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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

4



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

[0}
[

-

-
O
o
AN
©



240

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
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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.Ez