor
- Mr. A, Guan, M.B.T.; iabour Ascessor

- Mr. M, T, Flcet, Secretary

- Mr., E. T, C, Dixon

Assistant Secretaries
- Mr. Eo Tc So Cla:rke
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APPENDIX 4

Membershin of The Advicory Cowvneil on Scientific Policy

(Source: 1st Anmial Revort (Cmd 7465) Advisory Council on Scientific
Policy, July 1948)

- Sir Henry Tizard, Chairman

- Sir Edward Appleton, Secretary, D.S.I.R.

- Sir Alan Barlow, Second Secreteory, H.M. Treasury

Sir Howard Flo;cey, Professor of Pqtholog'y, Oxford University
- Sir John Fryer, Secretary, Agricultural Rescarch Council

- Sir Claude Gibb, Managing Director, G. A. Parsons & Co.,
Rewcastle-upon-Tyne

- Sir Edward Mellanby, Secretary, Medical Research Council

- Sir Bdward Salisbury, Director, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew,
and Secretary, Royal Society

- Sir Bwart Smith, Imperial Chemical Industries

Sir Reginald Stradling, Chief Scientific Advisor, Ministry of
Vorks

-  Professor A. R. Todd, Professor of Organic Chemistry,
Cambridge University

- Dr. A, E, Prueman, Deputy Chairman, U.G.C,

- Professor S. Zuckerman, Profeszor of Anatomy, Birmingham University
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APFEIDIX 5

The U,G.C's “stimate of the Potehtial Size of the Student

Porulation in the Universities, 1959-60 to 1976-77

(Source: University Development 1957-62, U.G.C. (Cand 2267),

para 209 ).
Year

1959-60
1950-61
1961-62
1962-63
1963-64
1964-65
1965-66
1966-67
1967-68
196869
1969-70
1970-T1
1971-72
197273
1973-74
1974-75
1975~-76
1976-T7

292,

Potential Size of University Population
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105, 200
109,700
116,900
126,000
138,700
149,800
165,000
182,700
191,500
200, 000
199,300
199,400
194,500
198,200
203, 600
209,900
219,100

229,400
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APPENDIX 6

Tall-time Students in the Universities of Great Rritain, 1953/54
to 1976/77

(Sources: Statistics of Bduoation, 1965, Part 3, D.E,S, (H.M.S.0.
1966), Table 29; Statistics of Edusation, 1970, Vol 6, D.X.S.
(1.4.8.0. 1973), Table 46; Statistics of Bducation, 1978,

Vol 6, D.E.S. (lI.[1.S.0, 1981), Table 2),

Aozdenic Year Student Yhmbera
1953/54 80,602
1954/55 81,705
1955 /56 85,124
1956/57 - €9, 866
1957/58 95,442
1958/59 100, 204
1959 /60 . 104,009
1960/61 107,699
1961/62 113,143
1962/63 119,004
1963/64 126,445
1964/65 138,711
1965/66 169,486
1966/67 . ' 184,799
1967/68 200,121
1968/69 : 211,485
1969/70 219,506
1970/71 228,131
1971/72 234,985
1972/13 239, 366
1973/74 244,094
1974/75 250,565
1975/76 : 261,258
1976/17 271,779
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APPRIDIX 7

Distribution of Full-Time Stvdents by Facultiss 195G-7 to 19612

(Source: University Develowment, 1957-62 (Cmnd 2267), U.G.C. (1964)
para 67).

1956-57 1961-62 .

Faculty % increase or decrease
No. % Yo, 9%

Arts & Social .

Studies 38,747 43,1 48,617 43,0 +25.5
Pure Science 19,899 22,2 28,676 25,4 +44.1
Applied Science 12,496 13,9 17,232 1542 +37.9
Medicine 12,937 14.4 12.254 10.8 = 5.3
Dentistry 2,733 3.0 3,043 2.7 +11.3
Agricultuxe ) .

& Forestry 1,914 2,1 2,050 1.8 + To
Veterinary

Science 1,140 1.3 1,271 1.1 +11,5

89,005 100,0 113,143 100,0 +25.9
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APFFNDIX 8

National Commeil for Tochnolomical Aworda: Membershin

(Source: Repori for the Period December 1955 to Julv 1957,
N.C.T«A. Appendix 1 (1957))

Governine Body

- Lord Hives (Chairman)
- Sir Harold Roxbee~Cox
- Sir Arnold A, Hall

- Dr, Willis Jackson

- Dr, Idris Jones

- Mr, Geoffrey Loasby
- Dr, A. D, Merriman

- Sir Walter C, Iuckey
- Mr, E, L. Russell

- Mr, P, E, Sleight

- Dr, J. S, Tait

- Dr, J. Topping
Secretary

- Mr. F. R, Hornby

Board of Studies in Pnsincerine

-~ Sir Valter C. Puckey (Chairman)

- Mr. P. E. Sleight (Vice~Chairman)

Nomineted Dy lembex
The A P.T.I., and e I, 5. Borlow
A.T.TII‘

Dre. ¥, PBriers
Dre Wo A, J. Chapman
.‘h’.‘. H. “Jo F.[‘flnklin

v, G, Lawton
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Yomi.nated By Member
The A.P.0.I. and ) Mr. D. A, G, Leid

AT T, I, (cont.)
Dl’. E. C. Smith

Dr. J. S. Tait

Mr., Co Tirrcll

TInstitution of Chemical 1r. John A, Oricl
Engineers
Institution of Civil Engineers Professor R, J. Cornish

Mr. P, E, Sleight
Institution of Electrica;l Engineers . Mr. S. B, Goodall

Mre G. S, C. Lucas
Tnstitution of Gas Engineers Mre Jo Ho Dyde
Institution of Mechanical Engineers Mr. T. A, Crowe

Profescor T, Giffen

Institution of Hining Engineers Irofessor J. A, S, Ritoon
Institution of Production knginecrs Sir Valter C, Puckey
Institution of Structural Enginecrs Dr. S. B, Iamilton

The Royal Aeronautical Society Professor A, R, Collar
The Minister of Education Mr. T. E, Goldup

Mre Ho W, Cremer
Mr. J. Jo Gracie
DI‘. To Eo Allibono

Trofesecor D. G,
" Christopherson

Board of Studics in Technolosics Other Than Fneincering

- " Mr, Geoffrey Loasby (Chairman)

~  Dr. J. Topping (Vice-Chairman)



Moninated By

The AFP.Tel. and the
. A.TCT~ Il

Institute of Duilders

Institute of Fuel

Institute of Physics

Institute of Fetallurgists
Institution of the Rubber Industry
Institution of Structural Engineers
Flastics Institute .

Royal Institute of Chemistry

Royal Institute of Chartered
. SBurveyors

Textile Institute

The linister of Education

e 00000
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Dre T, Aylward

Dr, F, I, Cotton

Mr. L. W, Dexry

Mr. T E, Hall

Mr, N, M. He Lichtfoot
Mre Jo V. A, Long

Dr, J. Topping

Dr, A, M. Vard

Dr, G, E, Watts

Mr, W, W, Wilkinson
Mr, H, S, Oddie

Dr. C, Vhitworth
Professor F, A, Vick
Dr, A, D¢ Merriman
Mr, G, X, Jlolmes-Siecdle
Sir Donald C, Bailey
Mr. W, As Cook

Dr, J. W, Cook

Mr, lenry VW, Vells

Mr. Geoffrey Loasby

Mr. D, E. Voodbine Parish
Professor J. B, Spealman
Ir, G, A, Vhipple

Dr. V. BE. Yarsley

Dr. F, Kidd
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Appendix 9

Viembershin of the Committec on Hirher Bducation

(Source: .%.8. 17 Feb, 1961, p.320)

Professor Lord Robbins (Chairmen), Frofessor of Iiconomics,
London School of Economics

- Sir Devid Anderson, aged 65, former director of the Royal
College of Science and Technology, Glasgow, and former
rrincipal of the Birmingham College of Technology

- Dome Kitty Anderson, 57, headmistress, llorth London Collegiate
School

Mr. A. Chenevix-Trench, 41, hecadmoster, Bradfiecld College,
Berkshire

- Professor J. M, Drever, 50, Professor of Psychology and lately
Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Edinburgh University

Mr. A, L. Elvin, 55, Director of the University of Iondon
Institute of Education

Miss Helen Gardner, professional fellow, St. Hilda's College,
Oxford

Sir Edqwerd Herbert, 68, an engincer and chairman of the governing
body of Loughborcugh College of Technology, ond of the
Court of MNottingham University

Sir Patrick Linstead, 58, a chemist, Rector of the Dnrerial
College of Science and Technology

Sir Philip Morris, 59, Viecc-Chancellor, Bristol University
Ir, I, C, Shcarman, 64, Vice-president of W,E.A.

Mr. R. B. Southall, 60, a Welshman, general manacer of the
Llandaray (B.P.) refincry, Swansea
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APFEHDIX 10

C.l.A. A, Fembership Sevtember 1964

(Source: T.%.S. 10 July 1964 p.65)

-  Sir Harold Roxbee Cox (Chairman)

- Lord Caldecote, Deputy Chairman of Englich I""Lectrlc
(Vice~Chairman)

~  Mpr. W, P, Cartwright, Managing Director, Steel Co. of Vales
- Mr, Michael Clapham, Director, I.C.T.
Sir James Cook, F.R.S., Vice~Chancellor, Ixcter University

- Mr, B. Downs, Head of Department of Mechanical Fngineering,
Loughborough College of Advanced Technology

Miss Helen L. Gardner, Reader in Inglish Literature, Oxford
Umvers:.ty

Dr. D. E. R. Godfrey, lead of Mathematics Department, Woolwich
Polytechnic

- Mr. H. N, Henry, Principal, Paisley College of Technology

- Professor J., Lamb, “nifessor of Electrical Engineering, Glasgow
University

Mr. J, Nussell Lang, Chairman, G. & J. Weir Ltd., Glasgow

Dr. Kathleen Qllerenshaw, Manchester City Councillor and member
of Manchester Education Comm.n.ttcc

Dr, O, G. Pickard, Principal, Eallng Technical College
Sir Arnold Plant, Professor of commcrce, London University
- Mr, R, H, J., Rhodes, Vice~Principal, Leeds College of Commerce

Professor G, D, Rochester, FeR.S., Professor of I'hysics, Durham
University

Sir Lionel Russell, Chief Education O0fficer, Birmingham
Dr, J. Topring, Principal, Iruncl Ccllege of Advanced Technolofry

Mr, D, Vittecovitch, Head of Electrical Engineering Deparitment,
Tottingham and District Technical Colleca



Dr, G. E. Vatts, Principal, Brighton College of Technology

Mi. R, B. Wood, Principal, Leicester College of Technology
& Commerce

Dr, B. G. Woodroofe, Joint Vice-Chairman, Unilever
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