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CHAPTER 5

THE ASSOCIATION OF SCIENTIFIC WORKERS : SCIENTIFIC TRADE UNIONISM
AND SCIENCE POLICY

1. Introduction

I have shown in Part I of this study the external and internal
pressures to which the Association of Scientific Workers was subjected
in the period 1948 to 1956. The result of these pressures was the
dampening of the AScW's enthusiasm for science policy work particu-
larly where this had broader political rather than professional
implications. The continued dominance of the left-wing within the
union was expressed in more conventional trade union ways such as
the criticism of government economic policy rather than in the

development and pursuit of overtly radical science policy.

Wooster, retiring as honorary general secretary of the

Association, wrote in 1957 that:

Though our negotiation work has increased in
recent years, the other aspect of the Associa-
tion, namely, the application of science to
the benefit of the community, has declined.

We have always had a Science Policy Committee
in one form or another but it has become
increasingly difficult to find the people who
will devote the time and thought necessary

for such work.!

The political rupture of the Cold War had prevented the growth of

a succeeding generation of the scientific Lefg. The pre-occupation
of some of the senior members with international organisations such
as the World Federation of Scientific Workers and the Pugwash move-

ment deprived the Association of some of its most eminent represen-



tatives. Bernal, for example, was president of the proscribed
World Peace Council and a vice-president of the World Federation
of Scientific Workers while C.F. Powell was involved with the
setting up of the Pugwash conferences. Blackett was taking a very
active part in the work of the National Research and Development

Corporation - he resigned from the TUC's Scientific Advisory

Committee in 195?.2

One effect of these other pre-occupations was the weakening
of the Association's representation at the TUC. From its
affiliation to the mid-1950s the Association's delegates to the
annual Congresses, although small, had partly commanded attention
by the scientific eminence of its members such as Bernal, Blackett
and Powell. This was, however, not the case in the period from

1956 to 1964.3

In the present Chapter I outline the continuing, though more
marginal, efforts of the AscW to combine its trade union responsi-
bilities with the social responsibility of scientists. The centre
of gravity, however, of labour movement attempts to form a socialist
science policy had decisively shifted towards the Labour Party and

away from the scientific Left associated with the Communist Party.

The international crisis of 1956 led to a renewal of internal
conflict for the AScW as the politics of its leadership again came
under scrutiny. This political conflict was matched by a failure
to increase substantially the union's membership which remained
relatively static throughout the 1950s. The science policy
initiatives attempted under the auspices of the Association's newly

created Science Policy Planning Committee (SPPC) also had little



impact and the committee was wound up in 1939.

The themes of the AScW's science policy activities were science
education, atomic energy, fuel and power, and industrial research.
These were reflected in the resolutions it moved at the TUC:
University Grants (1958); Protection Against Radiation Risks (1959);
Radioactive Waste Disposal (1960); Teaching of Science (1960);
Industrial Scientific Research (1961); Grants to Universities

(1962); Medical Research Finance (1963) and Education Facilities

(1964) .

The AScW also responded to the renewal of political debate
concerning the national organisation of civil science in the early
1960s. However, its contribution to the debate surrounding the
Trend Committee lacked the depth of its post-war contribution to

the national science policy debate.

2. Politics and Organisation

2.1. Crisis

The general crisis for the communist movement in 1956 had
its repercussions for the leadership of the AScW as it did for
other unions dominated by the Left. There were renewed attacks
on the Association's continued affiliation and support for the
World Federation of Scientific Workers. And the Executive
Committee's statement on the Hungarian uprising and the Suez crisis

also became a focus for the right-wing opposition within the union.

As I have shown there had been consistent attempts to



instruct the Association's Executive Committee at Council meetings
to arrange for disaffiliation from the WFScW. These attempts had,
however, been successfully resisted and the AScW had continued to
play an important part in the affairs of the Federation. At its
request, for example, the AScW had written to Unesco to support
the WFScW's application for the restoration of its consultative
status. But the level of the AScW's support was less than was
wished by the Left within the union and this had led to reference
back of the WFScW section of the Executive Committee's report for
1955.4 This was reflected in a greater level of activity for

the preparations for the Federation's 4th General Assembly which

was held in East Berlin in September 1955.

The Association submitted two resolutions to the Assembly;
the first welcoming the issuing of the Russell-Einstein Manifesto
and the second calling on the Assembly to prepare a charter for
inventors and authors.5 The Association also proposed that
London should be the meeting place for the Western European
Regional conference of the Federation in 1956.  However,
because of continuing uncertainties as to whether the British
government would grant visas to scientists from the Eastern Bloc,
the conference was held in Paris on 16th-17th February 1957.

The conference had also suffered a postponement from November due
to the international situation. The Association was represented
by J.K. Dutton, the recently appointed General Secretary, and

F. Cope. Their submissions to the meeting concentrated on
professional and trade union issues affecting scientists - the

regulation of working conditions in laboratories, pension



provisions and the general economic status of scientific workers in

Great Britain - rather than broader political questions.

In addition to its affiliation to the WFScW the Association
had also developed links with a number of Eastern European scienti-
fic workers organisations. Prior to 1956, for example, exchange
visits had been arranged with the Hungarian Federation of Scienti-
fix and Technical Societies. These links had been fostered in a
period when the 'nmormal' relationships within the international
scientific community had been disrupted by the Cold War. The
politically sensitive nature of these links is suggested by the
fact that the Association felt it necessary to decline an invita-

tion from the East German organisation, Gewerkschaft Wissenschaft.

The Association's Executive Committee issued a statement of policy
on international exchanges which stressed that their appropriate-
ness depended on the character and objects of foreign organisations
corresponding to those of the ASCW.7 A further visit by the
Hungarian Federation of Technical and Scientific Societies had

been due to take place in October 1956. This was prevented by

the uprising and the subsequent Soviet intervention.

The Association's Executive Committee met in November to
discuss the international crisis. The Committee resolved to
support the TUC appeal for financial help for Hungarian refugees
and to circulate all branches with the TUC's appeal. And a
special appeal was also made for funds to help Hungarian scien-
tists who might come to Britain. It was decided to approach the
WFScW to organise a commission to visit Hungary and report on the

situation.



The Executive Committee published a resolution on the inter-
national situation dealing both with the Anglo-French action at
Suez and the crisis in Hungary. The statement whilst condemning

the intervention in Suez was more ambiguous in its attitude to the

Hungarian situation.

This statement generated a fierce debate within the union
and the Executive Committee was forced to issue a further statement
in December clarifying its position and emphasising its political

even—handedness.1

An anti-communist campaign within the union culminated in
bitter exchanges at the Council meeting in May 1957.  The
retiring President, Prof. D.M. Newitt had attempted to diffuse
the conflict in an address in which he asserted that the Associa-
tion had no political views — and particularly not the views

attributed 'by our friends in the Press'.11

A resolution from Cray Valley Branch defended the Executive's

position. It stated that:

Council views in the most serious light
the political issues made out of the
Executive Committee's statements on
Hungary and the Middle East by certain
branches and deplores action taken by-
those branches which resulted in adverse
publicity for the Association in the
national press.!2

The resolution's supporters argued that a deliberate campaign
had been initiated by some branches to suggest that the Executive's

statements had reflected the communist sympathies of a section of

its members. The resolution was carried by 83 votes to 54 with



26 abstentions.

During the debate allegations had been made that 'some
present had been told by their communist masters what to say at

. 13 . .
the meeting’'. Dutton took strong exception to this charge:

I have been named in the press as a
communist, Whether I am or am not, I
object to the statement; I carry out
instructions from the Executive
Committee. 14

And the rancorous exchanges were only brought to an end by the
passing, without dissent, of a vote of confidence in Dutton. An
editorial comment in the Times on these proceedings reflected the
nature of the press attacks on the AScW's leadership:

The union has been for many years under

strong communist influence but recently

there has been a campaign to eradicate

it. Delegates yesterday, including the

general secretary, objected to officials

of the union being labelled as communists.

Everybody knows that officials of a union

have considerable influence within it, and

everybody knows that the C.P. uses its

members in the unions to further its own

policy, which it in turn derives from the

Soviet Union, but apparently such evidence

could be ignored.15

A further indication of the ignoring of such 'evidence' was

the defeat of a challenge to the Association's continued affilia-

tion to the WFScW.

A resolution put by four branches (Bristol No.2, Blackpool
and Fylde, Liverpool University, and Manchester University)
called on the Executive Committee 'to discontinue affiliation to

e 16
the World Federation of Scientific Workers'. J.P. Bentley

10



(Manchester University) the proposer argued that the Eastern
European affiliates of the WFScW reflected the political character
of their communist governments. The Association through its
continued affiliation facilitated 'the propagation of ideas and
methods with which Western institutions did not agree'. P.J. Alder
(Liverpool University) pointed out that the Federation was an organ-
isation proscribed by the TUC and as such constituted a barrier to

- R 1
the recruitment of members by the Association.

The response of the resolutiorn'sopponents was to argue that
the Federation provided a valuable means of contact and collabora-
tion with scientific workers with different ideologies and was an
opportunity to promote the ideas of British trades unionism.

Dr. Tordai for the Executive Committee argued that for the Council
to approve disaffiliation would be a purely futile gesture. The

resolution was defeated by 86 votes to 60 votes.18

The political struggle within the union was further reflected
in a resolution which sought to advise area committees to discourage
the election of communists to posts of responsibility. A negating
amendment suggested that the interests of the Association would
be best served by ensuring that those elected 'are members
genuinely wishing to serve the Association and to advance its

declared aims'.

Although the various attempts to circumscribe the influence
of the Left were defeated a further effort was made at the 1958
Council meeting to implicate the Executive Committee in a

'communist conspiracy'. A.C. Mason for the East Malling Branch

11



(which had been one of the branches which had consistently caz-
paigned for the disaffiliation from the WFScW) moved a resolution
calling for candidates to the Executive Committee to submit election

addresses indicating their political views. Mason alleged that:

...a considerable number of the Executive
Committee regularly meet together before
the full Committee and go through the
agenda to decide how to handle the
business of the Committee to gain
political ends.Z20

F.B. Cope, an honorary general secretary, suggested that such a
procedure would in fact encourage Communist Party members to be
dishonest. He would not be prepared to disclose his own political
views - not so that he would be elected - but to prevent that
information perhaps being given to his employer. 'Next business'

. 21
was moved and no vote was taken on the resolution.

In spite of these continuing internal political wrangles
the AScW remained firmly aligned with the left-wing of the trade
union movement. This was evident from a number of interventions
by the Association's general secretary, John Dutton, in major TUC
debates on general economic policy. At the 1963 Congress the
union sponsored a resolution on wages, prices and profits which
opposed any incomes policy which imposed wages restraint without
at the same time limiting corporate profits and capital gains:

This Congress views with concern the advocacy
in the National Economic Development Council
Report "Conditions favourable to faster growth"
of policies to ensure that wages, salaries and

profits rise substantially less than in the
past. I believe that all past experience of

1.2



such policies indicates that no real limitation
is put on profits while strict limitations are
imposed on salaries and wages, particularly in
the public sector,22

Dutton, with others on the left, was critical of the General Council's
enthusiasm for the newly created NEDC. It was criticised both for
its lack of power and advisory status and more substantially that

its composition ensured that its policies would reflect merely the
lowest common denominator of agreement between trade unions and
employers. The NEDC had considered the relationship between
investment in research and development and economic growth but the
AScW's leadership did not appear to consider it a useful forum for

the discussion of science policy issues.

During the debate Dutton said that:

We are...in favour of the planning of economic
development, and I personally would hope that

a Labour Government would give essential priority
to such planning, and if the fulfilment of a
real plan for the national economy on social-
isation, calls for a measure of intelligent
restraint on our part, well and good; but while
the greater part of industry and land itself is
privately owned, any restraint on our part, we
say, must be accompanied by enforceable limita-
tions on profits and capital gains by taxationm,
price controls and any other necessary means.
This is the only way in which the formula of
restraint on the part of trade unions which
will not simplg increase profits can be put

into practice, 3

Similarly at the Congress of 1964, on the eve of the election of the
Labour Government, Dutton was again conspicuous in support of a
resolution advocating economic planning and opposing wage restraint.
The resolution argued that 'trade union negotiations with employers
backed by strong trade union organisation, and free from arbitrary

Government interference, are the most effective medium for improving

- 13



living standards and working conditions'.24 The resolution was
moved by J.E. Mortimer for the Technicians' union, the Draughtsmen's
and Allied Technicians' Association (DATA) and called for cooperation
between the trade union movement and a Labour Government to plan
industry in the interests of the community and not for the benefit

of private monopolies. It envisaged the planning of the economy
based on the extension of public ownership and with popular control

with trade union participation.

The only acceptable form of incomes policy would be one which
was consciously designed to redress injustices in the existing
wages structure and Congress 'would have to establish its own
system of priorities to achieve these aims'. Dutton remarked

that:

If scientists in private industry would
realise the need for trade union organisation,
there would not be quite such a need for
complaint about the way they are treated and
the salaries they are paid. And if the
scientists working in the universities would
make their trade union organisation more
effective and affiliate to Congress, then

the rate of the 'brain drain' might be
decelerated.23

2.2. Membership and Organisation

The political crisis within the AScW only served to emphasise
its failure to recruit new members in a period of aggregate growth
in scientific and technical cccupations.26 The AScW's membership
between 1950 and 1955 had remained relatively stable at between
11,000 and 12,000 with recruitment only just matching membership

losses. This had been in spite of various recruitment drives

14



and attempts to modernise the union's image. However, in its Annual
Report for 1956-57 the Executive Committee was able to observe that
membership loss was at its lowest level since records had been kept.27
This might have signalled an upturn in the fortunes of the union in
line with the steady rise in its potential membership.,  But the
aftermath of the internal dissension revealed by the Council meeting
of May 1957 and its attendant adverse publicity hardly provided the
conditions for growth, In 1957 the union's membership dropped to

its lowest level since the second World War at 10,874.28

The AScW was unable in the remaining years of the 1930s to
raise its membership above 12,000 whilst ASSET, for example,
achieved an increase in membership between 1956 and 1960 of 16,532
to 22,945.2g It was this failure to grow whichpartly underlay
the continuing decline in science policy activities of the late
1950s. The attention of the union's leadership was increasingly
focused on industrial matters. The AScW's main concentrations
of membership continued to be in the engineering industry, the
chemical industry, the National Health Service and the universities.
Althougﬁ the level of membership remained static the pattern of
recruitment continued to emphasise the union as now principally
representing technicians. The union had two grades of membership
still but recruitment to Section II for unqualified technical

workers continued to predominate over Section I for qualified

. : . 30
scientists and technologists.

31
In its pamphlet The Rate for the Jjob (March 1959) the

Association attempted to bring up to date its arguments for the

unionisation of scientific and technical workers which it had

15



advanced a decade earlier in The Economic Status of the Scientific

Norker.32 It briefly reviewed the impact of science and technolozy
on Britain's economic and social development giving particular
emphasis to the increases in productivity resulting from techno-
logical innovation. This, however, formed the prelude to two
arguments; firstly, that in the context of their contribution to
the national economy the majority of scientific and technical
workers were relatively underpaid. This argument was supported

by the presentation of detailed evidence of salary scales for

all grades of technical workers represented by the AScW. Secondly,
the pamphlet drew attention to the national need for more scientists
and technologists. It pointed out the obstacles, especially to
working class children, which the grants syétem and selection at
eleven constituted to wider access to higher education.33 A
further factor contributing to the shortage was the relatively

lower status accorded to scientific and technical workers in
comparison to other professional and white-collar workers. For
example, the civil service administrative class, which was drawn
almost exclusively from non-scientists, enjoyed salary scales

which were superior to those of the scientific ecivil service.

The dissatisfaction of technical workers with their general
economic position was increasingly expressed in the early 1960s.
This was reflected in a dramatic change in the fortunes of the
Association with a rapid growth in membership which was comparable
to its period of rapid growth during the Second World War. From
a membership of 12,000 in 1960 the Association grew to a member-

ship of over 20,000 in 1964, This was part of a more general

16



trend of union growth amongst white-collar unions.34

The political divisions which had to some extent inhibited
the union's growth in the mid-1950s no longer had the same prom-
inence and were offset by the pressures of the new economic
circumstances. The Association was active with other white-
collar unions in opposing the Conservative Government's imposition
of a 'pay pause' policy. In August, 1961, for example, the union's

Executive Committee issued a statement saying that:

We believe that science and technology are the
essential basis for expansion and are at present
insufficiently rewarded to attract enough of the
talents of our young people, and that our
special task is to negotiate higher standards
for scientific workers.35

The statement went on to declare that the Association would, despite
the Government's policy, continue to press salary claims already
made on behalf of members both in industry and the public service.

It declared that the Association:

...condemns utterly the Chancellor's inter-—
ference with the negotiating machinery operating
in the public services and with established
arbitration procedures...It will combine with
all other trade unions and staff associations
who are prepared to resist the Chancellor's
policy and to campaign for the restoration of
proper negotiation and the determination of
salary claims on their merits,36

The Executive's position received strong support-at the Association's
Council meeting in May 1962 with a unanimous resolution opposing

the 'pay pause'.

However, internal opposition remained to broader policies which

had been adopted by the union. For example, the AScW had supported

17



the renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons by Britain as a
step in the disarmament process. At its Council meeting in 1961
the Association by a vote of 74 to 54 had declared its opposition
to the U.S. Polaris submarine base at Holy Loch and had instructed
the Executive Committee to support the public campaign for the
removal of the bases.38 Opponents of these policies had attempted
to have the issue of nuclear disarmament submitted to the whole
membership in a referendum. This move was defeated. Similarly

a motion was defeated which urged:

That Council believe the association should
limit its activities to matters relating
directly to the terms of employment of its
members, In particular, it should cease
to express opinions on political matters
e.g. nuclear disarmament.

The growth of the Association also underpinned a renewed emphasis
on science policy in this period, for example, with the publication

of its policy statement Science in Government and Industry

(January 1962) and the presentation of evidence to the Trend
Committee. However, its policies in this field lacked the radical

edge of earlier years.

Many new branches of the union were established to accommodate
the increased membership either around a nucleus of existing members
or as a result of setting up completely new organisations. In a
survey of branches conducted in 1966 the reasons given for the
formation of new branches related to dissatis faction with working
conditions and salary scales.41 Typical of the branches estab-
lished in this period were, for example, at Associated Electrical

Industries (High Openshaw), British Drug Houses (Poole) and the

18



British Ceramic Research Association which organised principally
laboratory assistants and technicians but also some senior scien-
tists and engineers. In some cases special circumstances led to
the formation of new branches. For example, a group of technicians
formed an AScW group at the Bradford Institute of Technology in
response to its proposed conversion to university status. The
technicians felt that AScW was better equipped to represent them
in these new circumstances as compared with their existing union
NALGO. Typical of an area branch organised by an old established
member was the Brighton and District Branch which was formed in
1963 by bringing together scattered members.  Between 1963 and
1965 the membership of this branch rose from 15 to roughly 150.
Primarily it was composed of university, technical college and

medical laboratory technicians.

Similar growth was also experiénced by older established
branches, For example, Bristol Central Branch increased its
membership from 38 in 1963 to 140 in 1966. Cambridge Health
Services Branch doubled in size from 1961 to 1964, from 73 to 140
members. The branch had been established in 1951 with a nucleus
of 16 members after a split on political grounds from Cambridge
Senior branch. Three members had resigned from the union because
of the left-wing domination of the Senior Branch. They had,
however, agreed to rejoin on the understanding given by Ben Smith
and John Dutton that they could try and form a branch of their
own; this had become the Cambridge Health Services Branch which
was a mixed branch organising technicians and scientists working

for the National Health Service and the Medical Research Council.

19



The increased mood of militancy among technical workers in
the early 1960s was illustrated by the fact that AScW conducted its
first major strike in 1962.42 The strike took place at British
Nylon Spinners at Gloucester and arose from the refusal of the
management to recognise AScW. The nature of the dispute was given
a public airing by a collective letter from Paul G. Esspinaae, the
union's President, and Vice-presidents Lord Boyd Orr, E.J. Russell,
Harold Jeffreys, C.L.'Oakly, J.D. Bernal, C.F. Powell and W.A.
Wooster to the EEEEE'AB Several members of the Association had
been suspended and threatened with dismissal after taking token
action to support the unions right to represent the company's
scientific and other staff employees in negotiations on conditions
and salaries. An official strike lasting several months had re-
sulted until a compromise was reached which, nevertheless, conceded

. . .. 44
AScW's basic demand for official recognition.

In this, its first official dispute,the Association had received
the support of a number of unions through its membership of the
Confederation of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions.45 The bene-
fits of closer relationships with appropriate unions for joint
negotiations was again on the agenda. A motion at the Associa-
tion's Council meeting in 1962 proposed federation with the two
other unions representing technical staff in the private industrial
sector, ASSET and DATA. The Executive Committee had advised
against the idea of amalgamation on the grounds that it would not
get the required % support from the membership.46 (This view
partly reflected the failure of its negotiations to amalgamate with

ASSET in the early 1950s).

20



Four unions with members employed as technicians bezan to
hold talks on developing closer working relationships. These
included DATA, ASSET, the Society of Technical Civil Servants and
the AScw.A? It was these moves which were to break the ground for
the merger which eventually took place between ASSET and AScW to
form the Association of Scientific, Technical and Managerial Staffs
in January 1968.48 The logic of the merger sprang from the con-
tinued growth of both unions; their combined membership had reached
80,000. The major obstacle to amalgamation in the 1950s had been
AScW's unique role in promoting a distinctive view of the social
relations of science. By the mid 1960s the base for this within

the union had been eroded by the increasing domination of collective-

bargaining issues.

8. Science Policy : The Lost Initiative

The failure of the 'constructive use of science' campaign
to raise the level of activity within the Association or to achieve
any significant public impact resulted in the replacement of the
Science Policy Committee by a 'streamlined' Science Policy Planning

. 4
Committee (SPPC) in 1955. 2

A Sub—commitﬁee of the Executive
Committee had been set up following criticisms of the Association's
science policy work at the 1955 Council meeting. Roy Innes, in
particular, had criticised the old Science Policy Committee for its
lack of 1eadership.50 Prof. D.M. Newitt, the President of the
Association and chairman of the sub-committee, recommended the

formation of the new committee to plan science policy work. This

was to be composed of specialists in the main fields of policy with

21



the added representation of appropriate EC members. The aim would

be to concentrate science policy work on subjects of current impor-

tance. Thus, as the AScW Journal put it 'the old Science Policy

Committee, its health for years undermined by chronic indigestion,

had a quiet burial’.”!

Newitt was appointed chairman of the SPPC with R.G. Forrester
as Secretary. Three working parties directly responsible to the
committee were established; these were Automation, Scientific
Education and Manpower, and Fuel and Power. The working party on
automation was to prepare speakers' notes on the subject 'as a
matter of priority' in view of the widespread concern within the
trade union movement. The fuel and power working party would be
responsible for the revision of the Association's existing policy
in this area. As in the case of automation the topic of education
and manpower was also under discussion by the TUC and thus the

. 5
AScW's policy needed to be carried forward.

The Atomic Sciences Committee which had been in existence for
some ten years continued to function separately although reporting
to the EC and the SPPC. The responsibilities of this committee
included advising on 'any technical, social or political develop-
ment in the field of atomic energy which might influence any aspect
of the union's work'.53 In addition to the three working parties
and its links with the Atomic Science Committee the nmew SPPC had to
liaise with the Association's representatives on the Joint Parlia-
mentary and Scientific Advisory Committee (JPSAC).  This body had
emerged as the principal parliamentary forum of the scientific and

technical trades unions.



The SPPC met five times in 1955 and four times in 1956 and
organised an enlarged meeting involving Area Science Policy Officers.

The EC's annual report for 1957, however, noted that:

Many of the currently accepted catchwords of
the day regarding the importance of science
and the shortage of scientists were fore-
shadowed by the Association's policy state-
ments ten years ago. Yet the recognition
this merits has not been secured. It has

to be said that this side of the Association's
work has proceeded rather slowly.55

Similarly the links between the TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee
and the AScW's Science Policy Planning Committee remained weak in
spite of Newitt's membership of both committees. AScW activists
were critical of the Scientific Advisory Committee in that its role
was confined to providing advice on scientific issues as and when
called for by the General Council rather than 'studying new develop-
ments in the scientific and technical field as affecting conditions
of workers in industry and drawing the General Council's attention
to scientific matters that could be taken up'. However, the
Association was resigned to the fact that no change could be
expected in the immediate future in the role and composition of

the committee and that they should 'make a practice of passing to
the TUC our comments on relevant matters, such as our views on the
Report of the ACSP‘.56 For example, the SPPC had endorsed the
view in the Advisory Council report in 1958 concerning the inade-
quacy of government expenditure on civil research and development.
The report emphasised the extent to which scientific resources were
committed to defence research; % of total expenditure of private
industry on research and development in 1955-1956 (£185 millions)

was provided by government mainly through the Ministry of Supply.
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The SPPC's view was that scientific unemployment would result frem

a reduction in defence work if the turnover was not planned well

in advance.

The career of the SPPC's working party on automation was
short-lived in spite of the widespread and important debate which
was taking place over its implications with the trade union and
labour movement. The working party had prepared a draft discussion
document in preparation for the Association's 1957 Council meeting.

This was published in the AScW Journal and comments sought from the

membership generally.s8 However, by the time of the Council meeting
only two contributions to the discussion had.been received. And

in view of this apparent lack of interest the working party was
wound up and the issue dropped from the SPPC's agenda.59 Thus.

the Association issued no policy statement on automation.

The working party on scientific education and manpower like-
wise had only a brief existence in its original form.
3.1. Science and Education

Education and manpower policies had become by the mid-1950s an
important concern of government with the publication of the White

papers on Technical Education (1956) and Scientific and Engineering

Manpower (1956). ' A central iQSue in this debate was whether the
country should look to the universities or the major technical
colleges for the increasing numbers of scientists and technologists
needed. The TUC in 1956 had published a major policy statement,

Technical Education which advocated a programme of major expansion
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for the technical colleges.60 An AScW resolution to the 1936

TUC annual conference criticised the conservative Government's
approach for its lack of overall planning and failure to define

clearly the objectives of its policy.61

The Association's advocacy of a coordinatec expansion of
scientific and technical education united its interests as a
scientists' and technicians' trade union with its broader aims to
create a national and institutionalised science policy. The
working party on scientific education and manpower produced a
supplementary report for the Association's Council meeting which
summarised the information available from published sources on
national manpower needs, the expansion of educational facilities
and the need to take further urgent steps. In spite of the fact
that the AScW had been a pioneer in this (for example, in the work
of its Universities Advisory Committee) there was again a dis-

appointing lack of response from the membership generally.

In 1948 a TUC conference resolution, 'Access to higher
education', moved by the AScW had called for the fullest implemen-

63
tation of the Barlow Report (1946) and the Percy Report (1944).

In 1953 the Association had issued A Policy for Technological

Education in which it had reflected its appreciation of the
centrality of technological education (as distinct from basic
science). The policy proposed the creation of a 'technological
university' and the extension of existing university departments

of technology. This was to be combined with increasing the use

of technical colleges. To achieve this end the statement proposed

a new institutional mechanism. It argued that it was essential to



place the financial responsibility of selected major technical
colleges on a body of equivalent standing to the University Grants
Committee so that technical colleges might become responsible
degree granting institutions either through affiliation to
universities or independently. The Association's policy also
argued for improving facilities for university research as well as
strengthening contact between industry and the universities (for

example, through post-graduate courses and vacation courses).64

The Association's proposals were criticised in the columns of
Nature for lack of specificity on how many technical colleges should
be developed, on student numbers and the financial resources involved.
Similarly the lack of specific recommendations on the content of

i i : I 6
higher technological education was also criticised, >

Although the results of the working party's efforts to develop
this aspect of the Association's policy had been disappointing it
was felt to be too important to allow to lapse. In July 1957 the
Science and Education Committee was set up as a sub-committee of the
EC. This was to coordinate education work previously undertaken
by the Universities Advisory Committee and the Science Policy
Planning Committee. The terms of reference included advising on
the training of scientists, the place of science in general educa-
tion, the changing pattern of needs of scientists, technologists
and technicians, and the preparation of material for campaigns on

these issues both within and outside the Association.

Roy Innes was appointed as secretary of the Science and Edu-

cation Committee and it was largely through his energetic activity
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that the Association was able to present to its Council meeting in
May 1960 comprehensive proposals for a policy on science education.ﬁ?
The proposals argued for the crucial importance of the teaching of
science in the school curriculum. The concern to make science a
central subject throughout the school lives of all children reflected
the tone and terms of the 'two cultures' debate ghich had been
initiated by Snow's Rede lecture of 1959. However, the objective

of propagating a general understanding of science was linked to
egalitarian aspirations. A major criticism made of higher educa-
tion was that, historically, educational opportunity had been
restricted by both social class and gender. The Association's
objective was to greatly expand educational opportunities for
children beyond the age of 15. This expansion was linked to the
need to overcome the potentially critical shortage of scientists

and engineers.

The policy spelt out the need to achieve a far larger annual
output of scientists, engineers and technicians than the government's
stated targets. It stressed the economic and social penalties for
underestimating the country's needs. And in order to meet these
objectives a long term education policy would be required in which
(a) comprehensive system of education was dominant; (b) the school
leaving age was 16; (c) the content of school education was funda-
mentally reviewed; (d) 'county' colleges and day continuation
colleges would be deveioped; (e) there was a national plan for
the coordinated development of universities, technical colleges

- 68
and teacher training colleges.
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The specific proposals on science education were also placed
in the wider perspective of an overall national policy for the
planning of scientific and technological development, The state-—

ment argued that:

It is essential to ensure that the scientists,
technologists and technicians that are trained
are fully and efficiently used. Several weak-
nesses exist at the present time, including a
lack of clear policy by the Government on the
application of science. A Scientific and
Technical Planning Board should be set up in

order to give better direction to our scientific
effort .69

This criticism of the laissez faire approach of the newly appointed

Minister of Science, Quentin Hogg, reflected the fact that many of
the AScW's science policy activists (Innes among them) were
involved in the discussions of the Labour Party's science advisory
groups. And the proposal, for example, to set up a Scientific and
Technical Planning Board was incorporated in the Labour Party's

0

s 7 I
Science and the Future of Britain (March 1961). The Association

also raised its education proposals at the 1960 TUC with a resolution,

'the teaching of science' which stated that:

...the teaching of science should have a more
important place in all our schools and univer-
sities, and that our country must achieve a
greatly increased output of technicians, tech-
nologists and scientists, (Congress) views
with dismay the present crisis in the supply
of science teachers...’]

The resolution called on the Government immediately to improve the
salaries and conditions of work of teachers and lecturers, drasti-
cally to improve the teaching of mathematics and science in the
training colleges, to initiate a special programme to encourage

scientists and mathematicians from other fields cf work (including
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many more married women) to teach in schools and increase the supply

of science and mathematics teachers.

The AScW was in fact responsible for initiating a joint
campaign with teachers' organisations to try to remedy the shortage
of science teachers. A conference on Science and Education was
arranged by the AScW in 1961 in conjunction with the Association of
University Teachers, the Association of Teachers in Technical
Institutions, the National Union of Teachers and the Science
Masters' Association.?z And although a number of deputations put

the arguments before the Minister of Education there was little

immediate action taken.

The Association also pressed a number of other resclutions
which reflected the concerns of some of its education constituency.
A motion on grants to universities in 1962 condemned the Government
for insufficient funding of the university sector. And called on
Congress to press for an increase in finance for the universities
to enable them both to expand teaching and research and to pay
salaries comparable with those paid elsewhere in the public

service,

In 1964 the Association moved a resolution which welcomed
the decision to raise the school-leaving age to 16 as recommended

by the Newsom Report. However, it went on to argue that:

...there is an urgent need for a vast improve-
ment in scientific and technological education
in these schools, both as a part of general
education and in order to make it possible for
far more children (particularly girls) to take
up careers in science.



. : . :
The AScW's arguments and resolutions on science education were

readily accepted by Congress since they largely fell within the

existing boundaries of TUC policy on education.?s

Similarly the Association's work on the technical aspects of

fuel and power policy were broadly in line with the policy of the

TUC.

3.2. TFuel and Power

The third of the science policy working parties established
in 1955, dealing with fuel and power, was again concerned with the
revision and development of existing policy. The memorandum A

Scientific and Technical Service for the Fuel and Power Industries

(1946) had formed the basis for contributions to the TUC's dis-
cussions in this field and Labour's Minister for Fuel and Power in
the aftermath of nationalisation. In the early 1950s the Associa-
tion's Fuel and Power Sub-committee had also contributed to the
preparation of evidence for the TUC's submission to the Ridley

Committee.

The new working party, however, had considerable difficulty
in gathering information and opinion to undertake a comprehensive
revision of policy.78 The principal contributions to the working
party were drawn from AScW members at the National Coal Board and
from the Association's Atomic Sciences Committee. In 1960 a new

policy statement, A National Fuel and Power Policy, was eventually

prepared and iSSued.79
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This was a wide ranging policy statement taking in the ccal
industry, the electricity supply industry, gas and coke, the oil
industry, transport and planning. The document established a
number of criteria by which existing sources of power might be
deployed in the best interests of the national econciy.  These
criteria included the social consequences of the inevitable tech-
nical changes, the needs of consumers and the necessity for
coordination. On these criteria the main emphasis of the state-
ment was on the development of efficient coal production founded
on increased expenditure on scientific research in the industry.
The market for coal, it was argued, should be sustained by direct
state intervention. Government policy should be to ensure that
the generation of electricity was primarily based on coal. 0il
should only be used to meet short term variations in fuel

requirements.

The statement also recommended that no further nuclear power
stations of the Calder Hall type, beyond those already planned,
should be constructed while encouragement was given to the develop-

ment of new and more economical types of station:

The number of nuclear power stations to be
constructed should be limited to that
necessary to permit the requisite con-
structional and operating experience to

be obtained from the various types of
reactor as they become available for large
scale testing. This may need modification,
of course, if it should develop that advance
designs depend upon a supply of plutonium to
be provided by the Calder Hall type.

An appendix to the statement presented an assessment of the contri-

bution to be made by nuclear power took into account a number of



factors including the high investment costs as opposed to fuel costs,
the possibility of the development of the 'fast reactor', the inter-

locking nature of the defence and civil nuclear programmes and the

need for a balanced nuclear power programme, It concluded that:

++.any agreement to abandon nuclear weapons or

even to suspend their development could lead

to very important gains for the nuclear power

industry,.81

The statement proposed an overall planning organisation for

the fuel and power industries which would continually review
national neads. This planning organisation would be composed of
representatives from the relevant industries, the Ministry of Power,
trades unions and independent scientists and economists. A Joint
Board, responsible to this planning organisation, would be charszed

with coordinating and expanding research in the coal, chemical, gas

and electricity industries.

A major focus of criticism was the dependence of Western
European countries on oil imports. The policy statement argued
that Britain's dependence on oil was potentially dangerous to its
national economy. The oil industry was regarded as an inter-
national industry dominated by a few large producers with price

fixing arrangements typical of a cartel.

The statement argued that one response to the challenge of
0il should be a substantial increase in technalogical research
into coal utilisation., It was critical of the fact that the
National Coal Board had been given little respomsibility for
utilisation. Proposals were put forward for the formation of a

National Coal Chemical Board and for the expansion of the British
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Coal Utilisation Research Association.82

A forum for the discussion of AScW's proposals was provided
by the Joint TUC/Labour Party Committee on Fuel and Power which
was formed under the chairmanship of Professor Newitt to discuss
the implicatioﬁs of scientific and technological development for
the fuel and power industries.83 The report of this group
followed the general line which had been laid down in the ASclW's
policy statement. This was particularly evident in its emphasis
on the coal industry as the 'keystone of a national fuel policy'.
Its most emphatic recommendation was for a 'coordinated compre-
hensive fuel and power policy' in which the interests of individual
industries would be subordinate to nationally formulated interests
and objectives. The Minister of Power would have the power to
intervene through pricing mechanisms to stimulate or dampen down
the demand for particular fuels, Collaboration rather than

; . . 84
competition would regulate the growth of these industries.

However, despite the considerable support of the TUC for this

85
approach, it was not adopted by the Labour Party.

3.3. Atomic Sciences Committee

The final area of policy which continued under the auspices
of the SPPC was that of atomic energy. The Association had
pioneered the criticism of Britain's independent military develop-
ment of atomic energy and the issue of radiation hazards whether
from military of civil sources.86 As the 1950s progressed the

issue of the military use of atomic energy increasingly moved into
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the political arena. The Atomic Scientists' Association, essentially
in response to the pressures of the Cold War, had adopted a position
of neutrality confining itself to the discussion and popularisation

of the scientific and technical aspects of atomic energy.a? In
contrast the AScW through its Atomic Sciences Committee had sustained
a more critical position attempting to address the social and

political implications.

Following the re-organisation of the Association's committee
structure in 1954 the Atomic Sciences Committee had been reconsti-
tuted as a sub-committee of the EC under the chairmanship of E.H.S.

Burhop with D.G. Arnott as secretary. The EC noted that:

It is satisfactory to be able to report that,
following reorganisation, the committee will
be able to meet any demands on it in the
immediate future. The increasing impact of
nuclear energy on industry increased the
importance of the committee within the Trade
Union movement generally as there is no 83
other committee which covers this field.

The Association had expressed its support for the civil nuclear
programme, for example, in its resolution on nuclear power moved
by Burhdp at the 1955 annual conference of the TUC. Its policy
was concerned with achieving a shift of effort and resources from
the military application of atomic energy to its peaceful exploi-

tation.89

D.G. Arnott represented the Association at the Geneva
conference on the peacul uses of atomic energy in 1955 which was
the first of the United Nations' 'Atoms for Peace' conferences.
Arnott's report of the conference was subsequently published in

9
conjunction with the Labour Research Department.



The Atomic Sciences Committee had also published The Peaceful

Uses of Atomic Energy. Nature compared this pamphlet favourably

with the Central Office of Information's Nuclear Development and

the Government White Paper A Programme for Nuclear Power.91

An important theme of the Geneva conference had been that of
radiation hazards. The question of occupational radiation hz:zards
was an issue which the Association was instrumental in bringing to
the attention of the TUC with two resolutions: 'radiation hazards'
(1956) and 'protection against radiation risks' (1959). The Asso-
ciation's aim was to promote comprehensive legislation to control
the use of radioactive materials. This policy was adopted by the
TUC and the AScW's specific recommendations ultimately were influen-
tial in the formulation of codes of practice by the Ministry of

2
Health.9

The Atomic Sciences Committee also made its contribution to
the growing movement for unilateral disarmament in Britain with

the publication in 1958 of Nuclear Nightmare. Why nuclear weapons

93 - : St
are so dangerous. However, a new focus for scientists' politi-

cal action on these issues was provided by the creation of the
Scientists' Group of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. This
attracted older AScW activists such as N.W. and Antoinette Pirie.
Science for Peace had disintegrated under the impact of a political
split between its communist supporters who opposed the unilateralist

9
position of CND and the Labour Left who tended to support CND.



The Association's science policy work was a diminishing
portion of its overall activities. The practical suppert of the
membership and the theoretical coherence which had sustained its
earlier positions was no longer evident by the end of the 1950s.
The pre-occupations of the overwhelming majority of the membership
appeared to be with the basic trade union and professional issues
rather than the broader questions raised by the social relations
of science. This situation was signalled by the Executive's

decision in 1959 to dissolve the Science Policy Planning Committee

and to deal, henceforth, with science policy directly themselves.

This did not, however, mark entirely the Association's
withdrawal from the arena. It participated in the 'science
policy debates' of the early 1960s and, for example, presented

evidence to the Trend committee.
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4, The AScW and the Science Policy Debates

During the late 1950s there was a significant shift of govern-—
ment expenditure from military research and developnent to the civil
sector and an increasing emphasis on the need to increase research
expenditure in private industry. This contrasted with the period
1951-1957 in which most governmental research and development
expenditure was on defence projects and the costly and prestige
fields of civil research and development (such as nuclear energy

and aviation) - a situation which AScW had documented and criti-
cised. > Increasingly in the context of international competi-
tion the evidence was that this large research and development
effort was not paying off in terms of economic growth. By 1961-
1962 these problems (which had already been under discussion by

the Labour Party's Science Advisory Groups) emerged more fully

into the public domain.

The crux of the problem was the question of priorities;
expenditure on research and development had reached such a magni-
tude that the rate of expansion could not be maintained without
some attempt to coordinate and rationalise the increasing demands

on research budgets. Vig has pointed out that:

It was the scale and techniques of
government support for civil research

and development in private industry which
became the focus for much of the science
policy controversy, and which led to the
principal innovation of 1965 - the replace-
ment of DSIR by the Ministry of Technology.

These concerns were evident on both sides of industry. For example,

the Federation of British Industries' Industrial Research Committee



published a survey, Industrial Research in Manufacturing Industry

1959-1960 (December 1960) which revealed gross imbalances in the
distribution of research effort in British industry. Excluding
aviation four fifths of research and development and scientific
manpower was spread over only six industries which represented

less than half of the total employed in manufacturing industry.g?

In January 1962 the Executive Committee of the AScW issued a

policy statement, Science in Government and Industry, which also

identified a number of imbalances in the distribution of research
and development effort.98 These included the continuing imbalance
in resources given to military as opposed to civil research and
development, imbalances between industrial sectors and imbalances
as between support for the physical as opposed to the biological
sciences. The EC's statement followed on from a resolution
sponsored by the Association at the TUC annual conference in 1961.
This had expressed concern at 'the limited amount of research
undertaken in industry vital to the national economy' - including
the nationalised industries?g The resolution called for substan-
tial increases in government expenditure for research in the
nationalised industries. In his moving speech L.H. Wells
presented figures for 1958-1959 for expenditures of research and
development. Of the total expenditure of £480 millions, £250
millions were spent on military research; of the £230 millions
spent on civil research and development £100 millions came from
government sources. He also presented figures for various
industrial sectors showing the percentage of net output spent on

research and development. For the aircraft industry this was 367%



for precision instruments 10%, for textiles 0.9%, for wood, paper
and paint 0.37, for metals 1.2% and bricks, glass and cezent 1.1Z.
The situation was no better in the nationalised industries; for
example in the coal industry only 0.74% of net output was spent

100
on research and development.

The resolution was remitted to the General Council for

further discussion and consultation with the AScW.

The General Council discussed AScW's resolution in November
1961 and reservations were expressed about criticising government
expenditure on research in view of the rate of increase over
previous years and in view of the absolute sum now spent. The
General Council agreed with its Scientific Advisory Committee that
the 'limiting factor was shortage of qualified manpower'. The diffi-
cﬁlty was of assessing the adequacy of research in different
industries simply on the basis of sums spent. The nationalised
industries had kept pace with other industrial sectors and there
was little apparent dissatisfaction from the industries or unions
on this issue. After these preliminary discussions the General
Council issued an invitation to the AScW for further consultation

in March 1962.101

In the interval the AScW issued its statement Science in

Government and Industry. In the area of governmental responsi-

bility for scientific research the statement criticised the
Ministry of Science for failing to fulfill a planning role in
assessing the research needs of the economy. It argued for a

strongly interventionist role for the state in the sponsorship



of research in the private sector. It used the government's own
statistical surveys of research and development expenditures to
criticise levels of expenditure in the private and nationalised

industries. (The argument and figures which had been used by Wells

in his speech to Congress).

The AScW's Executive Committee proposed that targets should
be established for the nationalised industries and where it could
be shown that those targets could not be met from revenue, special
grants for research should be made. Special steps should also be
taken in the case of industries such as textiles and shipbuilding
which were well behind the national average in the percentage of
their net output spent on research and development, These
measures would include incentives to companies to spend on research,
strengthening the Research Associations and, if necessary, placing

development contracts for specific projects with selected firms.

In March 1962 AScW representatives met the TUC's Production
Committee to present their views on civil science research policy.
However, the TUC's position was that AScW had not presented its
case in a specific enough way. A more detailed assessment of
research needs was required than the general case advanced by the
Association. The Association's representatives agreed but argued
that only the govermment had the resources to do that. However,
they accepted a suggestion that they should inform the General
Council about any particular areas of research that it regarded
as vital. The General Council's conclusion was that it did not

think that an approach to government on research generally was

: 02
appropriate.



The Association's policy on science in industry and govern-

ment also came under attack ir an editorial in Nature where the EC's

statement was described as a 'somewhat superficial policy statement'.

Although the statement implied that government expenditure was
based on an insufficient appreciation of the country's research
needs no supporting evidence was advanced and no examination made
of the choice of research projects. The statement was also
convicted of assuming that expenditure on research in itself
ensures development and successful application. Nature criti-
cised the Association's assumption of the correctness of state
intervention rather than allowing 'the process of competition to
take its full course'. The editorial al;o defended the Ministry
for Science arguing that the Association had given no justification
for the assertion that it was not fulfilling its 'proper' functions.
These criticisms whilst reflecting Nature's own ideological
position in this period, nevertheless, drew attention to the need

for a sounder quantitative and qualitative basis for science policy.

J.D. Bernal in an address to the North West Area conference
of the Association in September 1962 returned to the theme of

industrial scientific research. He argued that:

It is difficult even for government officials
or industrialists to claim ignorance of the
weakness of science in Britain: it has been
well documented by the publications of the
Parliamentary and Scientific Committee and,
on the econom%&aside, by the works of Carter
and Williams.

Bernal, however, felt that a 'deeper analysis' was needed and that
organisations such as AScW and IPCS were the most appropriate to

undertake the task. For Bernal the major problem was that both

41
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government and industrial management were ignorant of science.

He concluded that:

The result is that scientific workers are in
no position of authority and have to acquiesce

and work with policies they know to be futile.105

This gave rise to a situation in which scientists were frustrated
and their originality and enterprise were checked. Thus he
continued to to advocate that scientists should organise to take
action to assert their rights and responsibilities in the deter-
mination of scientific policy. The question of organisation and
the development of a 'deeper analysis' on which to base science

policy were interlinked.

In response to the internal stresses and pressures arising
from the growth in state expenditure on science (and the growing
political interest demonstrated by the Labour Party in the issue)
the Prime Minister appointed a Treasury Committee under Sir Burke
Trend, Secretary to the Cabinet, to examine the organisation of
government civil science.  This (potentially) provided an
opportunity for the scientific and technical trade unions to present
their views on the organisation of civil science by government
agencies. The TUC made no representations to the Trend Committee
although the Federation of British Industries submitted the so
called 'Knollys Report' which received a great deal of attention

cue : 106
and fuelled the Labour Party's criticism of government policy.

The IPCS and the AScW took the opportunity to put their views

to the Committee.

The IPCS which organised professional, scientific and tech-

nical civil servants had a history of concern with similar
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government enquiries such as those of Jephcott, and Gibb and Zuckzsr=zn

As the sole bargaining agent for scientists in the DSIR, IPCS's

interests were closely bound up with the fate of government science

organisation.lOT

The IPCS initially welcomed the setting up of the Trend
Committee and submigted proposals which, in emphasising the role
of the Minister for Science, would strengthen its own position as
the organiser of scientific workers in the civil service. The
Minister for Science (of Cabinet rank) should be supported by a
major scientific Department of State based on the DSIR which would
be kept intact and expanded. The functions of the Science
Ministry would be to survey national research needs, establish,
administer and coordinate functional research institutes. This,
according to the Institution, implied changes in the existing
organisation of the civil service and the introduction into the
Ministry's staff of a large number of experienced scientists.

In addition the Minister would have the job of ensuring coopera-
tion with the Ministry of Education to encourage the best possible

’ e . . 108
use of resources for the education and training of scientists.

The proposals put forward by IPCS forged a link between its
own organisational interests and those of the state's organisation
of civil science. However, AScW's position was revealed as more
problematic. As Vig has pointed out it had 'neither the material
nor human resources to engage in political activities on a signi-

109 The Association had evolved principally into

ficant scale'.
a technicians' trade union and its scientist membership was

largely confined to industry. It was no longer in a position to



aspire to be either the organisational or intellectual representa-
tive of most scientists. The ideological hegemony enjoyed by the

left-wing within the union no longer obtained.

These problematic aspects of the Association's position were
to some extent reflected in the discussions which took place around
the submission to the Trend Committee. Bernal was critical of the
approach and content which had been initially adopted by the
Executive Committee. He wrote to Dr. Tordai (who was preparing

the papers for the Association's submission) that:

It seems to me that if the AScW expects to
be listened to at the Trend Committee it
must put forward evidence based on the
particular position of its members, as
scientists largely in industry. The

Trend Committee is concerned only with
Government science. Where the AScW may
come in is indicating how Government can
improve science in industry through, for
example, research and development contracts.

The notion of development contracts was one of the proposals which
Bernal also had grave reservations about. He felt that the
analogy between military and civil contracts was weak and that

the awarding of development contracts to private industry could
either take the form of Government direction of industry or alter-

natively would effectively be a 'concealed subsidy':

A development contract has some logic when
it is applied to production of goods which
are purchased directly by the nation; so
far, however, this applies only for military
purposes. To do so for civilian industry
is only a matter of lending out Government
money to private firms and allowing them
later to profit by selling them to the
public and is, inevitably, discriminatory.
Some firms will become, in a way, parasitic
on Government funds and, as such, might just
as well be nationalised.!'!!



The conflict between public and private interests raised by
research and development contracts revealed a problem, for Bernal
- ]

which was 'in principle, insoluble under capitalism'.

Bernal was also critical of the lack of definition of the

proposed National Research Planning Board, He wrote that:

The only good recommendation I can see is

for a Ministry of Science with a vote, which

I think most people including the conservative
science organisation committee agrees,!12

He also felt that the issue of military research had not been
sufficiently addressed. The Executive Committee had taken up a
position against the setting up any new research councils, a position
which Bernal also disagreed. Similarly Bernal advocated additional
functions for the DSIR. The draft submission prepared by Tordai
contained no serious discussion of Trend's third term of reference
which related to financing of government civil research agencies.

Bernal's advice was that:

I think we should hold out for a system of
Government science that encourages research
and science all along the line from funda-
mental to applied but an organisation that
can plan a strategy of scientific research
related, on the one hand, to the present
scientific potential thus bringing in the
universities, and on the other, the
national economic needs.

The final draft of the Association's submission to the Trend Committee
was prepared by February 1963. It made reference back to AScW's

earlier policy statement, Science in Government and Industry, and

to the FBI report for the evidence for government concern and inter-
vention in industrial research. The statement attacked the

Minister of Science, Quintin Hogg, whose basic philosophy it
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defined as a belief that scientific activities could not be coorli-
A } , 114

nated for 'consciously preferred needs’. However, much of

Bernal's criticism had not been taken on board and some of its

proposals were very close to those of Robert Carr's Conservative

Party Science Committee. For example the idea that the Cabinet

should establish a Scientific and Technical Policy Committee to

review the overall scale of scientific and technological effort

: . 11
(including defence). 2

The call for the setting up of a Scientific and Technical
Planning Board (already made in the Association's statement Science

and Education) was made. The function of the STPB would be to carry

out studies and make recommendations to the Cabinet committee, the
Economic Planning Board and/or the National Economic Development
Council. Departmental science groups would deal with relevant
research and development and channel information to the STPB for

strategic decision making.

Ministries would continue to run their own research establish-
ments (for example, fuel and power, transport, gviation etc.). In
an anodyne reference to military research it commented that 'the
pcssibility of a fall off in defence research may liberate resources

and personnel which should not be dissipated’.

Research contracts in the civil field should be awarded on an

increasing scale:

It being understood that when the Government
has been party to a successful development

it should also be a party to the final rewards
of the exploitation of the development.116
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The fundamental approach now being adopted by the Association was
to seek to diffuse rather than concentrate responsibility for

science policy decision making:

In our view it would be sounder to have a

scientific group inside each Department...

than to try and artificially enlarge the

responsibilities of the Minister for

Science. We feel that this office should

have a vote but that by and large its res-

ponsibilities in the new organisation should

not be very different from those obtaining

today. It is vital, however, that scienti-

fic and technical thinking should permeate

the administration,117

The proposals advanced by the Association hardly measured up

to Bernal's call for a 'deeper analysis' or indeed took on board
many of his criticisms (for example of the idea of research and
development contracts). Bernal's view was closer to that put
forward by the Institution of Professional Civil Servants which
argued that civil science should be the responsibility of a strong
Minister of Science heading a department of state which would be
responsible for the whole spectrum from pure to applied research
and development and for the application of defence research in

civil industry with the redeployment of redundant defence research

staff to civil projects.

The report of the Trend Committee was published in October
1963 and although its recommendations were confined to some
'administrative reforms within narrowly defined bands' they
provoked bitter opposition from the IPCS. Trend had recommended
that the DSIR should be dissolved and replaced by three new research

councils — a Science Research Council, a Natural Resources Research



Council and an autonomous Industrial Research and Development
Authority (IRDA). The DSIR research stations together with support
for industrial research generally would be the responsibility of the
IRDA.  The Minister for Science would become responsible for all the
research councils and would be assisted by a new advisory body made
up of independent members, half of whom would be scientists. The
research agencies would be directed by profesionally qualified,
full-time chairmen. The Office of the Minister for Science would

be strengthened by an increase in scientific staff which would then
be interchangeable between the ministry, the headquarters of the

p ; 1
agencles and the research stations operated by them.

The Institution found much of Trend's recommendations 'ill-
considered and largely illogical'. It was vehemently opposed to
the dissolution of the DSIR and reiterated that its work should be
expanded in the context of a reformed Ministry for Science. The
re-organisation of research agencies, it was claimed, would disrupt

119
applied research and development.

The IPCS with the support of the AScW launched a campaign to
persuade the Government not to implement the Trend proposals. A
major channel for the opposition to Trend was the Joint Parlia-
mentary Scientific Advisory Committee of which the IPCS and the

120
AScW were the most prominent members.

The IPCS expressed its opposition to the Prime Minister,
Sir Alec Douglas-Home, directly. He replied that 'it was not the
Government's intention to break up individual research stations of

the DSIR to conform to some arbitrary division between basic and
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applied research' and that any proposals for reorganisation the
interests of staff would be fully taken into account.121 Home
indicated that it was the Government's intention to accept and
implement the main recommendations of the Trend Committee., The
IPCS replied that this decision had 'caused wide dismay in the
professional, scientific and technical Civil Service'.122 The
DSIR itself was also strongly opposed to incorporation into some
new departmental structure. While the IPCS opposed the Trend
proposals as a threat to the interests of its membership, the

TUC also joined in this opposition because of the close working

relationship it had established with the DSIR.

The controversy was, however, suspended with the imminence
of the October general election and the new proposals which emerged

from the victory of the Labour Party. Vig has commented that:

In the event, IPCS accomplished no more
than to delay final decision on reorgan-
isation in both Labour and Conservative
Parties, and gain assurances from the
Government that the employment status

of scientific civil servants would be
safeguarded by f?%% consultations with
the Institution.

5 Conclusion

The AScW's marginality in the controversy over the Trend
report reflected its lack of any substantial constituency within
the scientific civil service - the bulk of its membership now
consisting of either industrial scientists and technologists or’
technicians. It also lacked the support of eminent scientists

which it has enjoyed in the immediate post-war period. It had



effectively ceased to be 'an intellectual center for left-wing

scientists',

However, as Vig has pointed out, the scientific unions were
the only scientists' organisations to engage in public lobbying
and debate over the proposed reforms and rationalisations in an
attempt to represent scientists' interests. He has suggested that
in addition to their obvious vested interests they had developed
'broad sociological and theoretical doctrines about government-

science relations' which they consciously sought to promote:

Their primary tenet is that scientists should
occupy high administrative and policy-making
posts; in short, the 'on top and not on tap'
doctrine...In the sphere of science policy,
they should participate in regularised
procedures for planning and coordinating the
use of scientific resources. Funds should
be allocated on a stable, long-term basis

for projects judged important to the national
economy and general interest; and within this
framework the scientists should be given
maximum freedom and mobility in carrying
them out.

These principles underlay much of the science policy work of the
AScW which I have discussed in this chapter. They reflected to

a limited extent the pre-occupations of the earlier radical
tradition of the social relations of science particularly with the

emphasis on the planning and coordination of scientific resources.

But clearly what was absent was the broader theoretical and
plitical perspective which had been developed by the scientific
Left. The new 'doctrines' were more closely hitéhed to the
professional interests of scientific and technical workers rather

than to an understanding of the social implications of scientific
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and technical change and the idea of the social responsibility of

sclentists as bound up with a process of democratic transformation

in alliance with the labour movement.

The trend towards the subordination of the discussion of
science policy and issues of social responsibility was particularly
marked following the merger of AScW and ASSET in 1968, Although
following the merger John Dutton and Clive Jenkins jointly held
the post of general secretary, Jenkins quickly gained the ascen-

dancy. Dutton retired in 1970 to take up a post with the British

. . P S 12
section of the World Federation of Scientific Workers. >

Roberts, Loveridge and Gennard have written of ASTMS that:

The structure and leadership style adopted by
the new union is largely that of ASSET., The
amalgamation was achieved by a ballot of
members conducted in 1967 in which 11,705 of
the AScW's 21,000 book membership participated
and 12,500 of ASSET's 50,375. The fact that
such a high proportion of the long-term member-
ship of AScW voted for the merger demonstrated
their anxiety to link up with a large and
effective union after their failure to amal-
gamate with DATA.,! 26
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CHAPTER 6

THE TRADES UNION CONGRESS AND SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

1 Introduction

Martin has pointed out that:

...there was little to distinguish the
Conservative governments of 1951-64 from
the Attlee government, so far as their
consultative relationship with the TUC
was concerned. Ad hoc consultation

at all levels of government remained
frequent and, for the most part, free

of difficulty.!

The trend of the TUC's official policy throughout the 1950s was to
seek close association with the processes of government and state
administration. This general strategy had been formulated in the
wake of the Conservative's election victory of 1951. In addition
the majority of the TUC's General Council were firm in their
rejection of the use of 'political strikes' to defeat government

. 2
policy.

There was in the mid-1950s an attenuation of the virulent
anti-communism which had characterised the trade union movement
at the height of the Cold War. At the same time there occurred
a shift to the left in some of the major trade unions. Deakin,
Bevin's successor at the head of the Transport and General Workers'
Union, died in 1955. This opened the way for the emergence of
the more radical Frank Cousins. The effect of such changes was
to limit to some extent dealings on the broader aspects of domestic

economic policy such as wage restraint policy. The political
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effects were also briefly evident in the debates on unilateral

nuclear disarmament at the end of the 1950s.

However, the General Council's drive to consolidate the
machinery of consultation was reflected in its approach to policies
relating to science and technology. 1In addition to science and
technology as areas which the TUC saw further opportunities for
enhancing its consultative role within the state, Fisher, a former

secretary of the TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee, has argued

that:

In all this the trade union interest remained
clear. What mattered on the shop floor was
not so much science as such but its implications
for workers. This theme runs through all the
work of the TUC Scientific Advisory Committee.
Science Policy was important because of the
inter-relationship between scientific develop-
ment and economic and social policy.

The TUC's science policy in this period was marked by a lack
of internal dissent which complemented the collaborative and
constructive approach to state bodies. A conspicuously close
relationship developed between the TUC and the Department of
Scientific and Industrial Research as I will show below. This
relationship was evident in the TUC's submission to the Jephcott
Committee of 1955 and in its later opposition to the proposals of
the Trend Committee to dismember the DSIR. The General Council
sought to encourage a consultative role for unions in industrial
research through representation on the governing bodies of the

research associations. In this objective the TUC received

considerable support from the DSIR.



There was much common ground on the question of the link
between scientific industrial research and Britain's industrial
performance between the TUC and the Federation of British
Industries. This was evident in their mutual concern expressed
through the medium of the National Production Adviséry Council
on Industry (NPACI). To different degrees both organisations

advocated a more interventionist role for government for

industrial research.

While the TUC's scientific concerns were linked principally
to applied industrial research, it was also fully supportive of
technological change. It supported the civil nuclear energy
programme and the introduction of automation into Britain's
factories. The TUC's policy on nuclear energy was to some
extent qualified by a growing awareness of potential hazards.

The Association of Scientific Workers played a significant role
in drawing attention to the potential hazards to workers in the

industry and to the environment.

It was, however, the development of TUC policy on automation
which was characterised by a fierce internal debate between the
right- and left-wings of the movement. The core of this debate
was concerned with the nature of the political framework which
could ensure that the transformation of the labour process
through automation would be in the long term interests of the
labour movement. The Left maintained that the long term interests
of the movement lay in public ownership and central planning.
Nevertheless, the official policy which emerged from the debate

looked for an accommodation within the existing social and



economic framework,

The Scientific Advisory Committee throughout this period
was closely associated with the formulation of official policy.
The resignation of P.M.S. Blackett from the committee due to the
pressure of other commitments weakened its links with the older
generation of left-wing scientists. Prof. D.M. Newitt remained
a pivotal figure on the committee with strong links with the
AScW and the Labour Party's science advisory groups. Other
members of the committee such as Winifred Raphael, the industrial
psychologist, Prof. K.F.H. Murrell, inventor of the term ergonomics,
and L.H.C. Tippett were appointed as scientist members because
of their experfise in the relationship of the workers to the
production process. Further evidence of the close relationship
of the TUC to the DSIR was the appointment of J. Knox of the DSIR

to the Scientific Adviscry Committee in 1962.

In spite of prompting from the AScW the TUC did not play a
conspicuous role in the science policy debates of the early 1960s
nor was it an active participant in the formation of Labour Party
science policy. The TUC sought to pursue its aims through direct
liaison with industry and government rather than through the

political and parliamentary wing of the labour movement.



2. The TUC and Science Policy.5

2.1. Civil Research Policy.

The General Council's view of the importance of industrial
research had been expressed in Congress in 1954 when it had

reported that:

The General Council have continued their keen
interest in industrial research, which they
regard as fundamental in helping to maintain
and improve Britain's position in world
markets and in providing continuity of employ-
ment and raising of living standards.®

The TUC's interest in the question of the government's role in the
organisation of science was subordinate to its fundamental interest
in 'the inter-relationship between scientific development and
economic and social policy'.? In the post-war period the General
Council and the Scientific Advisory Committee had promoted a

close relationship with the Department of Scientific and Industrial
Research (DSIR).8 The extent to which this relationship went
beyond matters of form to agreement on substantive issues was
illustrated, for example,by the clear similarities between their
respective positions on the implications of automation. The
cooperative nature of the relationship was enhanced by the
appointment, by the Lord President, of two members of the General
Council to serve on the Advisory Council of the DSIR and subse-

quently on its successor the Council of Scientific and Industrial

Research.

Although there was considerable growth in funding for the
DSIR in the 1950s there was little change in the structures for

the administration of civil science. (The major innovation was
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the setting up of the Atomic Energy Authority in 1954). However,
a committee under Sir Harry Jephcott was established by the Lord
President of the Council in August 1955 to inquire into the
efficiency of the DSIR. The TUC was invited to subnmit evidence

to the committee as was the Federation of British Industries.10

Mortimer and Ellis have suggested that there was a strong
lobby which wished to curtail the direct involvement of the state
in industrial research. Basic research, it was argued, should
be confined to the universities and applied research was the sole
concern of industry within its own laboratories. The Institution
of Professional Civil Servants (IPCS) reacted strongly to the
criticisms of the Department contained in the interim report of the
committee.11 In its evidence to the committee the FBI had not
opposed the principle of some state support for industrial research.
It was, however, c;itical of the DSIR's performance in a number
of areas including the provision of scientific grants, the
industrial research associations and the DSIR research establishments.
The main criticisms were directed at the DSIR research establishments
and the direction and control of their research programmes.
The principal charge was that the establishments were not
sufficiently in contact with the real problems of industry and
there was insufficient experience in the DSIR to compensate for

this lack.12

The TUC's submission to the Jephcott Committee fully
supported the continuation of the DSIR's work and elaborated the

: § 3 ; 1
General Council's view of its future direction. It stated the

General Council's belief that:



...cooperation with the Department is one of
the most effective ways of giving expression
to the joint interest of employers and trade
unions in industrial development, 14

The statement emphasised the need for close collaboration between
the DSIR and industry generally and saw the need for industrial
research 'to create strong and efficient industry'. The staterent
also welcomed the increased security given to the DSIR's research
programmes with the provision of its grant now established on a

five yearly cycle.

The General Council was keen to see more detailed research

on the impacts of new technology:

The application of technological and scientific
research in the workplace, together with other
industrial developments creates psychological,
physiological and sociological problems. Too
little is known of these problems; they are
deserving of detailed and objective
investigation.

The statement stressed the responsibility of government in the
sponsoring of research into a wide range of areas including
health and safety, the supply of technical manpower and the
dissemination of information (especially to smaller and medium

sized firms).

The areas of cooperation between the TUC and the DSIR were
indicated, for example, the investigations which were being
carried out, with the DSIR's assistance, into automation and the
'officient and inefficient firms' and their implications for trade
unions. One of the strongest links had been developed in a
joint DSIR/TUC approach to the greater involvement of trade

unions in the work of the research associations (RAs). The
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General Council saw the failure of some RAs to involve trade unions
as 'limiting the ready acceptance of research developrents’,

There was a need for unions to know, at the earliest possible stage
of research and development, likely effects on workers. The DSIR
had an important role in encouraging such participation and thereby

facilitating the acceptance of technological change.16

The General Council were critical of the RAs record when it

came to questions of health and safety:

Hitherto, both DSIR and the various Research
Associations in receipt of DSIR grants have
been mainly concerned with research into
technical production problems: too little
attention has been given to research into
occupational health and safety.!7
A further area which the TUC claimed a strong interest in
was that of 'human factors' research. It argued that knowledge
about 'human factors' in technical change were crucial in
accelerating the pace of industrial research and development.
Thus the TUC strongly advocated the continued financing of the

joint DSIR/MRC Human Relations Committee and Individual Efficiency

; 1
Committee on both of which the General Council was represented.

The statement to the Jephcott committee also supported the
work of the DSIR's Industrial Operations Unit which was concerned
with securing the fullest use of existing productive resources.
The General Council also felt that individual affiliated unions
could make greater use of the technical information services

which the DSIR provided.

The issues raised in the TUC's submission to the Jephcott
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committee reflected many of the subjects which had been under active
consideration by the TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee such as
automation, the research associations and human factors research.
It also reflected the General Council's desire to maintain and
develop its close relationship with the DSIR. The principal out-
come of the Jephcott inquiry was the replacement of the DSIR's
Advisory Council by an executive body, the Council for Scientific
and Industrial Research, which retained a similar representative
base. This reform of the existing structure can be seen as a
concession to the criticisms mounted by the FBI with the creation
of a stronger executive body with industrial representation aimed
at improving the industrial relevance of the DSIR's work. The
TUC, which retained its representation on the new Council for
Scientific and Industrial Research, welcomed this outcome of the

Jephcott inquiry.19

An alternative forum for the representation of the TUC's
interest in industrial research was the National Production
Advisory Council on Industry (NPACI) which had been established
by the first post-war Labour Government. This was a tripartite
body with representatives from the FBI, the TUC and government.
It was used on a number of occasions by the TUC's General Council
to raise issues of science policy as they related to Britain's

industrial performance.

In 1957 the General Council again restated its rationale

for an active trade union interest in industrial research:



They (the General Council) believe that scientific
and industrial research is fundamental to indus-
trial progress in Britain and to promoting better
standards of living. 1In the post-war years
particularly increasing attention has been given
to basic and applied research and there are many
outstanding examples of new products and materials

and improved processes to justify the spending of
time and resources.

These are matters of considerable significance
to trade unions and their members in view of the
impact of science and technology on skills and
conditions of work on the one hand and, on the
other, the longer term prospects offered by the
development of new industries and expanding
employment opportunities.Z20

However, despite this awareness and interest the TUC was far from
having developed a distinctive trade union perspéctive on the
issues raised by the increasing pace of technological change.

The General Council had in the past stressed through the NPACI
the importance of industrial research and had opposed ceilings on
government expenditure in this fielcl.z1 However, Vig considers
that 'in retrospect, the TUC's most significant act in science
policy matters occurred in 1958, when it requested a paper on
industrial research from the Federation of British Industries for
discussion in NPACI'.22 The TUC had in fact requested an

official government paper dealing with steps which could be

taken to increase productivity and efficiency in industry.

The growing concern within the TUC which motivated this
request was also evident in the Federation of British Industries.
The FBI's Industrial Research Committee was exercised with the

future finance and organisation of industrial research:

A fundamental reappraisal had become necessary
on account of the gradual cessation of much
research on defence projects sponsored by
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Government Departments. It had been found,
in discussions at the National Production
Advisory Council on Industry, that HM
Government's Office, required a detailed
statement of industry's point of view,23

As a result of the TUC's initiative two documents were submitted
to the NPACI. An official paper which blandly confined itself

to documenting existing government action in the field of scienti-
fic and technological research and education,produced by the Lord
President's office. The FBI submitted its own memorandum 'The
Organisation and Finance of Industrial Research' which broached
some criticisms of existing policies. In particular the FBI was
concerned about the relative balance between industrial research
and non-commercial defence research and 'whether the country's
total research effort was organised to the best advantage in the

. i 2
light of modern conditions'. %

The TUC's General Council representatives on the NPACI
expressed the view that there was a need for more government
finance for industrial research and also 'a more organised and
effective approach to research effort and for closer working
between scientists and managements'. H. Douglas, L.T. Wright
and E. Fletcher of the General Council went on to have informal
discussions with the Lord President. The topics discussed
included the trade union interest in research and included trade
union participation in the work of the industrial research

associations.

Similarly, following upon the discussions within the NPACI
the FBI with the aid of the National Institute of Economic and

Social Research had undertaken the preparation of a report whose
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aim would be to:

...shed more light on differences between the
research patterns in different industries, to
provide more information on the effect of
Government expenditure on research in industry,
to find out how far firms, especially the
smaller ones, use other research channels

than their own and, most important, to find
facts which will throw light on the effects

of research on the industrial economy.26

The results of this work appeared in December 1960 under the

title Industrial Research in Manufacturing Industry 7959—60.2?

The evidence in the report of the unevenness in the pattern of
Britain's industrial research was an important contribution to

the gathering public debate on science policy in general.

In the wake of the creation of the new post of Minister for
Science the TUC's Production Committee and Scientific Advisory
Committee invited Lord Hailsham to a joint discussion which took

place in March 1960. The TUC's Annual Report noted that:

The Minister referred to his appointment as
Minister of Science as reflecting the Govern-
ment's recognition of the importance of
increasing the pace of scientific and tech-
nological development. While his post
carried little or no executive power, he
maintained a close interest in industrial
research through DSIR and the Research
Associations and Establishments associated
with the Department.,“®

Lord Hailsham alluded to the problems of balance and choice in
the allocation of resources to research and to the educational
task of producing more scientists and technologists. He con-
sidered that the shortage of qualified scientists and engineers
was the fundamental constraint on the expansion of research acti-

vities rather than the level of financial resources available.
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The TUC delegation indicated to the Minister their own view
of the inadequacies in the national research effort. Thev suzgested
that a levy might be applied to industries where a failure to ade-
quately promote research and development could be demonstrated.
They also brought to the Minister's attention the need for increased

participation, for example, in the activities of the RA5.29

Hailsham rejected the idea that a compulsory levy on industry
would promote research and development in backward sectors. In
his view the principal problem remained that of qualified manpower.
The General Council found it difficult to accept the Minister's
assertion that finance was not a significant factor limiting re-

search. Hailsham's implicit espousal of a laissez faire approach

to science and technology was not only at odds with the TUC's view
of the need for state intervention but also with a growing trend
of thinking within the FBI which supported appropriate forms of

intervention linked to indicative planning.

However, attempts within the TUC to get the General Council
to adopt a more thorough going commitment to a massive expansion
of funding for science and technology were resisted. The issue
of industrial scientific research was raised at the TUC annual
conference in 1961. A resolution from the AScW urged Congress
to press the Government 'to increase substantially the funds
allocated for research in nationalised industries if necessary
by special grant'.30 The conference remitted the resolution to
the General Council for further discussion with the Association.
And, as I have described elsewhere, the General Council ultimately

rejected AScW's arguments on the grounds that it did not believe
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an approach to Govermment would be appropriate at that time.31

The rejection of the position advocated by the AScW signalled
an increasing change of emphasis in TUC policy which was to stress
the adequate supply of scientific and technological manpower as
the key factor. This change of emphasis brought the TUC's position
closer to that of the Minister for Science. The discussions within
the TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee also drew upon and coalesced
with the results of work done by the FBI's Industrial Research
Committee. In commenting on the FBI's survey of industrial re-
search in manufacturing industry the Industrial Research Committee
had identified the limits on the further expansion of industry's

research efforts:

The main limitations on expansion are finance
and men...there is no single factor which
could have so large and so immediate effect
on industry's research activity as an
increase in the number of qualified gcien-
tists and engineers available to it,

This view was echoed by the TUC's General Council in its annual

report for 1963:

The limits to further expansion are notably
now set not so much by lack of finance, but
by a scarcity in trained manpower, equipment
and facilities and by the failure of many
firms to apply the knowledge that has
already been gained by research.

The General Council again initiated a discussion within the
NPACI. The change of emphasis in its position reflected a recog-
nition that 'the amount of money spent on research and development

34

more than doubled (to £634 million) between 1955-56 and 1961-62".

In 1961-62 the research in all fields carried out in private



industry amounted to £368 million whilst the propertion financed
by private industry was £213 million. (Defence departments' expen-
diture in the same year accounted for £264 million). The TUC
welcomed these figures as representing a substantial rate of in-
crease in research and development in the civil field but argued
that this expenditure was spread with 'undesirable unevenness' with
the aircraft, electronics and electrical engineering industries
accounting for much of the total expenditure. (An argument which
had been advanced by the AScW in a recent policy statement).35

The General Council requested from the Minister for Science a paper

on scientific research in industry for discussion at the NPACI.

The paper was discussed by the NPACI in May 1963. It cata-
logued a number of specific problems; deficiencies in management
training; inadequacies in university research facilities;
insufficient contact between research establishments and industry;
organisational defects in the structure of industrial RAs; reluc-
tance of firms to pursue meritorious projects that were not finan-
cially attractive in the short term; inadequate information
services to keep industry informed of research work and results;
and the need for more qualified scientists and engineers.36 The
paper was remitted to the newly formed National Economic Develop-

ment Council which had.met for the first time 1n March 1963.

The intention was that the issue of industrial research
should be discussed in the context of the NEDC's proposals for
future economic growth. However, it was a number of years before

the structure of the NEDC was to be fully elaborated:



In accordance with the TUC's long-held view
that planning ought to be concerned with
particular industries and that the appro-
priate trade unions must be associated with
all planning developments, agreement was
reached towards the end of 1963 on the
establishment of planning machinery for
individual industries. The task of the
Economic Development Committee - little
Neddies - was to coordinate activities in
the various industrial sectors within the

requirements of the overall national economic
targets,

In the meantime the FBI had followed up its finding of its survey
on industrial research in manufacturing industry with a conference,
'The Pattern of Research in British Industry', which was held in
April 1962. The conference had included speeches from Lord
Hailsham (Minister of Science), Aubrey Jones MP, Sir Harold Roxbee
Cox (DSIR), Sir Norman Kipping (FBI) and G.A. Dummett of the FBI's
Industrial Research Committee. Dummett in his address referred to
'the unevenness in R and D activity and how the lack of technical
knowledge in one industry could hinder the use of advanced techni-

ques provided by other industries waiting to serve it',

In May 1963 the TUC had proposed to hold a similar conference
but this was postponed because of the possibility of a rail strike,
In the event the conference was held in December 1963 and followed
to a large extent the pattern of the FBI's meeting. The conference
was chaired by S.A. Robinson of the TUC's Scientific Advisory
Committee but the speakers represented government, industry and
the trade unions. G.A. Dummett spoke on behalf of the FBI's
Industrial Research Committee on 'Research in Private Industry';

Sir Charles Goodeve, FRS, Director of the British Iron and Steel

Research Association, spoke on 'The Work of the Industrial Research
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Association'; Lord Hailsham spoke on 'The Government, Science and
Industry'; and L.T. Wright chairman of the TUC's Scientific
Advisory Committee, spoke on "Trade Unions and Scitntific Develop-
ments in Industry'. Wright merely outlined the TUC's concerns for
science policy as revolving around general industrial problems such
as productivity and economic growth and the research carried out in
industry especially cooperative research through the RAs. In
addition he drew attention to trade union concerns with the intro-
duction of automation and its effects on employment, and the studies

on 'human factors' especially the development or ergonomics.

Thus whilst the TUC maintained close touch with discussions
which were taking place both in government and industry on policy
its failure, for example, to submit evidence to the Trend Committee

illustrates a narrowness in its approach.

The FBI had established a working party under Viscount Knollys

to prepare its position for submission to the Trend Committee.

The Knollys Report, published in June 1963, was highly critical of
the existing level of support for industrial research and of the
existing government's organisation of science. Its critique of
Tory science policy was subsequently drawn upon by the Labour

Party and also reflected in some of the recommendations proposed

by Trend. The FBI's rationale for its own inquiry was similar

to the TUC's own concerns:

...British industry must increasingly depend
for its future on competitiveness in products
based on new ideas, and in scientific and tech-
nological developments both of materials and '
processes. For these reasons British economic
interests demands a very substantial growth in
civil applied research and development.40
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However, the TUC did not share the enthusiasm for the radical re-

i

organisation of the DSIR which the Knollys Report had proposed and
the Trend Committee had adopted. The General Council saw the
proposals for reorganisation as a threat to the links which it
had carefully cultivated with the DSIR. The General Council felt
that the cooperative relationship with the DSIR had helped the

Department to a greater appreciation of trade union interests:

It was noted that the Department is undertaking
work on a number of issues of importance to
particular industries. Among these are research
on automatic control of mineral treatment
processes, studies to get more rapid progress

in machine tool design; investigations into

the marine engine industry; studies of foundries;
and research into building methods. Investi-
gations satisfied the General Council that the
Department fully appreciated the need for close
consultation with unions having an interest in
these activities.%4!

The primary concern of the General Council was less the eventual
form of the organisation of civil research agencies than the need
to ensure that trade union interests were effectively represented

on any bodies emerging from reorganisation.

The TUC's response to the Trend Committee's proposals was

that they:

...did not consider that the changes, whether
necessary or not, had been convincingly argued

by the Trend Committee. They were particularly
disappointed that the Committee had proposed the
breaking up of the DSIR. While the General
Council did not regard themselves as competent

to comment on the details of the proposals they
did not consider that any structure that destroyed
the links that DSIR provided between universities
and industry was to be regretted. Moreover it
seemed to the General Council to be unsatisfactory
for the Trend Committee to make recommendations as
regards structure without knowledge of, or express-—
ing views about, the probable and likely scale of
the national research effort in future years.
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In January 1964 the General Council wrote to the Minister for Science
expressing their opposition to the proposals. He, in turn, rejec:ed
the TUC's view that the Trend Committee had been 'unduly radical in
their proposals for the separation of support for universities from
the promotion of industrial research'. However, he did acknowledge
the need to take trade union views into account when the membership
of advisory bodies was being considered. The General Council
remained unconvinced of the need to make changes to the DSIR but
decided not to continue to pursue the matter in the light of the

impending general election of October 1964.43

The approach adopted to science and industry by the TUC in
this period was summarised by a general review prepared by the SAC
early in 1964.44 The document welcomed the fact that the NEDC
had now taken up the study of the relationship between scientific
research and economic growth. The shortage of technologists was
again cited as a major handicag to the future growth of research
and development activities. Closer linkages were recommended
between the RAs, DSIR research establishments and the universities
and it was argued that universities and Colleges of Advanced Tech-
nology should be encouraged to give special attention to the needs
of industries in their local areas. The use of development con-
tracts to enable the Government, through its research agencies
and departments, to stimulate industrial research (an idea which
had been already widely canvassed by the FBI)45 was also advocated.
Procurement policieshof government departments and the nationalised

industries were also seen as a means of state intervention which

could be used to stimulate research in the private sector. A



greater role was proposed for the NEDC's Economic Development
Committees in ensuring that research in their respective industries

was adequate and well coordinated.

The review wanted to see more interchange of academic, indus-—
trial and civil service scientists and technologists along with the
involvement of more scientists at policy-making levels. It
stressed also that every opportunity should be taken to secure more
TUC representation on government committees with responsibilities

in the field of scientific and technological research.

Thus in many ways the TUC's position was an amalgam of many
of the ideas and proposals which were the circulating currency of
debate about science policy leading up to the 1964 general electionm.
It drew upon ideas emerging from discussions within the DSIR, from
within the FBI's Industrial Research Committee and within the
science advisory groups of the Labour Party. The policy lacked
any substantive originality; the key objective of the TUC's General
Council was to secure and extend trade union representations at all

levels of policy-making about scientific and industrial research.

In response to the wave of changes which followed the general

election, the General Council's view was that:

...the organisational structure was less
important than the adequacy, quality and

type of scientific research and the appli-
cation and development of results. As

the work of the DSIR seemed to have developed
on the right lines, care should be taken to
ensure that any new organisation would
stimulate and increase the valuable work
carried out by the DSIR.%46



The General Council went on to contrast favourably the Labour

Government's new structure with the propcsals previously advanced

by Trend:

Although the DSIR had provided a valuable link
between research in universities and similar
institutions and the practical technological
needs of industry, the General Council recognise
that the new machinery would, in many senses, be
an improvement on the old, and certainly was to
be preferred to the previous Government's
proposals. The creation of the Ministry of
Technology was seen by the General Council as

ar indication of the importance accorded by the
Government to need to achieve greater efficiency,
adaptability and technological progress in
British industry.47

Although the TUC had formally taken little part in the inner party
discussions on science by Labour, the creation of the Ministry of
Technology heralded a new era of cooperation and integration between

. . . 48
Government and trade unions on science and technology policy.

2.2. Trade Union Participation and Industrial Research Associations

The General Council's policy of seeking trade union represen-
tation in policy-making on industrial research was pursued in regard
to state bodies at a national level but also for affiliated unions
at the level of particular industries. This was most successful
in the field of cooperative industrial research conducted by the

49 The initiative taken by the TUC

research associations (RAs).
in the 1940s to secure trade union participation in the RAs

remained an important aspect of the work of the Scientific Advisory

Committee throughout the 1950s and early 1960s.

In 1955 the General Council had restated its commitment to
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such involvement on the grounds that:

Trade union participation in research activities
enables, the General Council believes, a better
understanding of possible industrial develop-
ments and their implications for trade union
members while the Research organisations
benefit from the practical knowledge and
experience of trade unionists,

The TUC held that the RAs had an important role to play in ensuring
a greater application of science to industrial production and by
implication enhancing Britain's industrial performance and inter-
national competitiveness. The General Council's objective was
thus, through participation, to smooth the path of technological
innovation to the mutual benefit of labour and capital. The
General Council had already received considerable cocperation from
the DSIR in alerting RAs to the possibilities of trade union

oo ioog . O
participation.

The TUC's official policy of seeking to support the processes
of technological change was expressed in 1954 in a degree of

dissatisfaction progress towards greater participation:

General Council members regarded the present
position as unsatlsfactory and stressed the
importance of trade union participation in
the research associations, not least as a
means of getting advanced notification of
probable changes in the industry, which
enabled a union to prepare for necessary
adjustments and thus avoid suspicion of new
methods. 22

Thus further assistance was sought from the DSIR to encourage RAs
to make provision for trade union representation on their gover-
ning bodies.  The result was that a Scientific Advisory Committee

; e § o oalas
report, 'Trade Unions and Research Assoclations’, indicated a
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steady improvement in the level of representation.53

At the request of the secretary of the SAC the DSIR had
surveyed RAs with trade union connections. The DSIR's survey had
solicited assessments of the value to the individual RAs of trade
union participation, 16 RAs had some form of trade union connec-
tion (an increase of 4 since 1949); 8 RAs were interested but
had made no definite arrangements; 17 RAs had no connection what-
ever with their relevant trade union organisations. Of the Ris
with some trade union connection the DSIR had found that the
consensus of opinion was that not only did trade union represen-
tatives give helpful advice to RA councils and research committees
but work on improved industrial processes and products were also

said to have been helped.54

The DSIR reported on some of the principle reasons given by
RAs for not having closer contact with trade unions. These
included obstacles arising from the form of Articles of Associa-
tion, the autonomy of the RAs and the wide fields covered by some
RAs which affected a number of different trade unions. The SAC
expressed its appreciation to the DSIR for 'bringing the advantages

. ‘ 55
of trade union participation before various RAs'.

A further survey of the relationship éf trade unions to the
research associations was undertaken by the SAC in 1957, The
number of RAs with trade union connections had risen from 16 to
18 with the addition of the Glass Industry RA and the National

; 56
Institute of Industrial Psychology (NIIP).

The form of trade union participation was generally that of
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cooption to Council, the RA's governing body, but included also
representation on appropriate sub-committees. On the basis of

the survey the SAC felt it was worthwhile to press for further
representation where some interest had been expressed (in 10 cases).
This pressure was channelled again largely through informal contacts
between the TUC's Production Committee and the staff member at the
DSIR concerned with RAs, In addition the matter was raised through
the General Council members who represented the TUC on the Council
of the DSIR. RAs were encouraged,where necessary, to amend their
Articles of Association to provide for trade union membership and
participation. It was hoped to stimulate more interest from the
relevant affiliated unions by circulating information about the

work of the DSIR and the RAS.S?

The case for trade union representation in the RAs was also
raised at the NPACI in July 1958 at a meeting when the Lord President
of the Council was present.58 In October 1958 the DSIR informed
the General Council that it was doing all it could to encourage
RAs to provide for trade union representation. During 1958 trade
union representatives joined the governing bodies of the Lace,
Scientific Instruments, Hydromechanics and Internal Combustion
RAs; these appointments, however, were largely in a personal
capacity.59 In the following year W.J. Carron (AEU) was coopted
on to the Council of the Production Engineers RA and L. Green
(Heating and Domestic Engineers Union) on to the Heating and

. . 60
Ventilation RA.

In the circumstances of the growing concern over the level

of industrial research in Britain in the early 1960s the position
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and future of the RAs was re-evaluated by the Minister for Science,
Lord Hailsham. In February 1961 Hailsham at a meeting of the
NPACI expressed some dissatisfaction with the degree of support
given by industry to cooperative research and announced that he
was considering changes in the organisation and structure of the
RAs. The proposed changes were also under discussion by the
Parliamentary and Scientific Committee to which the General Council
submitted its views.61 The General Council was in favour of some
rationalisation of the RAs where appropriate mergers could be
promoted. However, the cooperative nature of the RAs should be
ensured. The problem of ensuring the continuance and expansion of
funding might be solved by the application of a compulsory levy on
industry. Similarly a higher proportion of financial support for

62
the RAs could be provided by government.

The SAC's review of industrial science policy in 1964

summarised the TUC's view:

...research associations, DSIR, research
stations and the universities should be more
closely linked; research associations should
be amalgamated where their resources are too
small to permit effective research work;
compulsory membership of them should be intro-
duced; and the Government should appoint

some of the members of their Councils.

The TUC's advocacy of compulsory measures applied to the RAs was

completely unacceptable to government.

However, the number of trade unions represented within RAs
had reached over 30 by 1963.  But there was little actempt by the
TUC to gauge the impact or effectiveness of such participation.

While the TUC actively supported the principle of cooperative
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research in the national bodies where it was represented (such as
NPACI) there appeared to be no attention given to the developmant
of a coordinated approach to research strategies in particular

sectors within a trade union perspective,

2.3. The TUC and 'Human Factors' Research

The TUC was committed to supporting the introduction of new
forms of work organisation and new technology as a means of im-
proving industrial productivity. This support was, however,
qualified by the need to assess the social effects of such innova-
tion. In its statement to the Jephcott Committee the General
Council had made a strong plea for adequate funds to be provided
for research into such problems - 'human factor' research. The
TUC had been involved in such studies since the establishment by
the post-war Labour Government of the Committee on Industrial
Productivity in 1947 under Tizard. The committee had included
two representatives from the employer's organisa;ions and two
representatives nominated by the TUC. A series of panels had
been set up to deal with 'Technical and Operational Research',
'Technical Information Services', 'Import Substitution' and
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'"Human Factors Affecting Industrial Productivity'.

Following the demise of the Committee on Industrial Produc-
tivity, in 1950, the work initiated by the 'human factors' panel was
continued under the joint auspices of the DSIR and the MRC. The

General Council's view was that:



Increased productivity should not be the sole
object of these investigations and, for example,
the social effects of particular methods of work

such as shift-working might advantagedusly be
studied.

A joint DSIR/MRC Committee on Human Factors was established in 1953
with overall responsibility for two committees on Human Relations
and Individual Efficiency. Each committee had two trade union
representatives appointed by the TUC's General Council.66 With
additional assistance from the DSIR's Conditional Aid Fund these
two committees sponsored a large number of research projects which
included attitude surveys on the introduction of automation,
management structures and work study schemes. This research was
carried out by universities and other research organisations

including the industrial RAs.

The TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee argued that such
research should be done in closer cooperation with industry
(although not necessarily oriented towards particular problems of
industry only). The SAC emphasised to the General Council the
importance of work into 'human factors' in industry and its poten-
tial value to trade unions. It believed, however, that such
research should not be done at the expense of other research
related to industrial problems such as that undertaken by the RAs.
Additional government funding should be provided for such studies.
The SAC's view was much influenced by the presence of the prominent
industrial psychologist Winifred Raphael.  She had suggested that
trade unions should sponsor their own work in the area but the
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suggestion was not taken up.

86



.

In March 1957 the Human Relations Committee and the Individual
Efficiency Committee were wound up and final reports on their work
were to be produced. The DSIR followed up their work by estab-
lishing its own Human Sciences Committee again with two trade union
representatives (L.T. Wright and E. Fletcher). 1In spite of the
TUC's continuity of representation on the committees responsible
for 'human factors' research, the SAC and the Production Committee
acknowledged that little attention had been given 'to developing
a coordinated or systematic trade union approach'.68 The estab-
lishment of the DSIR's Human Sciences Committee was seen as an
opportunify for developing that approach in view of the broad terms
of reference "to keep under review the development of the human
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sciences in relation to industrial needs'.

The reasons advanced for the lack of distinctive trade union
approach were the inadequacy of social science information to date,
the haphazard way that social science research had developed and
some suspicions on the part of some trade unionists as to the
ultimate purpose of some types of research. The SAC report
'Human Factors in Industry’', endorsed by the Production Committee,
indicated the areas of human science research in which trade
unions would be expected to be interested and hold views about.
These included sociological research into the attitudes of the
public,or sections of the public,tg industrial matters such as the
affect of technological change on a community; sociological and
psychological research into factors concerned with relationships
between different industrial groups such as office staff and

factory workers labour turnover effectiveness of group incentives;



PSychological and physiological research into factors concerning
individual workers and their jobs such as the design and layout

of machine controls. Examples of such research included two
projects undertaken at Cambridge concerned with manual machine
tool controls and visual fatigue; a study at Liverpool University
of the relationship between technical and social change in a large
integrated steelworks; work at University College, London, on the
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affect on workers of incentive payment schemes,

The SAC's view was that the TUC had a dual task. Firstly to
seek 'to influence the selection of research projects to the extent
of submitting subjects for investigation and report'; secondly
'to study research results with a view, where necessary, to
disseminating them and securing their implementation'. With two
members on the DSIR's Human Sciences Committee the TUC was in a

4 ; 71
position to have some influence.

In 1960 TUC representatives and delegates from six affiliated
unions attended a 3 day national conference on Human Science Research.
As a result of the conference the Genmeral Council was influential
in encouraging the British Productivity Council to give increased
attention to the subject of ergonomics. The General Council also
increased the time devoted to ergonomics at the TpC'é Training
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College courses on production and management subjects. The
TUC's enthusiasm for the new subject of ergonomics was not perhaps
unconnected with the fact that Professor Murrell, the inventor of
the term ergonomics,and L.H. Tippett, the originator of activity

sampling, were prominent members of the Scientific Advisory

Committee.
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A further aspect of its promotion of social science research
was the suggestion put to the DSIR that one of its sponsored
research projects should be designed to study the economic,
industrial, social and other characteristics of a high unemployment
area, The object of the study would be to determine the kind of
industrial development most likely to lead to permanent improve-
ment in levels of employment. The General Council wrote also to
the Committee of Directors of RAs suggesting that industrial RAs
could appropriately initiate or increase interest within their
industries in systematic efforts to 'fit the job to the worker'.
Similarly a one day conference was held at Congress House for

affiliated unions on the subject of ergonomics.

The General Council had limited success with its proposal

to the DSIR in spite of the obstacles to the project presented by
the shortage of senior research workers an@ limited financial
resources. The proposal was discussed at a joint meeting of
representatives of the TUC, DSIR and NEDC and Government Depart-
ments with responsibility for regional policy. It emerged that no
Government Department had comprehensive knowledge of similar
research projects in hand by universities or other research organ-
isations. The DSIR undertook to collate information on such
regional research projects and the TUC's original suggestion was
to some extent incorporated subsequently in a Government sponsored

regional study of Merseyside.

The TUC's advocacy of ergonomics similarly met with some

success; the Committee of Directors of RAs established a sub-

committee 'to encourage greater attention to ergonomics by the
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assoclations'. However, the General Council was 'impatient at

the slow rate of development of ergonomics in British industry':

To some extent this poor progress may be due
to insufficient research, but a more likely
reason is lack of appreciation by managers,
designers and specialists (e.g. work study
practitioners) of the benefits that can
accrue from a scientific approach to such
problems as noise, lighting, fatigue, design
of equipment and the organisation of work.’5

The setting up of a research council responsible for research work
on ergonomics, industrial pyschology and industrial sociology became
a 'principal point of policy' for the SAC. They felt that the
DSIR Human Science Committee occupied too subordinate a position

to be able to initiate sufficient work.

The SAC was thus disappointed with the Hayworth Committee
report on social studies which was ambiguous on the extent to
which the Human Sciences Committee's activities would be incor-
porated into the work of the proposed Social Science Research
Council as 'an integral but distinct part of its activities'. It
was concerned also about the composition of the new research council
and was in favour of the council having a substantial minority of
lay members (including trade unionists) to ensure a proper balance
in its work. These points are subsequently taken up with the

. : 7
Department of Education and Science.

A meeting took place in May 1966 between the Secretary of
State for Education and Science and the SAC. The trade union side
expressed their fears concerning the dissolution of what had
previously been a more inter—-disciplinary approach under the

0ld Human Sciences Committee in contrast to some of the divisions
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now imposed by the splits between the SSRC, the SRC and the MRC.
They strongly urged that the new research council should have trade

union representation. The Secretary of State did not accept their

proposal that:

The best course would be for the Social Science
Research Council to take cver the entire res-
ponsibility for human sciences research in
industry with appropriate arrangements to
ensure that the human sciences were not sub-
merged by its interests in other aspects of
the social sciences, some of which had no
direct relation to industry.7

The Minister said that sufficient mechanisms for ensuring effective
coordination and cooperation between the Research Councils would be
established. The SSRC had already established a Management and
Industrial Relations Committee with similar respomsibilities to
those proposed by the SAC. However, as a result of these dis-
cussions Sir William Carron was appointed as the TUC's represen-
tative on the Management and Industrial Relations Committee and a

close liaison subsequently developed between the SSRC and the SAC.

3. The TUC and Technology Policy

3.1. The Automation Debate

The development of the TUC's views on industrial research
and science policy generally proceeded in an uncontroversial way
apart from intermittent pressure from the AScW for the General
Council to give them a higher priority. In contrast, however,
the nature of the trade union response to the‘impact of techno-
logical change, such as automation,was beset by controversy and

became the site of a vigorous clash between the right- and left-



wings of the labour movement.

The changes in managerial practices and the implications
of new technology (falling under the general rubric of 'scientific
management') had been implicitly recognised in the formation of
the TUC's Production Department in 1950.80 And the creation of
the TUC's official policy on automation in the mid-1950s was the
work of this department with the assistance of the Scientific
Advisory Committee. The sources of this official policy lay also
in the close attention paid to the studies of automation under-
taken by the DSIR. The views of affiliated unions were sought
through a survey conducted in 1955 and also emerged in two debates
at the annual conferences of 1955 and 1956, A further forum of

discussion was the Non-Manual Workers Advisory Council.

It was Blackett, who at a meeting of the newly reconstituted
SAC in February 1954, had introduced the topic of 'the electronic

control of industrial processes' and had said that:

Information was needed on both the technical
and economic aspects of automation, as a
basis for estimating the likelihood of the
widespread introduction, and its effect on
working conditions. In both the USA and
USSR there had been publicity om the
development of 'automatic factories', and
useful information could be gained from
those sources.8!

The General Council members on the committee endorsed the view
that papers should be prepared and Blackett agreed to obtain

; 82
further information from the DSIR.

By January 1955 a draft report on automation had been

prepared which was subsequently circulated by the Production



Department to affiliated unions for their comments.83 The
potential significance of the issue was indicated by the presence

of the General Secretary of the TUC, Sir Vincent Tewson, at the

SAC meeting to discuss the draft report. Tewson's view was that
'much harm could be done by exaggerated and ill-informed publicity
on automation; such reports could be used as an excuse for slacking-
off trade union support for improving efficiency in ]'.1'1«:1115!::'};'.83’4

This position became a familiar theme of the right-wing proponents

of trade union responses to automation which emphasised its positive

content.

The draft report reviewed the development and application of
automation in manufacturing processes (e.g. machine tools and
mechanical handling) and in office work (e.g. electronic computors).
It discussed the economic aspects of automation in relation to

capital requirements and market conditions:

Given the technical advance of automation

and the constant lowering of equipment prices
and not less important the continuation of a
high level of economic activity, the con-
clusion is inescapable that 'full-blooded'
automation in some industries and the
problems that go with it are nearer than is
sometimes assumed. Little is known, however,
of the human, social and industrial impli-
cations of automation.85

The report went on to suggest a number of implications which bore
directly upon trade union interests. In the first place unemploy-
ment created by the introduction of the new technology would tend
to favour the growth of craft and technical unions at the expense
of other unions. Automation might also affect the ability of
trades unions to organise workers if the numbers of production

workers were reduced considerably and scattering took place as a
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result of new forms of work organisation. The problem of
organisation would be accentuated if 'the workpeople choose to
assoclate themselves with '"vertical" technical or functional groups

in the place of work'.86

A further problem might be created by the piecemeal intro-
duction of automation and its effects in relation to existing wages
structures. It might prove difficult to translate productivity
gains from automation into general improvements in conditions of

employment. The report went on to state that:

The major job of trade unions will be to keep
automation within the field of industrial
relations. Automation can make a substantial
contribution to social wellbeing but there is
no automatic transfer scheme to ensure this.
The trade unions will see as one of their
main duties the performing of this function.

At the core of the political debate over automation within the
labour movement was the question of the extent to which trade
unions could actually perform this function within the constraints

p 5 . 88
imposed by a capitalist socilety.

Tﬁe SAC's view was that in general redundancy created by
automation would be absorbed through labour turnover and restricted
labour recruitment in particular firms; although more information
was needed concerning the speed, direction and magnitude of
development. The committee was concerned with the problems of

labour transfer and the increasing importance of technical education

and training.

In addition to the SAC's close liaison with the DSIR on these

problems other information gathering exercises included a visit to
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J. Lyons and Co. to see their electronic computor, 'Leo', in operatic:\..89
The TUC were also represented at the first major conference in Britain
to examine the issue of automation in a comprehensive and systematic
way. This was the conference organised by the Institution of
Production Engineers,in June 1955, which was attended by over 1,000
engineers, scientists and factory managers. E. Fletcher representing
the TUC said that: 'the Trades Union Congress would cooperate if there
was a background of good relations, consultation and redundancy

procedures including control of intakes'.go

Twenty affiliated unions responded to the draft document and
a formal statement of policy was received from the Electrical Trades

Union (ETU). 1In summary it was reported that:

...unions drew attention to economic and
foreign competition aspects of the intro-
duction of automation and electronic .-
machinery in industry together with
labour displacement problems and the

need to maintain purchasing power and

to secure high standards of living.
Reference was made to the importance of
joint consultation, demands for new types
of skill and the need for adaptive training
and re-training programmes.?!

Blackett commented that 'the potentialities for development in
automatic controls and electronic systems in every sector of
industry were very great especially if the pressure for defence

92

armaments should be eased'.

An opportunity for extended debate of the subject was provided
by the annual conference of 1955.  The text of the SAC memorandum
on automation was included in the report to Congress as approved

by the General Council:



The General Council expressed the view strongly
that in the circumstances much harm could result
from exaggerated and ill-informed publicity on
the subject and the proposal by DSIR to survey
automation developments and to sponsor research

into attendant problems was particularly
welcome.93

Crawford, chairman of the SAC, emphasised the underlying commitment
of the General Council to technological change even when it implied

changes in the existing structure of the trade union movement:

...when the interests of all unions have to
be considered it really doesn't matter to
us whether diminution takes place in the
ranks of one union, provided that these
workers are not left high and dry but will
find their place in other industries.

That process of shifting industries is
essential to a healthy economy and is
happening all the time.

According to Crawford the job of the trades unions were to make the
government aware of the problems. However, Crawford's left-wing
critics took this approach as indicating his membership of the
'great technological advance under monopoly capitalism' school of

thought.95

The 1955 debate took place on a resolution on 'Technological
Advance' moved by F. Hayday (National Union of General and
Municipal Workers) which welcomed the General Council's existing
initiatives and argued that technological advance presented new

opportunities for securing higher living standards but that:

...these opportunities will be attended by
new complex human, social and economic
problems, the just and peaceful solution

of which will depend upon a greater measure
of workers' participation in industry
through the medium of joint consultation.



In his supporting speech Hayday argued that the negative conse-
quences of technological change could be prevented by the action

of a strong trade union movement. Similarly J.H. Williams of
ASSET denied that there was any need to 'fear' automation. The
major problem of technological redundancy could be handled through
the shortening of the working day; the need for new skills could
be answered by retraining and the equitable distribution of benefits

could be ensured by effective trade union participation.

While the right-wing view was that the introduction of
automation was controllable through active trade union participation,
the position of the left was that such an approach was overly com-
placent and that there was little chance of effective control

whilst industry was predominantly in private ownership.

An amendment moved by NUPE to the original resolution sought

to introduce social ownership as a main element in TUC policy:

Congress welcomes the initiative of the General
Council in commencing discussions on trade
union problems arising from these new develop-
ments and urges that plans for the extension
of social ownership to appropriate industries
be prepared in order to facilitate and control
technological development in the interests of
the worker and the community.g7

The supporting speech from B. Roberts used the historical prece-
dents presented by the dislocations, distress and disorder arising
from the introduction of new technology in the first industrial
revolution in a framework constituted by the untamed exercise

of private interests. Technological knowledge, he argued, was

'2 social project' which required social infrastructures and thus
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should not be controlled by private interests. The Soviet Union
and other communist countries were cited as models of rapid
economic and technological progress. Roberts concluded that in
not recognising Britain's need for a more rational economic system
that 'we shall regret our failure to eliminate wasteful private

enterprise and our neglect to reorganise our production

processes'.98

Crawford in replying to the debate stressed the continuing
expert disagreements about the likely outcomes of automation and
attacked NUPE's view that the technologically advanced nature of
an industry was a useful criterion for nationalisation.99
Similarly he argued that the threat of nationalisation would in
current circumstances act as a disincentive to innovation. The
defeat of NUPE's amendment established the general approach of
seeking consultation procedures over automation at local and

national levels as the cornerstone of the TUC's official policy.

The approach was embodied in a major policy statement,
'"Trade Unions and Automation', which was presented for the
100 i
approval of the 1956 annual conference. This offered the
left-wing an opportunity to reverse the defeat of the previous

year.

The new draft statement, 'Trade Unions and Automation', was
prepared in January 1956 in the light of the previous conference

debate and made special reference to the question of public

ownership:
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During the discussions it was urged that
the only way to control automation and to
see that the benefits were made available
to all, was to extend public ownership of
1ndustry These demands were rejected
largely on the grounds that the whole
subject was too speculative and uncertain,
that what was required was further lnvestl-
gations into its effects, and that in any
case public ownership was not a question
which turned on the use or non-use of
automated processes and controls.lOl

The general conclusion of the report was that the introduction of
automation would be evolutionary rather than revolutionary and
its problems were largely the responsibility of the unions and
employers in each industry to be discussed and negotiated through

'appropriate machinery'

However, the statement was again revised to take into account
the conclusions of the DSIR's report on automation and its impact
on management and labour - an advanced copy of which had been
confidentially supplied to the Scientific Advisory Committee.

The DSIR's report complemented the SAC's own approach particularly

in its assessment of likely impacts on labour:

Provided the various problems are well
considered and provided the trade unions
concerned are brought into consideration
so that workers are kept informed as to
how they will be affected, it should be
possible to introduce automation with a
minimum of disturbance.l02

The document outlined the industrial relations implications as
including problems of labour displacement, transfer, seniority,

wage-rates, skill and shift work.
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The main comments by the Production Department stressed the

need for more research on the economic and social implications of

automation. This emphasised the TUC's role on the Joint DSIR/MRC

Human Relations and Individual Efficiency Cormittees. Emphasising

the line adopted by the General Council it was stated that:

The analysis of the three main technical
trends (automation and mechanisation;
automatic control; and automation and
electronics) is valuable in putting develop-
ments and possibilities into perspective and
emphasising that whilst a technical revolu-
tion may be taking place it cannot as yet be
described as creating an industrial - much
less a social - revolution.l03

Many imponderable factors would influence the speed at which
automation might be introduced which made it impossible to fore-

cast the pace of future developments.

The SAC's document was re-drafted to incorporate much of
the style and analysis present in the DSIR report. On the pace

of change the statement emphasised that:

There are as yet no completely automatic
'push button' factories - which some publi-
cists seem to imagine would be empty of
maintenance workers. There is no reason

to accept, therefore, that an industrial,
much less a social, revolution is imminent,
From the analyses of DSIR and other authori-
ties it is clear that automation has long
roots. It is not new, any more than tech-
nological development and change generally
are new — or the fact that problems are
created as result of change. The displace-
ment of manpower by machines is as old as
industry, and problems might be more acute
if industrial change did not take place.l04

The document then recapitulated the factors which would determine



the pace of introduction of the new technology: capital costs;

markets; efficiency in manufacture and use; management efficiency;

availability of trained personnel; availability of equiprcent.
Similarly the identification of implications for trade unions
covered similar ground to the DSIR report; the possibility of
redundancy; the effects on skills; organisational, psychological

and sociological implications. But that 'in the opinion of
British trade unions - and here they are in accord with DSIR views -
there is nothing fundamentally new in automation'.lo5 The rate

of introduction should be adjusted as far as possible so that it
could be dealt with by an adequate and effective negotiating and

consultation machinery:

Benefits from automation will not come auto-
matically, nor can problems be left to sort
themselves out as best they may or, from the
trade union point of view, be left to manage-
ment to deal with. There is a strong insis-
tance by unions, therefore, that all questions
pertaining to automation = as with any indus-
trial matter - must be discussed and negotiated
through machinery set up for the purpose. TE
is through this machinery that trade unions
can mobilise and organise cooperation and at
the same time ensure that their members'
interests are safeguarded.106

Public control of highly automated industries was rejected as a
solution. And similarly public control would not release trade
unions from the responsibility of continuing to protect and advance

the interests of their members.

It was these conclusions which were most sharply attacked
at the annual conference debate on automation in September 1956.

The principal resolution on automation moved by F.L. Haxell of
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the ETU welcomed the attention already given by the General Council

to the subject and declared:

(a) That when automation is to be applied or
contemplated it is essential that dis-
cussion between the employer and the
employee's representative shall take
place;

(b) That in such discussions it is the res-
ponsibility of the unions to ensure that
the fullest consideration be given to
recruitment and training policies and
the avoidance of redundancy, the mainten-
ance of the level of earnings, and the
reduction in the price of commodities
being produced and that where labour is
displaced adequate maintenance should be
paid.107

Haxell, a prominent communist trade union official, however,
gave a speech which was, in many respects, at variants with the
approach adopted in the resolution and advocated by the majority
of the General Council. Haxell's Marxist view of social develop-
ment emphasised that the objective of capitalists in automating
production processes was to reduce labour costs and that 'it is
sheer humbug to suggest that automation in a capitalist society
will improve the lot of the people or improve the economy of the
countryﬂlos He argued that while automation might lead to
higher profits this would be at the expense of a reduction in
the labour force and hence in the purchasing power of working

people leading to further unemployment and economic crisis.

Haxell said that:

It is only under a planned economy, a
Socialist Society, that one can expect
the whole benefits of improved methods
of production being enjoyed by the
community as a whole.
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Underlying Haxell's speech was a politics of industrial confron-

tation rather than of cooperation:

It is our considered opinion that automation
will benefit the people of this country to the
extent and degree that the Labour Movement is
able to force the Government and the employers

to adopt measures and economic controls that
will, coinciding with increased production, bring
increased wages and improvement in the purchasing
power of the people, a reduction in prices and a
carving of the ever-increasing high level of
profits,l10

The response of the labour movement must be in terms of a policy
which would increase purchasing power, reduce the length of the

: o . 11
working week, guarantee retraining and compensation.

Haxell's view was more closely allied to a resolution moved

by ASSET and opposed by the General Council which argued that:

...only by national planning in the interests
of the whole community, can the introduction
and application of automation and nuclear power
provide the maximum benefit for all people.ll2

The resolution went on to attack the 'megative and muddled
attitude' of the current government and went on to make the speci-
fic proposal for the setting up of a National Planning Board for
Automation. This would be under the control of a minister and
would have on it representatives from the employers, the trade
unions and the scientific community. The functions of the Board
would be to establish when and where automation should be intro-
duced; to seek to standardise electronic equipment and control
mechanisms; to ensure that there were agreed procedures for

joint comsultation; to provide for compensation measures for job
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losses; and to ensure the participation of both employers and

trade unions in technical retraining.

H.G. Knight for ASSET criticised Crawford's introductory

speech to the Production and Industrial Development section of the

113 .
Annual Report. Knight charged Crawford with complacency and

referred to steps taken in other countries to provide for central
coordination (for example, the Ministry of Automation in the Soviet
Union). The aim of the resolution was to ensure that central

planning should be combined with consultation.114

Haxell's speech was attacked by H. Douglas (Iron and Steel
Trades Confederation) who argued that increases in earnings could

not run ahead of improvements in productivity:

You must have profit for your industry,
whether it be nationalised or whether it
be privately owned; and the best method
of dealing with that profit has been found
by experience to be by a socialist govern-
ment adopting a socialist taxation policy.

Haxell received support from N. Dinning of the AEU who referred
to recent experiences in the car industry where the use of the

strike weapon appeared to be the only means of redress and that
'the only possible solution for the British working class so far
as automation is concerned is for industry to be publicly owned
by the workers themselves so that with a planned economy we can

. 116
really plan for an expanding market'.

However, J.M. Boyd,also of the AEU,stated that the official

position of his union was one of opposition to the proposal put
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forward by ASSET for a National Planning Board. He argued that
the proposal was not viable in present circumstances and the best
way forward lay in joint consultations which was the function of

individual unions in their respective industries.

Crawford, speaking for the General Council, recommended
acceptance of the ETU's resolution but expressed disappointment
at Haxell's continued emphasis on public ownership which did not

form part of the motion:

The fact of the matter is that despite our
criticism of capitalism and our desire to
have a Labour Government in this country
we have seen the time...when we have
employed the largest labour force that

we have ever had in our history.!17

In rejecting ASSET's motion Crawford also rejected the idea that

the TUC was doing nothing by referring to the discussions held in
the Production and Scientific Advisory Committees, in the Non-Manual
Workers' Advisory Council, the TUC's hosting of an international
conference under the auspices of the European Productivity Agency,
and its representation within the DSIR and the RAs. Crawford
assured the conference that the General Council would continue to

monitor closely the implications of automation.

Conference overwhelmingly endorsed the policy advocated by
the General Council. The ETU motion was carried and the reso-
lution from ASSET was defeated in a card vote by a substantial
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majority of 4,652,000.

The outcome of these debates effectively sealed TUC policy

on automation for over twenty years. Eschewing a policy of



confrontation and the calls for public ownership and central planning
the TUC's 1956 policy statement had laid down the general safeguards
which would be the minimum requirements for trade union cooperation
over automation, These safeguards were that workers should be

fully consulted and informed in advance about specific developments;
full employment should be maintained and backed by adequate redun-
dancy arrangements and retraining facilities; wage rates should

be safeguarded; working conditions should be improved with due
attention given to human problems; and the benefits of technological

progress should be shared by all on an equitable basis.

The statement was revised again in 1965 but without substan-
tial changes to its basic philosophy.119 Throughout the late
1950s and early 1960s the General Council, the Production Department
and the Scientific Advisory Committee had kept a watching brief on
developments in automation technology.120 However, the relatively
slow rate of development of the new techmology in Britain appeared
to vindicate the TUC's original analysis and response and the
official view remained wedded to the idea that 'greater danger for
trade unionists might result from insufficient technological change

2
than from too much'.1 !

3.2, The TUC and Atomic Energy

3.2.1. The Civil Programme

The impact of atomic energy was perceived with automation
as the other great technological issue of the 1950s. Bob

Edwards MP of the Chemical Workers Union,during the 1956
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automation debate at the TUC's annual conference,arz:ed that:

We are living in an age when two mighty new
forces are unfolding simultaneously, that is
the mighty new force of electronics and that
of nuclear energy. It has never happened in
the world before that two great revolutionary
sciences have moved into operation together.
The development of nuclear power can and
possibly will transform the whole balance of
economic and political power in the world
and the development of automation and elec-
tronics will change inevitably the whole
industrial landscape of the world. To say
that you can leave the normal machinery of
industry and the trade unions to deal with
the political and economic problems that
arise out of the development of these two

z 122
new forces seems to me to be just nonsense.

However, TUC debates and policy on the civil use of atomic
power was not characterised by the kind of ideological
divisions which had beset automation. The TUC gave its
support to the Conservative Government's rapid expansion of
the civil atomic programme with little or no internal opposi-
tion. The major concern was to bring the workers in the new
industry within the framework of traditional industrial
relations. In contrast to its absence from the automation
debates the Association of Scientific Workers played a
prominent role in bringing the potential hazards of atomic

energy to the attention of Congress.

The civil exploitation of atomic energy was closely
linked to the TUC's advocacy of a national coordinated fuel
and power policy. The Scientific Advisory Committee,
especially under the influence of Prof. D.M. Newitt, had made
a particular contribution to the formation of this policy in

the late 1940s in association with the TUC's Fuel and Power
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Committee. For, example, at a meeting of the SAC in February
1954 Newitt had been extremely critical of the failure of

the Conservative Government to implement the findings of the
Ridley Committee to which the TUC had made a significant con-
tribution. It was at this meeting that Blackett drew atten-
tion to what he saw as a big change in Government policy
towards increasing the effort devoted to developing atomic

energy for industrial rather than military use.123

The principal stimulus to the discussion was the publi-
cation in February 1955 of the Government White Paper detailing
a programme for nuclear power. This was followed by a state-
ment in June 1955 by the Ministry of Fuel and Power which
announced the Government's intention to build an additional

124 The TUC's

six reactors to the eight already proposed.
General Council accepted the fundamental rationale for the
proposed programme namely that the development of nuclear
power was essential to enable Britain to retain its position
as a leading industrial power. The programme was needed
'to meet the growing fuel and power demands of industry and
. . T s
to offset the strain on available coal supplies’ . The

programme had been substantially endorsed by the SAC with

only one reservation:

...the committee hold the view that the major
problem in the nuclear power programme was the
shortage of scientific and technical personnel
- a problem which the committee was strongly of
the opinion should receive immediate attention
otherwise development difficulties would be
acute.126
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Endorsement of the General Council's and the SAC's positicn
came from the Association of Scientific Workers at the TUC's
1955 annual conference. A resolution moved by E.H.S. Burhop
(a prominent opponent of the military use of atomic enerzv)
welcomed the decision to proceed with the construction of

civil nuclear power stations:

Realising that the future of British industry
and the British economy to a great extent
depends on expanding all resources of power
available to us, it urges H.M. Government

to extend and accelerate the development of
nuclear power stations.127

Burhop painted a glowing future for the development of

civil nuclear power:

By 1965 these stations should be supplying
about 57 of the estimated 40,000 mega-watts
of totally installed capacity. The impor-
tance of nuclear power will then be increasing
rapidly and by the year 2000 an estimate made
recently by Sir John Cockcroft envisages all
our electricity being generated in nuclear
power stations burning 250 tons of uranium
or thorium per annum and producing an amount
of electricity equivalent to that obtained by
burning 250 million tons of coal,128

Burhop launched an attack on the recent criticisms of Govern-
ment policy by the President of the British Association for

L Sir Robert Robinson had

the Advancement of Science.
criticised the decision to proceed with a programme of nuclear
power station construction on several grounds. He believed
that the estimates of probable costs were false, that there
remained unsolved problems with the design and that there

remained a clear military connection. He urged that the

fuel crisis should be solved on the basis of the more
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efficient utilisation of coal.

In his presidential address to the British Association

Robinson had urged:

I submit that it is desirable that the inner
circle of advisers of Governments should not
only be right but also be 'seen to be right',
This can only be secured by a relaxation of
secrecy on the scientific aspects of nuclear
energy developments and by some form of inter-
national consultation before novel and greatly
increased releases of energy are attempted.!80

Burhop, in contrast, argued that the high capital costs of
nuclear stations would be offset by smaller operating costs
and fuel costs. Similarly the costs of nuclear power pro-
duction would in fact decrease over time. He described the
decision to proceed with the civillpfogfamme as 'bold and
imaginative' and urged that it was up to the trade union
movement to prevent the direction of plutonium to military
rather than civil purposes. The major obstacle to the
programme was the lack of a sufficient supply of qualified

scientists and engineers. The AScW resolution was carried

without dissent.

Further support for the civil nuclear programme was
expressed by the SAC on the publication of the first annual
report of the Atomic Energy Authority (covering the period
July 1954 to March 1955). The report described, for
example, the arrangements for processing uranium and the
progress which had been achieved in the design and development
of a range of reactor types. Work on reactor construction

had begun at Dounreay; at Calder Hall the reactor was nearing
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completion. The work of the AEA concerned with isotopes of
importance to the electronics industry and medicine was also
stressed as significant from the point of view of the social
utility of the new industry. The report claimed that the
danger from atomic energy plants was extremely small and the
sickness and injury figures compared favourably with those

of other industries.131

The SAC meeting was attended by Sir Luke Fawcett who was
a part—time member of the AEA. He stressed to the committee
the importance of nuclear power to British industry because
of the need to develop alternative sources of power to coal.
He also commented that the industrial relations in the indus-
try were generally good and progress had been made in estab-
lishing negotiating and consultative machinery. (A National
Joint Industrial Council was to be set up with representatives
from the various trade unions involved in the nuclear industry
and representatives from the employers' side). The main
problem in the development of the nuclear industry was said to
be the recruitment of qualified scientists, technicians and
engineers. The principal result of the SAC's discussion
was that 'the committee expressed approval of the progress

achieved by the AEA since being established'.132

The SAC continued to maintain a watching brief on the
evolution of the civil nuclear programme particularly in view
: 33
of the Government's steady enlargement of the programme.

The committee's principal concern was the failure to develop

a comprehensive and integrated fuel and power strategy. The



criticism was that the Government's nuclear prograrme was not
sufficiently planned in relation to the developments and
requirements of the other fuel and power industries, And

'it was recalled that in the TUC Evidence to the Ridley
Committee in 1952 stress had been placed on the need for a
national fuel and power policy'.134 (The pursuit of this goal
was to be taken up again in the early 1960s by a joint TUC

and Labour Party working party.)

A resolution was moved by the AScW and carried at the

1957 Congress which argued that in order to close the 'fuel

L

gap

(i) More detailed coordination of power
production from the three main sources,
coal, gas and electricity, so as to mini-
mise overlapping and keep the use of
expensive imported oil and coal to a
minimum,

(11)By ensuring the application of existing
knowledge to secure greater efficiency
in the use of fuel both in the industrial
and domestic fields. The work of the
British Coal Utilisation Research Asso-
ciation has shown the way and it is
essential that power be given to the
National Industrial Fuel Efficiency
Service to secure action in the industrial
field and to local authorities for the
domestic field.13>

The TUC's Production Committee discussed the Association's
resolution at its November meeting and requested an amplifying
paper from AScW. This took the form of a document which
sketched the outlines of a policy for a national plan for fuel
and power, 'The Country's Fuel Requirements'. These proposals
conformed in the main to the TUC's views as stated in Evidence

to the Committee on National Policy for the Use of Fuel and
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Power (the Ridley Committee whose report had been published

in October 1952). The TUC side of the NPACI had attempted

unsuccessfully to get the issue of fuel and_power coordination

discussed in that context in July 1958. The AScW went on to

produce a more elaborate policy statement which I have dis-
136

cussed elsewhere. However, little of value was to energe

from these initiatives.

3.2.2. Trade Unions and the Hazards of Nuclear Power

The nuclear accident at the Windscale plant in 1957,
although under-stated by the authorities,nevertheless, provided
some grounds for the emerging claims concerning the environ-
mental hazards of the nuclear industry. The AScW had been
prominent in support of the peaceful applications of atomic
energy but had also sought to bring to the attention of the
labour movement some of the hazards to the community and to
workers of the nuclear industry. Scientists' concern had
first been organised around the dangers of radioactive fall-
out resulting from the military testing of atomic weapons.137
However, concern with these military aspects led into dis-
cussions of problems associated with the civil nuclear pro-
gramme which included the protection of workers in the industry

from radiation hazards, the adequacy of training, and the vital

question of the disposal of radioactive wastes.

The Medical Practitioners' Union (MPU) had submitted a
resolution to the TUC in 1955 which urged Congress to call upon

the Government to give a strong lead in responding to 'dangsr



to human life from a rising level of radioactivity in the werld'.
The MPU wanted the Government to press for the establishment of
an international organisation which would be responsible for
research into the physical, mental and genetic effects of
radiation, In addition the MPU wanted 'an end to all tests

of atomic and thermo-nuclear weapons until the results of that

research are made known to the people of the world'.138

The General Council forwarded the MPU's motion (which had
been overwhelmingly carried) to the Foreign Secretary. The
Foreign Office replied that Britain had co-sponsored a reso-
lution at the UN to set up a scientific committee to receive,
collate, evaluate and publish information on radiation levels.
The General Council had subsequently expressed the hope that
the Government would take the initiative in attempting to
secure international agreement on the question of tests of

nuclear weapons.

Pressure for the setting up of an International Atomic
Energy Agency was also taken up by the trade union movement
internationally. The International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions (ICFTU) in August 1955 had held a special
conference on The Peaceful Use of Atomic Energy which pre-
empted the UN's first 'Atoms for Peace' conference. The
ICFTU issued a statement which urged the democratic control
of the development of atomic energy, free exchange of infor-
mation on atomic energy,and strict controls on production
and the health and safety aspects of atomic energy. The

. 1
ICFTU's views were submitted to the UN conference,
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A second ICFTU conference was held in June 1958. An
International Labour Organisation (ILO) committee of experts
had made a number of proposals for health and safety standards
to protect workers in the atomic energy industry. These were
discussed at the conference along with progress in international
cooperation and the representation of trade unions on appropriate
bodies. The British TUC was represented at both of these
ICFTU conferences which provided input to the national discussion

of the issues.lél

The AScW submitted resolutions to Congress in 1956 and

1959 which dealt with aspects of radiological protection.

J.K. Dutton the AScW's General Secretary, moved a resolution in
1956 which drew attention to shortcomings in radiological
protection measures within the National Health Service revealed
in a report produced by the Medical Research Council. (At the
same time, however, the resolution commended the record of the
AEA in radiation protection.) The resolution called upon the

Ministry of Health:

...to ensure without further delay, that the
use of ionising radiation and radioactive
substances within the NHS is conducted under
conditions of protection not inferior to those
recommended by the International Commission on
Radiological Protection. 142

The AScW represented a large constituency of technicians
working in the NHS.  The resolution called for legislation
which would enforce agreed international standards on all

establishments using radioactive materials or ionising
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radiations and which would control the supply of radioactive
materials. Since the long term effects of radiation were still
largely unknown the General Council was urged to press the

matter as quickly as possible.

While AScW's motion (which had been carried) raised the
issue of protection for workers involved in the use of radio-
active materials, the Windscale accident in which large parts
of the area around the reactor site had been contaminated,
drew attention to the wider environmental aspects. The
Agricultural Workers Union pointed out to the TUC's General
Council that there were no trade union representatives involved
in the liaison arrangements between the AEA and local community
interests around the sites of nuclear reactors.143 The liaison

committees had originally been set up:

...to reassure local opinion on the hazards
involved, to convey to the lay public the
significance of any accident and to create
administrative machinery for the protection
of the po?ulation in the event of a serious
accident. 4%

Such committees had, for example, on them representatives
from the National Farmers Union but there was no recognition
of the rights and interests of TUC affiliated unions.  The
General Council approached the AEA which subsequently agreed
to the appointment of trade union representatives to the
liaison committees relating to establishments at Winfrith

Heath, Capenhurst, Springfields, Windscale, Chapelcross and

Dounreay.

Meanwhile AScW's 1959 resolution to Congress contained
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a fuller trade union response to the problems which the

Windscale accident had revealed. The accident had involved
a fire in the reactor building and AScW's resolution (which
was supported by the Fire Brigade Union) argued the case for
greater coordination between the various agencies and public

bodies which had been involved:

Of special urgency is the provision of
information and equipment to public
Emergency Services such as the Fire
Services in order that accidents and
fires involving radioactive hazards may
be handled with the maximum protection
for the members of those services.

The resolution went on to urge Congress to demand that the use
of radioactive materials should be controlled by licence and
that a system of comprehensive legislation should enforce
proper standards of safety on all establishments using radio-

active materials.

AScW was critical of the fact that regulations dealing
with 'sealed sources' of radiation (drawn up under the
provisions of the Factories Acts) were still only in draft
form and two years after the draft code had first been cir-
culated. Similarly that further regulations dealing with
'open sources' had not yet appeared even in draft form.

The advisory code in the NHS was not enforced.

The resolution also recommended that a standard system
of symbols of identification should be created for the

l1abelling of radioactive materials.

The labour movement was urged to take up these issues
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by F.A. Crone (AScW) because,in marked centrast to countries
such as the USA and New Zealand,'from official circles in this
country there comes no leadership whatever, only a pallid
succession of radically inadequate compromises'.146 The

General Council was pressed to establish a sub-committee to

provide expert advice to affiliated organisations.

An amendment moved by NUPE argued that radiological
protection should be the responsibility of a single Ministry
rather than falling between the several stools of the
Ministry of Health (Hospitals), the Ministry of Education
(teaching and university laboratories), the Ministry of
Power (AEA) and the Ministry of Labour (factories using
ionising radiations). While endorsing AScW's resolution
F. Hayday, for the General Council, rejected NUPE's amendment
on the grounds that the problem was overcome by the existence

of inter-departmental committees:

The Fleck Committee, following the Windscale
accident, made a recommendation that the
Atomic Energy Authority be looked upon as
leading in that department to advise on these
matters, and I would prefer to see the Atomic
Energy Authority with a background of health
and safety in this country of which they are
very proud, and trained personnel, and the
deployment of the best possible expert know-
ledge utilised in this way. That would be

a far more sensible approach under present-
day circumstances than that visualised by the
mover of the amendment.

Congress rejected NUPE's amendment and AScW's resolution was

carried overwhelmingly.

The General Council pressed the Ministry of Labour on
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the speed of implementation of the regulations with some
148 5 ; ;

success., In addition the General Council with the acdwvice
and support of the AScW and MPU made a number of submissions
to improve the draft regulations, In particular the TUC

was successful in obtaining provisions that ensured that no
person should be exposed to ionising radiations unless they
had received appropriate training concerning the hazards

involved and the precautions to be observed.149

The issue of training had been raised in a resolution
moved by the MPU at the 1960 annual conference which had
stressed that initiatives on radiological protection would
only be successful if action at 'the top level' was supported
by initiatives from the rank and file. The resolution had
thus emphasised the need for adequate training of all workers
liable to be exposed to ionising radiations.lso This proposal
was also in line with article 9(2) of an ILO conference con-
vention on radiological protection. The TUC had also been

represented on the Veale Committee which had recently reported

on training in radiological health and safety.

These regulations for the protection of workers from
radiation hazards represented only an elaboration of the
existing Factories Acts. The Government, however, were
engaged on a broader legislative programme in response to the
growth of the nuclear industry. This included the Nuclear
Installations (Licensing and Insurance) Act, 1959 and the
Radioactive Substances Act, 1960, These pieces of new

legislation to some extent met the concerns which the AScW
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and the MPU had expressed to Congress.151

The Nuclear Installations Act specified that no one other
than the AEA could operate a nuclear reactor or other nuclear
installation without a licence and without observing the
proper safety conditions. In November 1959 during the passage
of the bill the trade union side of the National Joint Indus-
trial Council had asked the General Council to oppose certain
provisions. In particular the trade unions involved in the
nuclear industry were opposed to the private manufacture of
fuel elements and also the proposal for public funds to be
available for private research in the nuclear field. In
the event, however, the General Council @id not press these
points with the Government partly because the Labour Party
had not opposed those provisions of the bill in parliament
and partly because the Confederation of Shipbuilding and
Engineering Unions (to which most of the unions on the NJIC

; 152
belonged) was also not opposed to the bill.

The Nuclear Installations Act provided for absolute
liability towards third parties for personal injury or damage
to property caused by radioactivity. The Act was instrumen-

tal also in the setting up of the Nuclear Inspectorate.

During the passage of the bill the Government had
announced the establishment of the Nuclear Safety Advisory
Committee which would report to the Minister of Power. The
purpose of the Committee would be to review safety matters

requiring long term study such as the effect of technical
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developments on the policy of siting nuclear reactors and

the effect of medical advances on safety standards. In view
of the TUC's involvement in matters of nuclear health and
safety the General Council were invited to submit the name

of a nominee to the Minister. F. Hayday was subsequently
appointed as the TUC's representative on the committee.
(Hayday had been also the TUC's representative on the ILO

committee concerned with radiological protection.)153

The Radioactive Substances Act 1960 provided for the
registration of premises of users of radioactive materials;
for the approved disposal of radiocactive waste; for a
national disposal service to handle waste which could not
be dealt with in the area in which it originated; and for
the making permanent of existing temporary controls over

the AEA and other licenced nuclear installations.

The AScW in a resolution before Congress in 1960 had
welcomed the fact that the disposal of radioactive waste
was to become the subject of unified statutory control.
However, the Association was critical of the fact that local
authorities were excluded from exercising initiative or
jurisdiction in the matter. Similarly the continued dis-
charge of radioactive wastes directly into the sea by the
AEA (for example, at Windscale) was criticised particularly
as there was, as yet, no international agreement amongst

. 1
expert opinion on the safest methods of waste disposal.

Hayday, for the General Council, rejected the position
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put forward by Dutton for the AScW. The General Council's
view was that central control and authorisation was essextial
due to the fact that there were over 1,000 users of radio-
active materials. In addition there were insufficient
experts to authorise the disposal of waste on a decentralised
basis. Hayday cast doubt on the competence of local author-
ities to be able to deal with such a complex technical issue.
Dutton replied that he did not accept this formulation or
description of local authorities as 'lay people, inexpert in
everything, particularly in technical matters...there was no
reason why local authorities should not have their expert

. o . .
advisers'. 33 The resolution was, however, rejected by

Congress.

As the rash of Government legislation relating to the
nuclear industry faded the topic also receded as an object
of the TUC's attention. In its dealing with the industry
the General Council had been careful to avoid being over
critical of its regulation and had approached the industrial
rélations within the industry conventionally and cautiously.
For example, in 1960 Congress had rejected the application
for affiliation of the National Union of Atomic Workers on
the grounds that workers in the industry were already

sufficiently catered for by the existing unioms.

The TUC had not taken on board the wider implications
suggested by the environmental considerations surrounding the
issue of the disposal of radioactive wastes which had been

raised by the AScW. It had concentrated on the more
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immediate issues of health and saZety of workers in the nuclear
industry and had established its right to be consulted, for
example, through its representation on the Nuclear Safety
Advisory Committee. In this way the TUC's approach to atomic
energy was of a piece with its general approach to other

aspects of scientific and technological developments.

4, Conclusion

The frustrations and tensions in the relationship of the AScW
to the TUC were expressed in an editorial reaction in the AScW

Journal to Harold Wilson's Scarborough speech in 1963:

The speech did no more than bring together the
principal demands put forward by the Association
during the past twenty years...But we are still
faced with an extraordinary degree of apathy in
the Trade Union Movement. In 1945 Congress
accepted a resolution from us, advocating the
setting up of a Scientific Advisory Committee...
The Committee was set up, but no one could
reasonably claim that the General Council had
made much use of it; indeed the impression
gained from the Annual Reports is almost one of
embarrassment. The TUC has committed itself,
by the acceptance of AScW resolutions to some

of Mr. Wilson's policies but our speeches have
been received with polite boredom and the 7
resolutions accepted with tolerant indignation.

In the earlier parts of this study I have attempted to describe
the political history which lay behind the failing influence of
the AScW at Congress. And in the following chapter I will examine
the process by which some of the policies initially associated with
the scientific Left gained currency within Labour Party circles.

The process took place with little connection to the events within

the TUC.
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The TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee in the pericd 1926-1964
showed a complete detachment from the ideological roots of its forma-
tion in the 1940s. The outlook of the Committee was identified with
the dominant positive view of scientific and technical change espousad
by the 'social democratic' majority of the General Council. The role
of the scientist members on the SAC was that of expert scientific

advisors rather than as links with a wider constituency of organised

scientists.

The TUC's interest in science and technology policy was sub-
ordinate to its wider econmomic goals - the improvement of living
standards and the maintenance of full-employment. This centred
crucially on the relationship between investment in industrial
research and development and economic growth. However, in its
approach to civil research policy there was a convergence with the
concerns of industrial, organisedAbusiness interests in the form
of the Federation of British Industries and state institutions such

as the Department of Scientific and Industrial Research.

The TUC's strategy for advancing the interests of its members
revolved around representation and accommodation with the existing
g : ; oy . 158
institutions of civil society and the state. For example, the
SAC in cooperation with the DSIR played an important role in ex-—
tending the representation of affiliated unions in research asso-
ciations. The TUC also used tripartite bodies such as the

National Production Advisory Council on Industry and subsequently

the National Economic Development Council to raise science and

technology policy issues.
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This perspective was markedly different from that of the
scientific Left which had envisaged science and technologyv as forces
of social transformation. The major political challenge to the
TUC's official approach occurred over the policy to be adopted on
automation. The left-wing view located the introduction of new
automated technology in a terrain of social struggle in which its
full benefits would only be realised once the fetters of capitalist
social relations had been cast off. This approach was again
defeated in favour of a strategy of winning benefits from technolo-
gical change within the constraints of the existing social order

through an appropriate degree of trade union involvement.

The victory of the Labour Party in the general election of
1964 on a platform based on stimulating Britain's scientific and
technological endeavours offered new opportunities for the TUC's
participation in government policy formation. The Labour
Government's first Minister of Technology was the trade union
leader Frank Cousins. And, as Green as pointed out, 'trade union
influence on science and technology policy was clearly important
in that it stressed the importance of planning science and techno-
logy within an increasingly interventionist industrial policy'.
Relations between the TUC's Scientific Advisory Committee and the
Ministry of Technology were strengthened when, in 1968, Ieuan
Maddock (Controller of Industrial Technology) was appointed to

liaise between the Committee and the Ministry.

Patrick Fisher, secretary to the SAC in the 1960s, has written

that:
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By 1971 the TUC General Council was ready to
promote science from its advisory status.
The Scientific Advisory Committee was merged
with the full policy committee that tackles
production and industrial developments.160

Thus from September 1971 a new committee, the Industrial and
Scientific Development Committee, was formed from the merging of

the SAC and the Production Committee. The General Council commented
that 'originally the work of the two committees was in separate and
distinct fields their interests have been converging in recent years

especially with the acceleration in the rate of technological change

duting the 19605" .10
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CHAPTER 7

THE LABOUR PARTY AND ITS SCIENCE ADVISORY GROUPS

Ts Introduction

The two previous chapters have suggested that after 1956
there were declining opportunities for the scientific Left to
present alternative policies for science and technology in the
Association of Scientific Workers and in the Trades Union Congress.
However, the defeat of the Labour Party in the general election
of 1955 generated a period of intense discussion within the Party
in the search for modernising policies. One front which was opened
up, particularly under the influence of Gaitskell, was that of the
relationship of the Labour Party to science and technology. The
Party had evinced little interest in science since the reforms of

the Labour Government of 1945-1951.

The Labour leadership's renewed interest in science provided
fresh opportunities for the remaining elements of the scientific
Left to intervene at the political level. The form of this
intervention was to be limited by the relative informality of the
arrangements by which advice on science policy was mobilised.
Those involved in these informal science advisory groups represented
a cross—section of the scientific Left from the Fabian socialism
of P.M.S. Blackett to the communism of J.D. Bernmal. The groups
also involved less eminent participants such as R. Innes and R.G.
Forrester who had played active parts in the science policy work
of the AScW. However, in spite of the background of activity of

many of the participants in other labour movement and scientists'
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organisations, the discussions within these advisory groups, the
principal ones being the Gaitskell Group and subsecuently the

Crossman Group, tended to take place in isolationm.

However, this renewal of political thinking which took place
within the Labour Party was in marked contrast to the period 1947-
1956. As I have shown this earlier period had witnessed the
breakdown and fragmentation of a scientific Left which had been
underpinned by Marxism and influenced by the Communist Party.

The theoretical framework erected, for example, by Bernal in his

The Social Function of Science (1939) and programmatically expressed

in the AScW's Science and the Nation (1947) had been eroded by the

political crises of the Cold War. Similarly Taylor and Pritchard,
in their study of the British nuclear disarmament movement, have
pointed out that the renewal of radical political activity after
1956 tended to take place outside the boundaries of the theory and

practice of traditional political ideologies and philosophies.1

The discussions around policies for science and technology
within the Labour Party took place amidst the internal party
conflict between the 'revisionists' and the 'traditionalists'.

These conflicts were expressed in the debates around Clause IV of
the Party's constitution relating to social ownership and around the
issue of unilateral nuclear disarmament. They also intersected
with the growing external controversies on Britain's economic
performance and the relationship of investment in scientific

; 2
research and development to economic growth.

The dominant self-interpretation for Labour's adoption of a
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"scientific' platform, argued, for example, by R.H.S. Crossman,

was that it was both politically unifying and politically
relevant.3 The rhetoric of the linkage of planning, science and
socialism was embodied in Harold Wilson's famous 1963 speech to

the Party's Scarborough conference. The practice was embodied

in the setting up of the Ministry of Technology in the aftermath

of Labour's election victory of October 1964.4 The present chapter
attempts to explore the role of left-wing scientists in the process
which brought this about and to explore the continuities and dis-
continuities with the earlier efforts to formulate socialist

policies for science and technology.

2. The Gaitskell Group

2.1. The Formation of the Gaitskell Group.

An informal group of scientists sympathetic to the Labour
Party was brought together in 1956 to advise the new Labour leader,
Hugh Gaitskell, on scientific matters. This group was to remain
in existence in various forms for the next seven years and was to
play a significant role in alerting the Labour Party to the
increasing political importance of the state's involvement in

scientific and technological development.

Gaitskell had previously encountered many of those who were
to play a part in the group when, in the late 1930s, he had
regularly attended the Tots and Quots Club. This informal dining
club, formed by G.P. Wells and Solly Zuckerman, had met regularly

to discuss the social aspects of scientific affairs from a broadly
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" . 5 .
left-wing perspective. Gaitskell was also one of a number of
leading Labour politicians to have joined the AScW in the immediate
aftermath of the Second World War. His post as Minister of Fuel

and Power in the post-war Labour Government also brought him into

contact with the political dimension of scientific and technical

developments.

However, following his election to the leadership of the Labour
Party, in 1955, his objective was to shift the political philosophy

of the party in the direction of 'revisionism'.7

In the wake of the Labour Party's election defeat of 1955 a
whole series of study groups had been established to re-examine
the Party's policies.8 However, the Party's engagement with
science arose in rather less formal circumstances. The formation
of the Gaitskell Group of scientific advisers owed much to the
activities of Marcus Brumwell, a long standing member of another
Labour Party informal advisory group, the 1944 Association.
Brumwell organised a dinner on the 17th July 1956 for a number of
eminent scientists sympathetic to the Labour Party and some
prominent members of the Party. Those present,at what was to
prove to be the inaugural meeting of the Gaitskell Group,included
Austen Albu MP, Prof. P.M.S. Blackett, Dr. J. Bronowski, Marcus
Brumwell, James Callaghan MP, George Dickson, R.G. Forrester,
David Ginsburg, Prof. David Glass, Rt.Hon. J. Griffiths MP, Sir

Ben Lockspeiser, Prof. D.M. Newitt, Morgan Phillips and Prof. Sir

Solly Zuckerman.

Although J.D. Bernal was not present at this first informal

dinner he had been closely in touch with the preparatory work
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through his friendship with Brumwell.'C In January 1936 Bernal

had raised his own concern for the state of Britain's research

effort in basic science with a memorandum 'The Finance of Funda-
mental Research in Britain'. Bernal had circulated his memorandum
to over 100 eminent scientists and politicians for their views and
comments. In the memorandum Bernal argued that the lack of

adequate funding for basic research was leading to major obstacles

to effective work including a lack of adequate technical assistance,
inadequate staffing of senior and junior research workers, lack of
up-to-date equipment and the shortage of modern laboratory buildings.
Bernal had proposed the setting up of a National Research Council, a
body which would operate in parallel with the University Grants
Committee, but would have the sole responsibility for disbursing
funds for fundamental research in the Universities.'' It was some
measure of Bernal's scientific standing (and in spite of his political
associations) that he received over seventy replies, principally

from scientists. Mostly there was a shared concern over the current
level of research funding but diverse reactions to his proposed
solution. There was much apprehension at the notion of an 'overlord'

National Research Counci1.12

In revising his initial memorandum Bernal took account of the
replies which he had received and also the passage of the recent
DSIR Bill. The old Advisory Council to the DSIR had been replaced
by a Council for Scientific and Industrial Research with greater
executive powers, as a corporate body on the lines of the MRC and
the ARC. Similarly all branches of governmental research were put
under the control of executive committees of experts while removing

detailed departmental control. Bernal and R.G. Forrester (Secretary
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of the JPSAC) had been consulted by James Callaghan MP, responsible
for scientific affairs for the Labour Party, during the parliamen-

tary debates of the DSIR Bill.13

In revising his original proposals Bernal moved to the idea
of a consultative committee rather than a National Research Council
with representatives from the UGC, the three research councils,
the Royal Society and other relevant bodies. He argued that 'such
a committee would not concern itself with details but would coordinate
research policy of its constituent organisations'.14 In this way he
hoped the stronger pressure might be brought to bear on the Treasury.
Underlying Bernal's proposals was a concern for a more factual basis
for establishing research policy, the need for a greater element
of national coordination combined with an expansion of research

funding.

It was against the background of these concerns that Brumwell
had sought Bernal's support in his effort to incorporate science
more prominently into the policy formation of the Labour Party.
Brumwell drew upon Bernal in the drafting of a background document,
'The Labour Party and Science', for the July meeting. Brumwell
reiterated Bernal's criticisms of the funding of fundamental
research in Britain and highlighted the gross imbalance between the
resources devoted to civil research and development and those
available for military purposes which accounted, according to Brumwell,
for some 86% of government expenditure on science. The document
in a very general way laid out a set of national objectives for
science and possible steps in their realisation: the improvement of

the use of existing scientific and technical resources through the
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diminution of industrial secrecy and overlapping research effor:s;
the transfer of scientific workers from military to civil reszarch;
strategic planning which would identify and emphasise the growing
points of science; the remoulding of the education system both to
extend provision and to improve the scientific content of education.
The need to link the planning of science to the major economic
needs of the country was recognised but no proposals were offered
as to what changes in the government machinery for science would

be required.1

At the July meeting Callaghan,as Labour's shadow spokesman
for science, wanted to know what were the deficiencies in the
present state of British science and what could be done to remedy
them? Blackett whilst supporting the view that the present
capitalist system encouraged unplanned and overlapping types of
development felt that 'the country at large was not in a revolu-
tionary mood' and advocated the use of existing structures (especially
the UGC) as a means of channeling more money into basic research. 1In
order to pursue the question of a science policy for Labour more
concretely it was decided to concentrate on a number of issues.
Blackett and Prof. David Glass were to produce a report on what might
be required as far as changes in the education system were concerned.
Zuckerman would look at the best use of scientists in industry whilst

Bronowski, Newitt and Albu would collaborate on the changing pattern

of industry.

This first dinner in 1956, organised by Brumwell established a
pattern of relatively informal discussions between important Labour
politicians and scientific experts which were to continue for the

next seven years. This reinforced a model which saw scientific
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advice for the Labour Party as the prerogative of semi-independent
but sympathetic experts. This model was to some extent challenged
by Tribune's science correspondent Anthony Hart who argued in 1957
that the Party needed a Scientific Advisory Committee which would
bring 'science advice into the open'.18 He was concerned that
such a committee should look not only at basic science but at the
social aspects of new technology. However, no alternative was
proposed until 1963 at the first Bonnington Conferencewhen the idea

of an Association of Labour Scientists was discussed.19

2.2. The 'Senior' Scientists' Group and the Robens Working Party.

The group met for a second time again at an informal dinner
at the Reform Club organised by Brumwell on the 8th July 1957.20
The potential significance of these discussions was now signalled
by the presence of Hugh Gaitskell. (See Table 1) In the interval
since the previous meeting Callaghan had been replaced by Alfred
Robens MP as Labour's shadow spokesman for science. Robens had
been closely associated with the revisionist publication Socialist
Commentary and was a supporter of the 'consolidation' approach to
public ownership and of the Bevinite approach to foreign policy.

He was assisted by Arthur Skeffington MP who had a long association

with AScW as a parliamentary contact. The expert side of the group

was strengthened by the addition of Prof. B.R. Williams, an economist.

Robens and Brumwell had met in May 1957 to discuss the role of
the science advisory group after Robens appointment as shadow
spokesman. Three tasks for the group had been identified; the

preparation for the National Executive Committee (NEC) of a policy



TABLE 1 Guests at the Reform Club dinner discussion on the

Labour Party and Science, 8.7.57

Politicians

Scientists

Others

Hugh Gaitskell MP

Alf Robens MP Shadow minister responsible
for science

Arthur Skeffington MP

David Ginsburg Labour Party Research Officer

Harry Mitchell Labour Party House of Commons
research staff

Prof. P.M.S. Blackett FRS

Dr. J. Bronowski

Prof. Sir Ben Lockspeiser FRS
Prof. D.M. Newitt FRS

Prof. Sir Solly Zuckerman FRS

Prof. B.R. Williams

R.G. Forrester Secretary of the Joint Parliamentary
Scientific Advisory Committee

George Dickson Industrialist
Marcus Brumwell Advertising/Industrial Design
Consultant
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Statement, 'The Labour Party and Science'; the provision of
information for the Labour Party headquarters staff at Transport
House which could then be tailored to the needs of the constituency
parties. Organisationally Robens suggested the setting up of a
Working Party of six scientists who with the assistance of
Skeffington, H. Mitchell (Labour Party House of Commons Research
Staff), Brumwell, Dickson and Forrester would be responsible for

drafting the policy document.23

In the event at the meeting of the group in July it was agreed
to establish a two tier organisation stratified between the 'senior'
and 'junior' scientists. Gaitskell had suggested that what was
required was one basic policy document, principally for circulation
to the parliamentary party, with a second document for wider public
circulation. A Working Party of less senior scientists (who it
was felt would be able to spend more time on the project than their
more eminent colleagues) was established to draft a basic document
which would serve as a policy resource. This group met for the
first time on 23rd July 1957 under the chairmanship of Alf Robens
and was responsible for drafting 'Science and the Labour Party'

which was available by April 1958.24

The Working Party reflected a relatively wide range of re-
presentation from different sections of the labour movement concerned
with policies for science and technology. The scientific trade
unions AScW and IPCS were represented as well as a wide range of
political philosophies. However the TUC was not directly
represented. (See Table 2).  The retention at least to a limited

extent of 'organic' links between the political and trade union
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TABLE 2 Membership of Robens Working Party.

NAME

WORK MEMBERSHIP "SCIENCE AND THE LABOUR
PARTY' SECTION
Peter Astbury Anthropologist AScW Fundamental Research

Atomic Physics

Dr. P.W. Brian Biologist
Research Dept.ICI AScW Agriculture
Marcus Brumwell Advertising LP
Industrial Design 1944 Assoc.
Consultant
Dr. J. Bronowski NCB AScW Fundamental Aims
Research LP
George Dickson Engineer LP
Consultant 1944 Assoc.
R.G. Forrester Statistician AScW Co—-ordination of
Consultant JPSAC Scientific Activity
LP
J.A.P. Hall Technical Scientific and
Education Technical Manpower
Roy Innes Science AScW
Education
Dr. H. Joules Central Socialist Health
Middlesex Medical Assoc.
Hospital
Stanley Mayne Gen.Sec. IPCS
IPCS Fabian Soc.
Harry Mitchell LP LP
Researcher
Alfred Robens LP Shadow LP (Chairman of the
Minister Working Party)
responsible
for science
Harold Rose Chemical Engineer AScW Industry
Consultant
A. Skeffington Assistant to LP
Robens AScW
D.A. Tanfield Fuel and Power AScW Applied Research
Researcher
Steve Wheatcroft Economic Social Science
Adviser
British
European
Airways
Ritchie Calder Science Editor LP Under-developed

News Chronicle

Areas




wings of the labour movement and the presence of members who had
been active on science policy issues in the 1940s had a significant
influence on the final shape of the policies. The thrust of the
analysis took it beyond the 'revisionist' framework. The document
bears comparison with AScW's policies of a decade earlier in its
comprehensive approach and commitment to a strongly interventionist
role for the state especially with regard to industrial research.
The document discusses in detail specific sectors such as fuel and
power, agriculture, transport and health with a strong emphasis omn

national coordination and planned investment policies.25

Large increases in scientific manpower and government civil
research and development were proposed. These quantitative changes
would be paralleled by qualitative changes in the type of research
supported by government. A massive shift of resources was proposed
from the military to civilian research sphere and the creation of
a mechanism for the central coordination of both defence and civil

research.

'Science and the Labour Party' revived the concept of a
'Scientific and Technical Planning Board' which would be responsible
for all aspects of the strategic planning of defence and civil
research. The Board would be placed under a senior Cabinet
Minister and would be assisted by a high-powered Secretariat whose

functions would be:

a) Reviewing and stimulating scientific and
technological developments and their appli-
cation in industry, agriculture and other
fields here and overseas.

b) Serving the Scientific and Technical Planning
Board and the inter-departmental Standing
Scientific Coordinating Committee.
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c) Ensuring that programmes of research and
development took adequate account of
national needs and possibilities, and that
these programmes, the application of the
results to industry and plans for the
education and training of scientific and
technical manpower, march in step.

d) Collecting data on scientific and technical
manpower and the use being made of it.

For research in the private sector the document advocated direct
methods of forcing technological innovation including the setting
up of 'mixed' and state corporations. In terms of existing Labour

Party policy for science, for example as expressed in New Deal For

Science (1949), this represented a radical programme.

The draft statement was subsequently reviewed at a dinner
given by Brumwell at Browns Hotel on 27th June 1958. Those present
included the 'senior' scientists and politicians (Blackett,
Bronowski, Brumwell, Dickson, Forrester, Gaitskell, Ginsburg,
Lockspeiser, Mitchell, Newitt, Robens, Snow and Williams.)28 Robens
appeared keen to get the party to adopt a scientific platform
arguing that the preparation of a coordinated policy for science
was especially important for the Labour Party since 'they are the
only party that believes in thorough planning'. Similarly C.P.
Snow in an almost 'Bernalist' vein expressed the view that
'science is now specially a part of and compatible only with the

23 The rhetoric of the identifi-

socialist conception of life'.
cation of science, planning and socialism seemingly remained a

significant ideological reference.

Prof. D.M. Newitt, however, a founding member of the TUC's

Scientific Advisory Committee reflected on the lack of direct
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trade union involvement and interest. He felt that it was important
to raise the level of trade union involvement and interest in science.
Blackett suggested that trade unions might consider employing
operational research scientists to study the structure and possibi-
lities of their respective industries! His view on the central
question of stimulating industrial research and innovation was that
this ought to be done within industry itself rather than through
civil research by government departments. This, he argued, could

be achieved through the use of fiscal policy, development contracts

and the like.

Gaitskell appeared wary of the general prescriptions offered
by the Robens' Working Party particularly regarding the proposals
for reductions in defence expenditure and the imposition of direct
controls on industry. At his request a briefer set of 'Cabinet
Papers' were to be drawn up by a group of the 'senior' scientists
for circulation to the shadow cabinet with the aim of being a
'frank statement of what a Labour Government should do about
science‘.30 At the same time the main document, 'Science and the
Labour Party‘ was to be revised and a more popular version produced
for public consumption. The informal status of the Robens Working
Party meant that the document did not get formal consideration by

the NEC. The fate of the policy on science remained essentially

within Gaitskell's gift.

It was at this juncture that Bernal was drawn more directly
into the discussions. He had been kept in touch with developments
by Brumwell and had received all the documentation relating to the

drafting of 'Science and the Labour Party'. Bernal had sent his
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views on the first draft of the document shortly before the 'senior'

Sclentists group was to meet to begin preparing the 'Cabinet Papers'

for Gaitskell.31

Bernal gave a favourable reception to 'Science and the Labour
Party' commenting that it was a report of 'excellent quality but
lacking a quantitative approach'. Bernal stressed that any major
expansion of government input into civil research would have to be
predicated on a severe cut in military research spending. Bernal's
other general comments returned to his established themes of the
necessity of linking the planning of science with economic planning
particularly in the case of industrial research. Unplanned private
industry governed only by the motives of the market would continue
to be restrictive of scientific development even under a Labour
government. Scientific progress should be 'planned in relation to
a rapid expansion of production and its transformation to a modern,
fully automated industry'. In the context of the document's
proposals regarding the coordination and administration of science
Bernal warned of the dangers of an 'over-organised' science under
the conﬁrol of the civil service bureaucracy. Bernal was keen to

see scientists themselves in executive positions:

Most working scientists would not welcome
administrative control which they, not
unnaturally, fear will interfere with their
work in the same way as the larger Ministries
with which they are acquainted attempt to
reduce science to a manageable routine.

The relatively bad showing of older govern—
ment scientific departments in contrast, for
example, to Harwell, would seem to bear this
out.31a

Bernal was included in the group of 'senior' scientists who
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wWere to be responsible for the production of the 'Cabinet' discussion
Papers for Gaitskell. Others in the group included Blackett, Snow,
Williams, Dickson,with Brumwell as the unofficial organiser. This
group met seven times between September 1958 and July 1959 to discuss
the various drafts produced by its members.32 It was also respon-—
sible for monitoring the revision of 'Science and the Labour Party'
(1958), supervising the production of a discussion pamphlet once

this revision had taken place and preparing a set of speakers notes

for use at constituency level.

The drafting of the 'Cabinet Papers' was tied more closely
into the emerging 'revisionist' framework of Labour Party policy.
At the first meeting of the group George Dickson said that the
Party policy statement 'Plan for Progress' had set out the
priorities for the Party. These objectives concentrated
exclusively on aspects of economic policy rather than socialist
principle: preserving full employment; raising living standards;
increasing investment; maintaining price stability; improving

the balance of payments.33

By January 1959 a number of draft documents had been completed
and discussed by the group. These included papers on 'Technical
Manpower' (C.P. Snow), 'Priorities' (Bronowski and Williams) and
two papers by Blackett, 'Civil Research and Development' and
'Fundamental Science'.34 Bernal had written to Blackett recommen-
ding a greater emphasis on the need for government to promote
closer relations between industry and the universities. But Bernal
was strongly opposed to the suggestion that public funds should

. 35
simply be provided for private development work. Other



contributions included two papers by Forrester on 'Science and

Industry' and 'Science and the Labour Party' and a paper by Bruce

Williams on 'Science and Industry'.

The major area of debate in the compilation of the papers
arose around policy for civil research and development which was
increasingly seen as the key to economic success for any future

Labour Government. Blackett argued that:

excluding nationalisation on a big scale, the
Government has two possibilities open to it;

to leave things as they are or to buy itself

a position of influence in industry by offering
financial help for research and development
projects.36

Blackett identified a number of reasons for technological inefficiency
and backwardness of some British firms; an inadequate supply of
qualified personnel; inadequate financial resources; inadequacies
in top management; inadequate size of firms and too many firms
competing in too small a market. His recommendation was that
Government should aim to put money (estimated at £10m p.a.) into
private firms to underwrite R & D projects considered of particular
importance. Organisationally this could be done through an
expanded NRDC and through research and development contracts placed
by the research councils (primarily the DSIR) and by appropriate
ministries. Only if industry did not respond adequately to these
offers of financial help should the government take the initiative

to form new companies or buy existing ones.

Bernal was opposed fundamentally to the approach to state
intervention and its forms which Blackett was moving towards.

He felt that Blackett's proposals left 'many of the problems of
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administration ...of government control of science untouched'. He

wrote of Blackett's paper dealing with civil research and development

that:

This is inevitably a highly controversial paper.
In my opinion it is very good for us to have it
as it brings out the logical consequence of a
Labour Party policy which refuses to extend
nationalisation or to plan industry. A logically
planned civil research would be an absurdity in
an industry in which all the main sections are
under the control of private interests, and where
one of the functions of nationalised industry is
to serve the same intent. Blackett's policy is
to draw the logical conclusion from this and to
cut down direct Government applied research to

a minimum.37

Bernal saw that Blackett's approach was modelled on contract
research as it was conducted in the defence sector. Bernal had
technical as well as political objections to make of this idea.
The crucial technical difference was that in the civil sector the

government was not necessarily the final purchaser of the product

in contrast to the defence sector such as aerospace:

Such lack of control of the product would
aggrevate unsatisfactory features already
present in defence development contracts,
especially those arising from the competitive
nature of the enterprises, encouraging not
only duplication but Empire building and
holding back research workers to prevent
rivals using them. There are, in addition,
the evils of secrecy, for although perhaps
not so absolute, commercial secrecy can be as
damaging as military secrecy.

Blackett's paper was critical of the DSIR research stations and
the research associations arguing that they were unsuitable
instruments for stimulating civil research. Bernal was inclined
to blame faults on the use of 'unsuitable civil service methods,

bad liaison with industry due to ignorance, prejudice or supposed
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' 7 . - -
self-interest'. Bernal was critical also of the permeation of

government decision making bodies by private interest. He wrote

that:

These proposals imply the use of existing
government bodies, NRDC, DSIR etc. To be
efficient they would have to find some improved
method of working. Many of these bodies have
representatives of industry in them and have
never shown any inclination even to criticise
much less transform industries that they
represent. I spent nearly ten years witnessing
an entirely fruitless effort on the part of the
DSIR and ministries to improve the building
industry in this way.39

He was in favour of a more radical examination of the dilemma posed
by the desire for a strong central organisation for science combined
with the existing structure of distributed departmental scientific
concerns. The decentralised approach to governmental organisation
of science, adopted after the Second World War, had failed largely
because of the 'embittered opposition of the non-scientific civil

service'.

In spite of the division of opinion on Blackett's proposals
they were included in the final set of papers forwarded to Gaitskell,
'A Labour Government and Science'. The final collation and presen-
tation of the papers was the work of C.P. Snnwréol The set
included six contributions; 'Scientific and Technical Manpower',
'Fundamental Science', 'Science and Industry', Civil Research and
Development', 'Government Machinery to Coordinate Scientific

S e o B
Resources and Activities', 'Priorities'.

In the brief introduction to 'A Labour Government and Science'

the problems which the authors had sought to address=were spelled out:
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(a) the shortage of trained manpower;

(b) government machinery was needed to give
adequate guidance and coordination to
the national scientific effort;

(c) the problem created by the fact that
defence R & D absorbed 60% of all
scientist and technologists and the
implications of that imbalance for
civil research;

(d) the question of priorities for an in-
coming Labour Government.

The paper by Snow on scientific and technical manpower drew
attention to the shortage and the inadequacy of previous forecasts
(for example,by the ACSP).42 Snow went on to outline the need for
expansion at every level, from the numbers of science teachers in
schools, to the number of places available at universities and
colleges. In particular he stated that a minimum of 4 and prefer-
ably 6 new university institutions ought to be in existence before
the end of the 1960s. On the qualitative aspects of the problem

Snow felt that it:

...may be necessary to continue to sacrifice

a generation to specialised training to make

up as early as possible for the present

shortages. In the long run, however, we

must modify the national drift to extreme

specialisation.a

Blackett's contribution on basic science was again a plea

for expansion, particularly for greater financial support for
university research, but within the existing institutional frame-
work. He envisaged no change in the existing arrangement under
which the UGC was responsible to the Treasury and the research

councils to the Lord President. However, he did suggest that

the functions of the DSIR in relation to the universities could



be transformed into a new research council. The secretary of such
a council would then be able to devote all his time to research in
the universities leaving the secretary of the DSIR to devote himself
to the DSIR research stations, the research associations and other
activities. A further innovation suggested by Blackett was the
establishment of new institutes for pure research in specialised

fields such as geochemistry and geophysics.44

William's péper, 'Science and Industry', identified a number
of factors for Britain's relatively poor performance in industrial
innovation. These included the fact that science-based industries
were parasitic on university research which did little research into
traditional processes; the low prestige and lack of provision of
management education; the poor communication of research and
technical knowledge and low competitive pressure to eliminate
inefficiency. Finally, Williams argued that along with the
general shortage of scientists and technologists there was a lack
of an overall approach to the economics of research. Williams
then went on to elaborate briefly some remedial measures stressing
that these would be linked to other changes in government policy
specified in other papers in the collection. (These included the
setting up of a Scientific and Technical Planning Beard, the
increased supply of qualified manpower and the implementation of

the policy for government research contracts.)

The aim of government policy in the private sector would have
to be the 'elimination of unreceptive firms' by 'the abolition of
restrictive practices, the creation of more competition by

increased industrial R & D and the take-over of selected firms'.
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Thus the document envisaged only limited forms of intervention and
largely through existing mechanisms and institutions. For example,

4 greater role was envisaged for the research associations. Williams
proposed that special ad hoc teams drawn from the research associa-
tions might be created for work on projects suggested by the Scientific
and Technical Planning Board. As with the other contributions

little consideration was given to the role of trade unions and
scientists' organisations. However, Williams did suggest that more
effective trade union participation might be facilitated through
Development Councils which might be set up under the existing
enabling legislation of the Industrial Organisation and Development

Acts.45

Blackett's proposals for civil research and development
(already discussed above) and the premise underlying the paper on
government machinery to coordinate science was that 'the less overt
change in the existing government machinery, the better'. The
proposals were aimed at strengthening the existing structure by
insisting that the Lord President of the Council would have
ministerial status and a stronger staff (for example, with the
appointment of a full permanent secretaryh The Lord President's
office would be staffed by a small but highly powered administra-
tive and scientific secretariat. The setting up of a Scientific
and Technical Planning Board on a similar basis to the Economic

Planning Board remained the most strongly recommended institutional

change.

The final paper on priorities bore the imprint of some of

the earlier criticisms by Bernal. The paper was initially drafted
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by Bronowski but was subsequently amended along lines indicated by
Bernal to incorporate the notion of phasing the implementation of
policy by a future Labour Government. The central point is made
that decisions on defence policy would sharply affect the issues

raised in the other papers:

A sudden and sharp disarmament would profoundly
alter the emphasis in nearly all the papers,
but especially those on Science and Industry
and Scientific and Technical Manpower.47

The paper then attempts to establish a framework of priorities
for an incoming Labour government independently .of this consider-

ation.

Three phases of implementation are outlined beginning with
government appointments; the launching of a crash programme for
science teaching; initiation of plans for new universities;
increased expenditure on fundamental research; and consideration
of proposals to subsidise industrial civil research. The second
phase of implementation would involve the setting up of the
Scientific and Technical Planning Board and a new Fundamental
Science Research Council; the expansion of research into manage-
ment structures and processes; and expansion of the Preduction
Advisory Section of the Board of Trade. The third phase is geared
almost exclusively to the development of new industries on the
basis of technological innovation and the modernisation of tradi-
tional industries. The two principal industries singled out for
direct stimulation are the electronics industry in its application
to automation and precision developments of metallurgical and

similar processes for atomic energy-. In both cases reference 1s
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made to the need for planning. Particularly in the case of auto-
mation reference is made to the need for 'study by the Labour Party

of the social transformation which automation implies’.

Brumwell organised a further informal dinner on 27th August
1959 at which the 'senior' scientists met Gaitskell and Wilson to

discuss their efforts.48 Gaitskell remarked that:

...the document is precisely what he asked
for and that he is prepared to accept it as
the basis for his Eolicy on Science if
returned to power. 9

This was particularly significant in view of the impending October
general election. Wilson endorsed Gaitskell's remarks and
suggested that science should receive 'a section or two in the
election manifesto'. Science was to make an important contri-
bution to giving the 'right image' of the Labour Party as modern

and forward looking:

It was agreed that an imaginative and con-
temporary attitude to the use of science
today well becomes the Labour Party who
believe in planning, and might provide an
encouraging sign of alertness and pioneering
spirit to the electorate.”9

A short leaflet was to be issued to show that the Party intended

to 'plan a full use of science to hasten the good and peaceful

1i.fe'.51

This statement was issued in the midst of the election

. 52
campaign on the 1lst October under the title A New Deal for Science.

The statement promised the appointment of a senior minister with
general responsibility for scientific affairs, the expansion of

scientific and technological education and 'the more rapid application
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of the latest scientific knowledge to industry'. This latter goal

was to be achieved through an increased number of research and dev

1

b
[*]
o
I

ment civilian contracts given by the government, individual firms
receiving grants for approved long-term research projects and the
amalgamation of smaller firms to produce enterprises of a size to

Support major research programmes:

In order to supervise the application of
science in industry we shall set up under

the Minister concerned a scientific and
technical planning board whose task it will

be to advise the Government on the direction
of industrial R & D, on the awards of research
contracts and on the grants to individual
firms.53

Brumwell wrote to Bernal commenting on the statement that:

This is entirely written from the version
which I had done for them by C.P.Snow and Bruno
(Bronowski). However, it doesn't read too
badly and contains most of the points. The
important thing is that Gaitskell accepted our
yellow striped document (the Cabinet papers)

as exactly what he wanted, and a policy to
which he would commit himself, so that really

I do think all our efforts have been worthwhile
and we must have taken a step forward.

However, despite these efforts of the scientists and Gaitskell's
commitment to the policy, science policy issues were not a marked
feature of the 1959 election campaign. There were pledges from
both main political parties to appoint a Minister for Science and

as Vig has pointed out:

The significance of the 1959 proposals for a
Science Ministry was that party politicians

had come - if reluctantly - to see the political
relevance of scientific development, and that
the post-war consensus on civil science policy
was beginning to break. In particular the way
was open for further proposals for reform of
government science administration.”?
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The work of the Gaitskell Group had provided the groundwerk for

the Labour Party to exploit the breakdown of the post-war consensus
on science policy. However, in the period 1959 to 1964 the initial
endeavours of Labour in the area of science policy weres to under-

go major modification. As Wolff argues:

In 1959 the Labour Party offered a starkly
etatiste alternative to Lord Hailsham's
laissez-faire science policy in their
proposal of a high centralised Ministry of
Science. By 1964 a new compromise had
been reached between Fabian etatism and

the pluralism of the 'revisionists'.

This compromise consisted of an essentially
'technocratic’ solution to the conflict
between the need for state intervention

and the desire to retain the goodwill of
industrialists by maintaining their
autonomy. The establishment of the
Ministry of Technology fulfilled these twin
objectives.56

2.3. Regroupment

In the aftermath of its defeat at the polls in 1959 the Labour
Party was convulsed by fundamental debates over Clause IV of the
Party's constitution and the issue of unilateral disarmament.
The endeavour to create a distinctive policy for science and
technology provided common ground for the various political tenden-
cies within the Party. As Vig has argued the espousal in the
period 1959-1964 by Labour of a 'scientific image' satisfied both
the interventionist aspirations of the left and the electoral

ambitions of revisionists.

Building upon the revisionist analyses of the mid-1950s

Gaitskell argued that the Party needed to revoke its constitutional
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cormitment to massive nationalisation and reassure the electorate

that Labour had accepted the modern age. By projecting an image
of a modernised party he hoped to build a broad based appeal to
newly emerging social and professional groups. However, at the
post-election special conference in November 1959 he faced bitter
opposition and accusations of 'betraying socialism'. Sked and
Cook have pointed out that this opposition came not only from the

left but also from the 'pragmatic right':

Speakers such as Barbara Castle and Richard
Crossman argued passionately for the retention
of the 1918 constitution and although Anthony
Crosland and others berated them for their
'conservatism' in this regard, the truth was
they were in the majority. For not only did
they have the traditional left behind them;
they also enjoyed the support of the pragmatic
right. This consisted of people like Harold
Wilson who saw the dispute in practical rather
ideological terms.>9

Wilson felt that Gaitskell had unnecessarily brought the issues
into a self-destructive prominence when the fundamentalism of the
left could be dealt with in a more pragmatic and subtle way. For
the left public ownership remained a pre-condition for the planning
of science. Barbara Castle, chairman of the 1959 post-election

conference told its delegates that:

We can no more win the battle of nuclear
power, electronics and automation on the
principle of laissez-faire than we could
have won the last war on the same principle.

However, these various streams of thought were to some extent
merged and unified through the policy statement produced for the

October conference in 1960, Labour in the 1960s. Haseler argues
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that it is 1960 which can be regarded as the key date in the emer-
gence of science as serious political issue in the Labour Party,

Labour in the 1960s was drafted by Morgan Phillips who had at:=nded

the very first informal dinner given by Marcus Brumwell to discuss
the Labour Party and science. The statement presented a blueprint
of the framework of party policy for the coming decade and stressed

the relevance of the 'scientific revolution' to modern social and

political development.61

The conference debate on the statement was overshadowed by
the defeat of the leadership on the issue of unilateral disarmament.
However, Wilson's speech recommending the document to conference
anticipated his famous speech of three years later when as leader
of the Party he placed the 'scientific and technological revolution'
at the centre of his political campaign. In 1960 Wilson was
already urging the Party to make a specific appeal to scientists
and advocating the harnessing of science and socialism. He

stated:

This is our message for the 60s - a Socialist -
inspired scientific and technological revolution
releasing energy on an enormous scale and deployed
not for the destruction of mankind but for
enriching mankind beyond our wildest dreams.

Over the next three years a whole series of initiatives unfolded

which would attempt to translate this rhetoric into policy.

In addition to the centrality given to the scientific revo-

lution by Labour in the 1960s a number of other developments had

taken place to reinforce Labour's interest in science policy.

Robens had founded a new parliamentary group, the Labour Party
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Science Group, which had begun to meet to discuss in detail the
s . 63 :

existing policy documents. This followed on from Robens'

appointment as Shadow Minister of Science in opposition to

Hailsham.“

In December 1960 a Science and Industry Subcommittee of the
NEC was established to give substance to the strategy outlined in

Labour in the 1960s. This committee met for over two years under

the chairmanship of Harold Wilson and served as a useful vehicle
for Wilson to keep in touch with this increasingly important

field of policy formation. The committee included left-wing MPs
such as Barbara Castle and Peter Shore together with Arthur
Skeffington MP. At the first meeting of the committee it was
agreed that Wilson and Shore should consult the informal groups of
scientists who had previously been advising the Party 'with a view
to coordinating their work with that of the committee'.65 Wilson
was increasingly to take responsibility for soliciting advice from
the Party's scientific supporters whilst Gaitskell, preoccupied
with the threats to his leadership, seemed to lose interest in

this aspect of policy.

The election defeat had left the future role of Gaitskell's
scientific advisers in doubt. However, Brumwell organised an
informal meeting of the 'senior' group of scientists (now also
referred to as the 'VIP Group' of scientists) in June 1960.
Brumwell in a background document prepared for the meeting,
'"Progress Report on Labour and Science', outlined a possible

future programme of work.  The 'senior' scientists group would
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continue to meet to give advice and policy guidance and it was
proposed that a full-time officer should be erployed at Transport
House to coordinate the supply of information on science to the
Party. The Working Party of 'junior' scientists had already
agreed to continue to meet to produce a popular version of the

draft statement 'Science and the Labour Partf.66

At the meeting in June 1960 it was Wilson (and not Gaitskell)
who was present as the senior politician. He strongly supported
the continued existence of the VIP group and hoped in particular
that it would be able to provide ammunition for a parliamentary
attack on Hailsham's passive role as Minister for Science. In
addition Wilson wanted the group to provide guidance and policy
for the long term to the Shadow Cabinet. Bronowski argued that
the Conservative government had shown two great weaknesses;
Hailsham seemed to have taken little action in the scientific
field and the governments new education plans carried 'no teeth'.
Thus there was scope to develop a debate to the government's
disadvantage. Newitt, however, was disappointed that the Labour
Party was, apparently, playing down the role of Shadow Minister
forScience. Robens had been removed and no replacement had yet
been appointed. Similarly George Dickson was concerned that no

steps had been taken to inform or involve the trade union

movement.

The shorter version of 'Science and the Labour Party' was
prepared by Nigel Calder based on the work of the 'junior'

scientists group.68 This was published in March 1961 as
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Science and the Future of Britain but not as official Labour Party

69

policy.

Brumwell wrote to Bernal that:

Harold Wilson seems to be taking this very
much under his wing nowadays, although Fred
Peart is the new Shadow Labour Science
Minister. HW is very anxious for our group
to continue to help him and the party.?é
Similarly Brumwell was writing to Blackett to convey the message

of Wilson's enthusiasm for the work of the informal advisory

groups:

I think it is fair to claim that partly as

- resu%t of §11 our efforts the Labour Party

1s taking science a bit more seriously

nowadays./’1

It was in the context of Wilson's continuing support, therefore,

that Brumwell, in May 1961, circulated fresh proposals on the Party's
need for scientific advice. Brumwell emphasised the need to develop
the Party's links with other sections of the labour movement who
were concerned with issues of science and technology. Firstly,
Brumwell emphasised the need to develop links with the TUCs Scientific
Advisory Committee.  Secondly, there was a need to develop contacts
with the Joint Parliamentary and Scientific Advisory Committee which
was the principal parliamentary forum of the scientific and tech-
nical trades unions. He proposed also that the National Executive's
Science and Industry Sub-committee should organise working parties
which would consider specific issues (a practice subsequently adopted

- 2 3 . .
by the commltteg)7 However, these organisational suggestions went

largely unrealised and the existing informal model for the science

166



advisory groups predominated.

Brumwell had,in addition,suggested that the PLP Science Group
should have scientists attached to it and also link up with the
JPSAC.  Blackett lent his support to this idea of organising panels
of sympathetic scientists to provide advice to MPs.?3 However,
the suggestion appears to have been opposed by Peart, the new
Shadow Minister for Science, who was 'quite clear that it is the
Parliamentary Scientific Committee which must and will make arrange-
ments for the briefing of MPst?a In contrast to the period
1956-59 parliament was now increasingly emerging as a forum for

the debate of science policy issues.

Following the now well established pattern, an informal
dinner took place on 23rd June 1961 at Browns Hotel. Brumwell
had arranged the meeting so that Wilson could 'consult our senior
scientists and tell them what the Party needs'. Those present
at the dinner included, (in addition to Brumwell and Wilson)

Fred Peart, Bernal, Blackett, Bronowski, Lockspeiser, Bruce

Williams, George Dickson, R.G. Forrester and Peter Shore.

Peart was both suspicious and critical of the group. He
apparently felt that it had been in the past too exclusively
identified with Robens. His own inclination was to rely on his
own parliamentary support rather than the informal and unofficial
advice of the VIP Group. (However, Peart's tenure of the post of
Shadow Minister was to be short lived.) Peart's view of his

job was that it:
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.+.1s to help the Labour Party create a
scientific image of itself and for this he
has the assistance of the PLP Science Group
and other PLP grou?s e.g. Fuel and Power
and Atomic Energy.’6

However, Wilson as chairman of the Science and Industry Sub-
committee was anxious that the group should turn its attention to
examining the role of the Ministry for Science as well as Britain's
future participation in space research. Wilson also wanted the
group to provide some advice on the direction of agricultural
research. On the key question of government intervention and
science and industry Wilson felt that the group should await the

forthcoming document from the Home Policy Sub-committee.  Bernal

commented critically that:

...the relations between the government and
industry and the subject of science and
industry as so far discussed by us, does not
take into account one factor, namely the
relation of the needs of the people to the
goods that should be provided for them.’7

This relative neglect of the definition of social needs in
relation to policy was not to be rectified by the proposals on
science and industry contained in the document presented to the

1961 annual conference, Signposts for the Sixties. The policy

presented for the stimulation of scientific and technological

innovation in industry was based on an enlargement and restructuring

. 78
of the National Research and Development Corporation (NRDC).
This would be authorised to initiate its own science-based
production or engage in joint ventures with private firms. It

was to encourage R & D in the private, civil sector by placing

research contracts, Examples of promising areas for the
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stimulation of new advances included textile machinery, shipbuilding
techniques, machine tools and electronics. Rather than embarking
Oon a programme of large scale nationalisation the NRDC would also
have a role in re-vitalising and modernising industry by the
setting up of new, publicly owned plants. The aim would be to

fill specific 'technology gaps' in particular industries.79

Despite this continuing emphasis on the role of science and
technology the members of the Gaitskell Group were increasingly
to experience a sense of frustration. In the autumn of 1961 the
Shadow Minister for Science was again replaced with the appointment
of Hugh Mitchison MP. Brumwell wrote to Bernal following the
appointment of Mitchison and commenting on the Science and Industry

Sub-committee:

...the most exciting feature to my mind
however, was that Frank Cousins has now
joined this sub-committee, I have never
met him before but regard him as out-
standing. Obvious are the implications
if we can get some science-mindedness into
the TUC through him.80

The Science and Industry Sub-committee had been discussing topics
such as space research, technical aid to the commonwealth, the
balance of Britain's research effort and the govermment's role in
civil research and development. Following the publication of

Signposts for the Sixties it was to concentrate its energies on

the proposals to revitalise the NRDC and the expansion of public
investment in private industry. The other focus of its attention

was to be an appraisal of the national scientific and technical

manpower needs.
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The setting up of the Trend Committee in March 1962 to enquire
into the organisation of civil science provided renewed political
motivation for the discussion of science policy issues. At Wilson's
instigation an informal dinner of the VIP Group was held in June
1962.  Brumwell prepared a summary of existing Labour Party
proposals on government organisation for science.81 Wilson's
immediate concern was with the possibility of an early general
election in May or October 1963. He wanted a succinct statement
of priorities for science to provide the Party with a 'science
plank for the election platform'. 1In addition he suggested a
statement for the public (possibly drafted by Bronowski and Snow)
outlining Labour's policy. The original document, 'Science and
the Labour Party' and the 'Cabinet papers’ were also in need of

revision.

The meeting was well attended including Bernal, Blackett,
Bronowski, Brumwell, Carter, Dickson, Forrester, Glass, Lockspeiser,
Millwood, Mitchison, Newitt, Skeffington and Wilson. The dis-
cussion ranged over much of the ground that had been covered at
previous gatherings. Newitt was critical of the frequent changes
in the Labour Shadow Minister for Science which suggested that the
post lacked status. Newitt's comments reflected a growing sense
of frustration and dissatisfaction felt by the scientists at the
apparent sclerosis which had now seemed to have overtaken the Party
with regard to science policy. Forrester was also concerned that
opportunities were being lost by the Parliamentary Party for
pressing the case that the National Economic Development Council

(NEDC) should be taking full account of scientific and technological
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possibilities.

2.4, Frustration

A crisis in the relations between Gaitskell and his senior
scientific advisers was precipitated by a circular drafted by
Bronowski, 'Handling of Scientific Affairs by the Labour Party'.83
He had been distressed by the June meeting with the representatives
of the Parliamentary Party (i.e. Wilson, Mitchison, Skeffington
and Millwood). Bronowski's charge was that the Party was making
a radical error in under-valuing the post of Shadow Minister for Science
since Hailsham seemed particularly reluctant to use all the
powers which were available to him. This provided the Party with
an important opportunity to attack the Conservative Government.

It was Bronowski's contention that this missed opportunity sprang
from the lack of a sufficient number of members of the Parliamentary
Labour Party with the scientific credentials to carry out the task.
The frequent changes in the Shadow Minister was both bad for policy
and bad for morale. Bronowski felt that the post should be held
by a politician with a proven scientific background or at least
have the support of a Parliamentary Secretary with such a back-
ground and with a view to later succession to the post. (Bronowski
suggested the recently elected mathematician Dr. Jeremy Bray.)sa
The Minister should also have 'the support of one or two young

men to keep him informed of developments in science and technology'.

Unless such changes were brought about Bronowski wrote that:

Frankly, I see no point in going on with
these delightful but frustrating dinner
parties otherwise.
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Brumwell circulated Bronowski's criticisms in September proposing

that the group should meet without the presence of the politicians.

Blackett responded by agreeing that there was a 'need for a
scientifically-minded Labour MP to play a major part in the
deliberation of the Group'.86 He felt, however, that it was not
within the competence of the group to require that anyone selected
for this role would be made Minister for Science. Lockspeiser
likewise wrote to Brumwell reporting that he shared Bronowski's

frustration and suggested Austen Albu MP as a possible candidate.s?

A meeting of the VIP Scientists Group (without politicians)
duly took place on the 17th October 1962. There was general
agreement that a trenchant letter should be sent to Gaitskell
signed by all the senior scientists expressing their frustration
with the present situation. However, it was also agreed that it
would be politic to get Wilson's approval of the letter which was
to be drafted by Brumwe11.88 Wilson subsequently gave his
approval to Brumwell's draft which strongly criticised the Party's
failure and in effect delivered an ultimatum to Gaitskell. The

letter argued that:

Science and technology are today an essential
part of our culture and our economy. The
Party needs to take this into account. The
Government is failing to do so and we should
focus our fire on this weakness...We believe
there is a great public interest in science...
which the Party has not yet found how to tap
and harness. We are convinced this is an
important task ahead of us.89

Attached to the letter was a two page memorandum, 'Science and the

Labour Party', which summarised the activities of the Group, its
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support for the Party's actions and decisions in the field of science
policy including the appointment of the Shadow Minister for Science,
the setting up of the Science and Industry sub-committes and the
recent recruitment of a professional scientist to the Labour

Party's research department.

More importantly, however, it catalogued a long list of dis-

appointments which the scientists felt:

(a) the frequent changes in the Shadow Minister
and the fact that science was in most cases
only one of his responsibilities;

(b) the infrequent meetings of the Science and
Industry Sub—committee;

(c) the inadequate preparation for and co-
ordination of the science debates;

(d) the failure to mount a continuous attack
on the Minister's and Government policy
in relation to Science;

(e) the very few MPs involved in the presentation
of the Party's policy on Science and their
lack of continuing self-preparation for such
a task;

(f) the NEC's Report to Conference 1962, which
demonstrated a lack of appreciation of the
scientific aspects of other fields of Party
policy, e.g. the absence of any scientist
on the Study Group on Higher Education and
on the Finance and Economic Policy Sub-
committee;

(g) the inadequacy of the Secretariat in this
field both in the House and at Transport
House.90

The document drew the conclusion that science in fact was accorded
a low priority and that this position needed to be radically trans-
formed if there was to be any value in the continued work of the
informal science advisory group. The immediate changes being

sought included the appointment of a Shadow Minister with no other
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responsibilities than science supported by a Secretariat alsc with

no other responsibility.gl

Gaitskell's reply on the 8th November was both short and
non-committal:
I am very glad you wrote and in such clear
and positive terms...I should like to think
about what you say and in particular consider
how best we should next proceed. I will
write to you again shortly.92
Whilst the frustrated scientists had been petitioning
Gaitskell he had privately established his own working party on
science, government and industry under Robert Maxwe11.93 However,
Gaitskell's principal concern had been to consolidate his leader-
ship and,as Haseler points,out it was only 'by the close of 1962

Gaitskell's ascendancy in the Party was complete'.g4

Although Wilson's Science and Industry Sub-committee had made
little headway in contributing to policy it provided him with a
useful base. In contrast to Gaitskell, Wilson's continued
courting of sympathetic scientists was evident, for example, at a
private dinner party held at Brown's Hotel on 16th November 1962.
The guests invited by Brumwell on Wilson's behalf included Sir
Howard Florey, President of the Royal Society, Frank Cousins,
General Secretary of the Transport and General Workers Union, and
T Bernal.g5 Wilson's subsequent assumption of the leadership
of the Party transformed the prospects for its scientific

supporters. Haseler has written that:
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The modernisation of Labour that had begun
under Gaitskell was both consolidated and
expanded under Harold Wilson. He added

the further dimension of science and techno-
logy to Labour's existing revisionism and
elevated it into a major election plank in

the Party's platfora for the 1964 General
Election.96

35 The Crossman Group

Following his election as leader of the Labour Party Harold

Wilson appointed R.H.S. Crossman as Shadow Minister for Science

and Higher Education.g?

Crossman clearly saw the question of the social and political
control of technological change as functional for forging Labour
Party unity. He wrote later (with reference to Harold Wilson's

speech to the 1963 party conference) that:

...we realised that here was the new,creative
Socialist idea needed to reconcile the
Revisionists of the Right with the Tradition-
alists of the left. Harold Wilson succeeded
where Hugh Gaitskell failed because he did not
propose a substitute for the old Socialism.
Instead he offered a reaffirmation of its
traditional moral and political argument in
ultra-modern terms.

And it was to be Blackett who was to emerge as Crossman's principal
adviser on scientific matters. Blackett had a number of dis-
cussions with Crossman and Brumwell concerning the 'mext steps in
helping to formulate a set of briefs on Science Policy for future
Labour ministers'. These had called into question the continued
existence of the Gaitskell Group. Blackett's reasons for the

dissolution of the existing group were based on the need to bring
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1 1 . . .
new blood' into the process of policy formation. He felt it was
lmperative to involve more MPs and younger scientists; a possible

source being the recently created Fabian Science Study Group.99

The conclusion was that Crossman should at once establish a
Science Working Party (with himself as chairman) reporting to the
Science and Industry Sub-committee and drawing its membership from
that committee, the Fabian study group and the Gaitskell group.
Blackett saw the main tasks of such a working party as bringing
up to date the documents prepared for Gaitskell in the late 1950s,
commenting on the Labour Party report on 'A Policy for Higher

Education' and producing studies of other fields where a Labour

government would have to take immediate action.100

Brumwell had circulated a letter to members of the Gaitskell
Group at Wilson's election which expressed great satisfaction with

this turn of events:

You may be wondering what is going on about
the effort of our group of distinguished
scientists to advise the Labour Party about
science in view of today's changed circum—
stances...in the new situation it appears
that the whole activity of pepping up the
Labour Party's attitude towards science has
taken a violent and admirable step forward.
You will have noticed the appointment of
Crossman as Shadow Labour Minister and he
is co-opting more people on to the 'science
and industry' sub-committee of the NEC.

He is also considering the formation of an
advisory panel, somewhat like the one we, .,
produced but it will be more official...

Crossman had replaced Wilson as chairman of the Science and Industry
sub-committee in January !963.102 The work of the sub-committee had

lapsed during much of 1962 but it had been formally reconstituted

by the Home Policy Committee in November 1962 when it had been agreed:
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That the Science and Industry Committee be
invited, in consultation with the TUC, to
undertake the study of training and re-
training in industry.103

(This initiative had been undertaken in response to the publication

of a government White Paper on industrial training).

In addition the committee had been given the task of making
proposals on the work of the Ministry for Science under a future
Labour Government; the work of the state research organisations;
the NRDC and the research effort of private industry. The committee
was considerably enlarged (from a membership of 10 to 20) and with
its membership overlapping with Crossman's science advisory group
which was constituted in March 1963. However, despite its apparently
wide remit, its main focus of attention was on the issue of industrial
training but served as the official channel for the submission of

reports from other groups on science policy to the NEC.

A further resource in the new moves by Wilson and Crossman
to give science a high political profile was provided by the Fabian
Society Science Study Group. This had been formed as a result of
weekend school on science policy in November 1961 sponsored by
the Fabian Society. The group consisted of a number of MPs
including Austen Albu and Dr. Jeremy Bray together with some
junior research workers and civil servants. Stanley Mayne in
some introductory notes for the group had ambitiously claimed that
its purpose was to provide 'a blue print for the next Labour
Government'. Mayne's principal proposal was for some kind of
'scientific parliament' or council which would be representative

of the interests of science and technology at a national level.
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(Other papers were presented to the group by Jeremy Bray, Dennis
Sims and Austen Albu). However, the group was 'too divided on

organisational questions to issue a collective report'.104

Following Blackett's advice Crossman held a meeting at the
House of Commons on 13th March designed to coordinate the various
groups working on science policy issues. The meeting was chaired
by Crossman and attended by a range of interested scientists and
MPs: A. Albu MP, Blackett, Dr. B.V. Bowden, Dr. J. Bray MP, Brumwell,
Prof.C.E. Carter, Tam Dalyell MP, R.G. Forrester, Dr. J.R. Godfrey,
Judith Hart MP, P.V. Posner, Lord Shackleton, J. Maynard Smith, and
T. PiEt: Terry Pitt had recently been appointed to the Labour
Party's Research Department (partly as a result of the earlier
criticisms of the 'senior' scientists - Pitt had a Dip.Tech.degree
from the Birmingham College of Advanced Technology) &m»3 was to act as
secretary to what would be known as the Crossman Group. He was
to play a key role in maintaining links with Transport House and

the Science and Industry Sub—committee.105

Thg Crossman Group in fact took the form of three separate
Working Parties on scientific manpower, government machinery for
science policy and civil research and development.  These working
parties were to be responsible for the drafting of reports which
were to form the basis of the first major conference organised by
the Labour Party at the Bonnington Hotel in July 1963.  The
working party on scientific manpower consisted of Blackett, Bowden,
Dalyell and Prof. Wynne Jones, that on government machinery for
science policy of Albu, Brumwell, Forrester, Godfrey, Maynard Smith

and Lord Shackleton and that of civil research and development
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consisted of Albu, Blackett, Bowden, Bray, Carter, Judith Hart,

Posner and Williams.106

The agenda of the Crossman Group was to construct the policies
based on the 'new case for socialist planning' but in terms which
would appeal to the broadest constituency within the party. In
addition Wilson's electoral strategy was partly based on winning the

support of new professional groups to support the Labour Party.

A further meeting was convened in June to coordinate this
strategy at Wilson's initiative. In spite of the reorganisation
entailed by the creation of the Crossman working parties, this was
to take the form of the traditional pattern of an informal dinner
involving the scientific 'VIPs'. (Bernal, for example, was invited
but was absent in the United States.) Those present included the
core of the Gaitskell Group: Blackett, Bronowski, Brumwell, Dickson,
Forrester, Lockspeiser, Newitt, Snow and Williams.TO? Wilson was
concerned with the possibility of an early general election and was
anxious to get the scientists remewed support in raising Labour's
profile as the party of science. A key factor in this was the
proposal for a major conference in July to canvas the views of all
the various policy groups which had addressed scientific and tech-

nological issues.

The meeting discussed the next steps to be taken. Wilson
and Crossman agreed to the holding of the Labour Party and Science
Conference; the production of a set of 'Cabinet Papers' to be
ready by mid-July; the launching of an Association of Labour
Scientists; the drawing-up of an 'electioneering manifesto'

(perhaps to be signed by 12-20 distinguished scientists); the
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formation of various working parties; and giving censideration to
the status of appointments to the Ministry for Science. The work
of the Crossman Group was reflected in papers presented at the
Labour Party and Science conference held at the Bonnington Hotel
on the 20th and 21st July 1963. The confarence was sponsored
jointly by the Labour Party and the Fabian Society. This
conference had been designed to bring together the various (and
politically disparate) groups working on aspects of science
policy; the Working Parties of the Crossman Science Group, the
Science and Industry Sub-committee, Robert Maxwell's Group, the
Fabian Society Science Study Group and the Fuel and Power Group.
In addition invitations were also dispatched to various senior
trade unionists, economists, industrialists and a miscellany of
sympathetic intellectuals. The meeting was to discuss a proposal
to establish an Association of Labour Scientists (ALS) and the
various approaches to science policy raised in the discussion

08

papers.

Three of the discussion papers stemmed directly from the work
of the Crossman Science Group. These included 'Civil research and
development', (Carter and Williams), 'The expansion of higher
scientific and technical education', (Blackett), and 'Science and
government: some key questions', (Crossman). Two further papers,
"An immediate programme of civil R & D', and 'New public enterprise',
dealt with aspects of the problem of encouraging technological
innovation through new forms of public ownership reflecting some
of the Party's 'revisionist' thinking. The essence of the short
term proposals on civil R & D was the setting up of four full-time,

high-powered planning teams designed to press forward technical
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programmes of development in four specific industries. A furcther
paper, 'Expansion of the arts and social sciences', advocated the

setting up of a new research council for the social sciences. In
common with Blackett's paper on scientific and technical education
the central theme was of the state's rcle in initiating programmes
of expansion. A final background paper from the Maxwell group

presented a broad discussion of the problems of government organ-

5 : F 10
i1sation and science. ?

The empirical work of Carter and Williams had led them to
challenge fundamental aspects of earlier attempts to formulate
labour movement policies for science and technologzy. They
criticised the simplistic pre-occupation with the quantitative
level of research and development expenditures. Williams argued
that there was no simple relationship between research expenditure

and econcmic growth at the national level:

There is...no obvious logical step from the
observed effects of applied science on past
growth to the conclusion that national
expenditure on research and development is
the key to future national growth.110

Similarly the linear model of the innovation process was called
into question because it naively implied that industrial innova-

tion was a simple function of research.

Carter and Williams pointed out that both in the United Kingdom
and the United States a high proportion of research and development
was geared to military needs and had a relatively small 'growth

fallout':
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Perhaps 507 of the British R.D. effort has no
growth objective. In addition there are many
fields where, although R.D. work has, or should
have, a growth objective, the likely growth
effect is small. For example, civil R.D. on
atoms and aircraft is more than 107 of our total
expenditure, and there is no good reason to
expect in either field a %rowth content propor-
tionate to expenditure.!!

In addition they laid greater stress on technological as distinct
from purely scientific advance and emphasised the need to ensure
greater exploitation of existing knowledge as compared with the

production of new knowledge:

...in relation to British industry as a whole,
the main place to look for an explanation of
our failure to get more growth from science is
not at the point where new science is being
created but at the point where existing science
and technology can be used in industry. It is
this that sets the context of our discussion
of government intervention.112

Their approach to policy was based on a rejection of general
principles in favour of a differentiated approach assessing specific
industrial sectors, scientific disciplines and technologies.

Points for government intervention should be chosen on the basis

of some 'incongruity' between scientific and technological oppor-
tunity and and institutions of industry such as size of firms,
restrictive practices, protected markets, the need for large

research and development expenditures or the lack of management

with scientific background.

In their keynote paper delivered at the Bonnington conference
they contrasted two types of government policy for industrial
research.1t3 The 'passive' type assumed that 'industry knows best'

and confined itself to providing help a point of special difficulty
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determined by industry rather than government. Carter and Williams
contrast this approach with an 'active' type of policy which seeks

to intervene to inject scientific and technical resources into
industry in order to change it (even against industry's own wishes).
The forms of intervention they advocated included: direct control

of production; subsidies or large initial orders from government;
public information and advice; contrast development; tax incentives;
direct government applied research; and the encouragement of employ-
ment of scientists and technologists. These modes of intervention
embodied in a more systematic way some of the pragmatic responses
various governments had tried. They remarked in a later paper

that:

...the problem of scientific policy is not
one of devising totally new methods, but
of applying more forcefully and in new
areas methods that have long been used or
considered. 114

However, they pointed out that 'there was virtually no government
machinery in existence for finding or appraising the facts relating

. . > 115
to policy on science and industry'.

An active policy of state intervention would require the
creation in each operational department of government a strong unit
able to deploy technologists and economists to provide appraisals
of specific industries rather than any over—arching centralised
Ministry. They recognised that any series of studies of specific
industries would have to be linked to some form of long-term
planning - carried out by the NEDC or the Ministry for Science

office. This process they argued:
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-..does not consist of asking eminent scientists
or industrialists to parade their hobby

horses; it is a job for technologists,
economists and statisticians.

Thus Carter and Williams played down the potential role of

scientific advisers. This elicited emphatic disagreement from

Bernal:

The idea of arranging the future of research
without scientists is violently reactionary...
For every important industrial advance I
could quote serious reports by engineering
experts and economists to show_that they

were impossible and useless.!!

Carter and Williams classified the assistance which could be
given by government according to the various stages of the innova-
tion process: information; research; development; production
and marketing. With regard to information, they challenged the
prevailing Treasury view that industry itself should pay the cost
of technical advice and advocated government subsidy to provide
such services to industry via the universities, CATs etc. They
were critical of research aid given by research associations and
government laboratories. They recommended extension of the policy
of earmarking grants for particular pieces of research work;

strengthening government representation on research association

governing boards.

Carter and Williams were not convinced that there was adequate
commercial assessment of the work of the government's own research
establishments. They favoured a policy of attaching research
stations to their appropriate operational department. Bernal,
however, saw the problem as deeply rooted in an antagonism between

scientists and civil service methods and procedures.
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Government intervention at the development stagz of the inno-
vation process was envisaged by Carter and Williams principally in
the form of civil development contracts. Contracts sections could
be created in relevant government departments with NRDC playing a
role as agent. Bernal remained wary of this method based as it
was on an analogy with military developmeat contracts 'which

certainly produced goods quickly but also led to excessive profits

and wastage'.118

They proposed a number of penalties for laziness and inefficiency
in the exploitation of new technologies by industry. These included
more effective action to prevent restrictive practices and for the
control of monopolies; readiness to reduce import duties to create
sharper competitive pressure; production contracts to break up
particular areas of backwardness. Improvements in management
education was also argued to be vital for improving the rates of

application of new technologies.

Carter and Williams were very critical of the performance of
the nationalised industries; social ownership was not necessarily

the guarantee of effective innovation:

The nationalised industries should have been
the leader in the intensive and effective use
of science. Instead they have lagged behind.
This fault must be put right at once; it is
no use the Government preaching to private
industry if both State-owned industries and
Government departments are backward in the
use of science.!19

Bernal, however, argued that expenditure on research by the big
corporations in the private sector was often motivated by con-

siderations far removed from social utility such as the desire to
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make quick profits, to reduce the corporate tax burden, to create a
1 . . . .
progressive' image or for reasons of seli-protection. This was

a source of frustration for scientists which the AScW could do

something about but was 'afraid to do so'.120

: : :
Crossman's proposals on government machinery had been discussed

by the Science Group as early as April. Blackett had written that:

The central need is for a strong Ministry of
Planning which will absorb the NEDC and plan
the broad outline of national production and
investment. !

In this context science and technology would be principally the
responsibility of two ministries, a Ministry of Industry and a
Ministry of Universities and Science, which would execute the
strategic planning of the Ministry of Planning. The Ministry of
Industry would incorporate the industrial department of the Board

of Trade, the NRDC, the civil side of the Aviation Ministry and the
development functions of the DSIR. The Ministry of the Universities
and Sciences would be responsible for supervising the UGC and the
research councils through a proposed Civil Science Board. (Defence

research would remain the responsibility of the service ministries).

In addition to these institutional arrangements Crossman's
broader pre-occupation was with the means by which the Whitehall
establishment in general might be made 'responsive to technological
and social change, the problem we have to solve is how to marry a
permanent civil service with outside expertise'.  Thus he was
concerned not only to extend state support for the planning of

science and technology but also to extend the application of
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science in government:

A sharp increase in the size and in the status
of our scientific civil service; a full
recognition of the vital role of the outside
specialist on temporary assignment to Whitehall -
these two measures should provide us with the
manpower requirement to ensure that the Govern-—
ment adapts its thoughts and procedures to
technological change, that 'planning is science-
based’', and that Cabinet decisions are arrived
at on the basis of a scientifically assessed
intelligence. 122

To this pre-occupation with the future role of scientific
experts in relation to a Labour government the Bonnington conference
had, in addition, to deal with the immediate and parallel issue of

the status of Labour's science advisory groups.

4. The Standing Conference on the Sciences

The final phase in the relationship between the Labour Party
and its scientific advisors in the formation of its pre-election
policy was encompassed by the existence of the so-called Labour
'Standing Conference on the Sciences'. In this period Labour
engaged in a semi-public dialogue with a number of scientists
(principally academics) to test its plans for science and
technology which remained in a far from finished condition parti-
cularly in regard to institutional arrangements. At the same
time the inner party advisory groups continued to operate with
Blackett's role as Crossman's unofficial scientific advisor
considerably strengthened. In the long run it was Blackett's
case for a Ministry of Technology which emerged as the most
prominent contribution. Meanwhile his erstwhile ally from the

earlier days of the social relations of science movement,
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J.D. Bernal, was consciously excluded from direct involvemea: in the

continuing discussions.

A key question which was discussed at the Bonnington Conference
was that of the organisational form by which Labour migh: continue
to develop the support of scientists and technologists and foster
expert advice to the party. The idea of an Association of Labour
Scientists had been suggested as early as 1958 by Cecil Gordon in
an informal paper submitted to the Gaitskell Group.123 Such
an Association would have institutionalised what had hitherto been
an informal and ad hoc approach. The proposal modelled the
Association of Labour Scientists (ALS) on the existing Socialist
Medical Association and Socialist Educational Association which

were already affiliated to the party.

The idea of setting up an ALS had been discussed briefly at
a meeting of Labour's NEC in June 1963 and again at the 'VIP
Scientists' dinner in the same month.124 Crossman had considered
that Tam Dalyell might become secretary to the new organisation.
However, Dalyell had reservations about the idea.  These reser-
vations were strengthened by objections from other quarters;
notably Lord Taylor and Bowden. The proposal was discussed at
the Bonnington conference but was not directly challenged. The
decision not to proceed with the idea emerged only subsequently

and in the light of informal approaches to Crossman.

Bowden had written to Crossman privately during the conference
expressing his doubts about the 'proposed society of Labour

Scientists'. Bowden's principal concern was that of a possible
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communist domination of any such orgzanisation. He wrote that:

I spent years trying to keep the Socialist
Medical Association straight and make it
efficient and effective, entirely without
result. It was really run by about 5
people, of which 3 were CP supporters,
more concerned with the adoption of the
current CP line on 'Peace', Cyprus etc.
than with the health service or medicine.
The results are precisely zero...As you
well know the Haldane Society had the same
trouble and AScW had also had its share.!25

Bowden also argued that in general scientists' principal loyalty
was to science and they were not naturally socialists or loyal
party supporters although they may vote labour if the Labour Party
appeared to be advancing policies favourable to science. Bowden's
alternative to an ALS was the setting up of a 'standing conference'
on the lines of the Bonnington conference. Working parties could
be established to deal with specific issues; large private meetings
could be held to which non-labour scientists could be invited.
Organised on this basis there would be 'little danger of its being

X 126
dominated by a small non-representative group'.

Similar reservations were also being expressed by Lord Taylor.
Bowden's idea of a standing conference was subsequently raised by
Crossman at Labour's NEC meeting on the 24th July. Crossman
apparently shared Bowden's views and advanced the idea of a
standing conference whose nucleus of members would be constituted
by those attending the Bonnington conference. A small standing
committee would be coopted to run what was tc be called the
'Standing Conference on the Sciences'. Dalyell would act as
secretary and liaise with Terry Pitt at Transport House. The

proposal was accepted by the NEC as the one which was likely to
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glve more closely circumscribed political control.

Crossman had been closely in touch with Blackett over these
developments and wrote to him following the NEC meeting reporting
the 'favourable reaction to the idea of a standing conferencz on
the sciences rather than an association along the old lines'.iz?
Subsequently Crossman circulated a memorandum to those who had taken
part in the Bonnington conference to outline the new proposals

regarding the question of organisation and generally to indicate

the next steps. He wrote that:

Patrick Blackett and I were very much aware
during the discussion that there were more
reservations about the proposal than those
actually expressed and during the weekend
several colleagues wrote to us strongly

urging that the plan should be reconsidered.128

Crossman was also alive to the possible charge of fostering
a technocratic approach to the solution of political problems. He

wrote 1t was:

...vital we should not give the impression
that we are concerned only to foster a small
scientific elite which will plan and give
orders to the unscientific masses.

In order to correct this impression Crossman was anxious that 'full
use of AScW and other parts of the T.U. movement' should be made -
particularly in the context of fears about 'technological redundancy'.
However, while this issue was the focus of study by a working group
of the Science and Industry Sub-—committee, there is little evidence
of any major initiative to involve the trade union movement in the

party's policy discussions other than on purely economic questionS.
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As the prospect of an early general election receded so too
the need to reach final decisions on public policy diminished. With
the impending publication of the Trend Report also the need to reach
final conclusions was delayed. Labour Party policy would have to
be formulated in response to government action (or inaction) on

both the Trend and Robbins Reports.

The central policy outcome of the Bonnington conference had
been limited to publicising the proposal to establish a Ministry
of Higher Education and Research. The precise shape of Labour's
policy would not emerge until the following year and the holding of
the second Bonnington conference in February 1964. 1In the interim
under the auspices of the Standing Conference on the Sciences a
series of meetings and discussion groups were organised. These
meetings were largely undertaken by Crossman, Dalyell and Bowden

in universities and colleges. And as Wolff pointed out:

These canvassed a largely academic constituency
which, in retrospect, presented a one sided

view of scientific needs. Absence of industrial
scientists was also marked in the membership of
the working parties which were meeting regularly
during this period. The academic bias was
reflected later in the emphasis given to the
innovation push model in the Ministry of
Technology's strategies.

Despite the continuing internal Party discussions the centre-
piece of the party conference in October 1963 was Wilson's speech

on the policy statement Labour and the Scientific Revolution.

The statement had been drafted by Crossman and Terry Pitt in the
light of the discussions of the Science Group. Crossman had

written in August to participants of the Bonnington conference of



the NEC's agreement to produce a draft policy on science for su>-
mission to September's Home Policy Committee meeting in preparation

for conference. Crossman wrote that the statement was to be:

...suitable to form the basis for an Executive

speech at conference introducing a major debate

on Labour and the Scientific Revolution...Harold

Wilson thinks it of the highest importance that

the activities of the working parties should

widen and deepen this winter. 132

Thus Wilson's first speech as Labour leader to the annual

conference, with Patrick Blackett at his side, echoed his speech
of three years earlier merging the rhetoric of socialism with the
argument for science and technology as the instruments of social
progress. His central theme was that free enterprise in an
unregulated economy would lead to the introduction of new develop-
ments in science and technology in a haphazard and socially
divisive way. A Labour government by contrast would ensure their

introduction in a purposeful way through social and economic

planning. Wilson stated that:

The problem is this. Since technological
progress left to the mechanism of private
industry and private property can lead only
to high profits for a few, a high rate of
employment for a few, and to mass redundancy
for many, if there had never been a case for
Socialism before, automation would have
created it. Because only if technological
progress becomes part of our national
planning can that progress be directed to
national ends. 133

Wilson's four-point programme for scientific development reflected
some of the discussions of the Crossman Group. Firstly Wilson
included a demand for a massive expansion of higher education

under a new ministry to ensure adequate supplies of scientific and

192



technical manpower. In addition thiswas to have the aim of przventing
loss of talent through inequalities in educational opportunity between
the different social classes. Secondly, Wilson argued for the
determination of priorities by a 'full Ministry of Science' to

ensure that scientific resources were deployed in 'productive sectors
rather than on 'prestige' defence projects and 'consumer gimmicks'.
Thirdly, the promotion of economic growth and industrial efficiency
through the use of civilian research and development contracts,
creation of new state industries based on government sponsored
research and the location of such industries in areas of high
unemployment. And, fourthly, Wilson referred to the need to

provide the status and facilities to British scientists which would

halt their increasing rate of emigration.

However, Wilson was vague on the question of the kind of
institutional framework which would be required to implement the
programme which he had outlined. This was to form a central
pre-occupation for inner party discussions particularly in the

light of criticisms of the Trend Report, published in October 1963.

Wilson called together some of his senior advisors for a
meeting at the end of October to discuss the Robbins and Trend
Reports and consider policy for a future election campaign.

Wilson at this meeting specifically raised the notion of a Ministry
of Technology.134 Those present at the meeting included Dr. B.
Abel Smith, Noel G. Annan, Blackett, Dr. B.V. Bowden, Prof. Claus
A. Moser, Sir Neville Mott, C.P. Snow, and Prof. R.M. Titmuss.

Brumwell, Forrester and Crossman were also present but Bernal had

been specifically excluded. Crossman had telephoned Brumwell to
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the effect that Bernal was not invited. Brumwell wrote to Bernal

that:

I personally put the cause as Blackett's sort
?f excessive intellectual jealousy and Dicks,
in this case unnecessary, I think, political
sensitivities. But you know that much better
than I.135

In spite of this apparent rebuff Bernal continued to forward his
views at the direction taken by Labour's policies following this

meeting.

For example, Bernal wrote to Crossman in November 1963 recording
his 'thorough and enthusiastic agreement' with Wilson's speech in
the science and education debate on the Queen's speech.13? Wilson
had endorsed the Bonnington conference discussions which had implied
the hiving off of industrial science with a separate administration,
a Ministry of Research and Technology. The Trend proposal for an
Industrial Research and Development Authority (IRDA) embodying an
implicit autonomy from political direction was rejected. Bernal,
however, had some disagreements with Wilson's proposals on govern-

mental machinery.

Wilson had proposed that the basis of the new Ministry might
be constituted from a Ministry of Aviation stripped of its air

transport functions. Bernal wrote that:

This might appear to be a mere matter of
governmental machinery but the actual proposal
to turn the Ministry of Aviation into a
Ministry of Research and Technology I feel is
tactically and administratively inadvisable.

I would rather see a Ministry set up de novo
without carrying any implication of connection
with aviation or its transport, aircraft manu-
facture or of its inevitably concealed military

aspects.




A new Ministry of Research and Technology would be in a far better
position to counter-balance the distortion of research effort imposed

by military research needs (especially in the aerospace field):

Now most of these needs are obsolete and have
only been an occasion of wasting public money
on research. It is clear we shall never get
into the field of designing and trying out
large rockets and so we ought to re-cast our
research efforts with regard to a past 1n
which that effort was heavily distorted.

Bernal was in favour of the incorporation of the 'spirit of the
Trend Report' in making the Ministry of Research and Technology
equivalent to the authority for industrial research which Trend

had proposed.

In addition Bernal was opposed to Wilson's proposal that
the research councils might be put under their respective

functional ministries:

The Ministers of functional ministries tend
to be wrapped up in their day to day problems,
research for them can onlz be a small part of
their responsibilities.

Thus in the period of the consultation of the Standing
Conference the policy issues were to crystalise primarily around
institutional arrangements for industrial science and technolagy
and around the relationship between education and science.
Bernal's comment on the latter (in the light of Wilson's shift in

emphasis from the expansion of the university sector to the impor-

tance of the secondary education) was that:

The pressure to confine higher and general
education within one Ministry and two Ministers

of State will be difficult to resist and is only
resisted now in order to provide a bigger hat for
Mr. Hogg. But that would leave science very much
on its own. 141



Wilson had in fact advocated that educational planning be brought
under a single Secretary of State for Education with two subordinate

Ministers of State for Schools and for the Universities.142

This was confirmed by Crossman at Standing Conference meeting
on 13th December 1963. Crossman had argued that the targets for
university expansion proposed in the Robbins Repcrt would entail a
neglect of the secondary sector if administered by separate
Ministries. He was, however, still committed to the idea of
including parts of the Ministry of Aviation as the nucleus of a

Ministry of Research and Technology.

Bernal's exclusion from any further direct participation in
Labour Party policy discussions was confirmed at the time of the
final meeting of the Standing Conference which was held at the
Bonnington Hotel on the last weekend of February 1964. The purpose
of the conference was to resolve some of the remaining dilemmas for
the Party particularly around the issue of the form and function

143
of the proposed Ministry of Industry and Technology.

An invitation was sent by Crossman to Bernal on 11th February

N . 145
to attend the conference.144 Bernal had accepted this invitation.

Crossman wrote back hastily and with some embarrassment that:

Unfortunately after I had invited you to the
Conference, I found that I had exceeded my
powers and issued my invitation without proper
authorisation. A number of friends will be

as profoundly disappointed as I am that you are
excluded by the restricted character of the
conference. But there it is.146

Bernal replied to Crossman in magnanimous terms:
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You need not consider that I carry any personal
feelings on the matter but I am as anxious as
ever to be of use in helping to formulate the
policy for a future Labour government.1

His principal concern was that avenues should remain open for

scientists sympathetic to Labour's aims to be consulted. He wrote:

Some method, surely, could be devised whereby
those who do not agree with certain aspects of
the Labour Party policy such as Polaris sub-
marines or mixed manned forces could be con-
sulted on relatively non-controversial (sic)
subjects such as science.

However, the shelving of the proposal to establish an Association

of Labour Scientists and the reasons behind that illustrated that
there was a deeper distrust felt amongst the Labour leadership.

And that distrust was a matter of political substance rather than

a concern over differences on particular aspects of policy. The
exclusion of Bernal represented an exorcism of the more radical
political associations which underpinned the politics of the planning
of science movement of the 1940s. Crossman attempted to gloss

over this rift. Writing to Bernal following the conference:

I hasten to write and thank you for your
extremely nice letter of the 3rd. Of course,
I shall be delighted to meet and talk with
you with the greatest freedom. By the way
we had an excellent conference and a lot of
us missed you.149

Significantly it was Crossman, Blackett and Bowden who appeared

s 3 ; 150
at the press conference to outline the course of the discussions.
The conference had decided upon an increased level of support for
civil research of £50 million in line with the recommendations of

the recent influential FBI report. An enlarged role for the NRDC

was proposed under a Ministry of Industry and Technology (MOIT)
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which would support development in private manufacturing industry
not already under the remit of other government departments. The
meeting had rejected the various proposals which had seen the civil
side of the Ministry of Aviation as the basis of the new ministry.!!
The MOIT was to carry cut its work in the light of objectives of

a Ministry of Production - a planning department for economic
development. The MOIT would use a variety of mechanisms including
R & D contracts, the formation of consortia with state participation,
assistance in new public enterprises, the use of its purchasing

power, influence with the Board of Trade and tax incentives.152

5. Blackett and the Case for the Ministry of Technology

The original tasks which had been defined at the setting up
of the Crossman Science Group had been to update the policy
documents produced by the Gaitskell Group, comment on the Labour
Party report, 'A Policy for Higher Education' (especially from
the point of view of University scientific research) and plan
specific studies of areas where a Labour government would need
to take immediate action.153 These limited objectives had been
overtaken by the need to formulate responses to the Robbins and
Trend Reports. In February 1964, for example, the Conservative
government had announced the setting up of the Department of
Education and Science. As Vig notes this presented the Labour

Party with a dilemma:

If the DES was to be created on April Ist
should they demand its dismemberment?
Granted that Hogg was vulnerable to charges
of combining too much in one ministry, how
much should be hived off?  Should responsi-
bility for scientific research, at least, be
left in the new department?
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In anticipation of an early election in 1964 Wilson had launched
his campaign in January based around the idea of Britain's techno-
logical regeneration and thus Labour needed to resolve its continuing

discussions and consultations.

In February 1964 Blackett had written to Crossman that:

It is obvious, even if paradoxical, that if
the Labour Party is to be able to carry out

a substantial part of its social programme,

it must ensure that private industry functions
better than it has done under recent Tory
governments. I remember Stafford Cripps in
1943 emphasising that any Labour govermment
which leaves, as it must, most of manufacturing
industry in private hands must provide the
conditions under which it can be efficient.
This may be emotionally distasteful at times
but the challenge must be faced. 12

The practical political imperative for a Labour government to
achieve rapid results was again emphasised in his key paper 'The

case for a Ministry of Technology'. He wrote that:

If the Labour Party is to make its mark in
history, it must achieve results quickly;
concrete results must be achieved in_the
first two or three years of office.!

The evolution of Blackett's ideas on the role of state in-
tervention in industrial research and development can be traced in
a series of papers produced for the Gaitskell and Crossman advisory
groups: 'Government participation in industrial research and
development' (July 1959); 'The cost of a new deal for British
scientists and technologists' (April 1963); 'The case for a
Ministry of Industry and Technology' (January 1964); 'The case

157
for a Ministry of Technology' (September 1964).
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Blackett had submitted his 1959 paper on government partici-
Pation not only to the Gaitskell Group but also to the Board of
the NRDC (of which he was a member) from where it had passed to
the Board of Trade, the DSIR and the Ministry erScience.158
Although his ideas made no impact in government circles his access
to the top levels of policy making was a clear signal of accepta-
bility to the Labour leadership. In this paper Blackett had drawn
attention to Britain's technological (rather than scientific)
backwardness and had proposed that additional finance should be
found for 2000 qualified scientists and engineers (at a cost of
£15 million p.a.) to go into civil industrial research. He had
stressed the importance of the state's role in directing this
increased effort into the most nationally profitable fields.
The implementation of this proposal would be the responsibility of
a new body, the Civil and Industrial Research Development Authority
(CIRDA) to coordinate and strengthen the work of the NRDC and DSIR.
Implicit already in his proposals was an abandonment of the 'Haldane

principle' in the field of applied research.

Blackett engaged in extensive correspondence with officials
of the NRDC on the question of civil research and development.
Blackett was also in touch with the newly established National
Economic Development Council (NEDC).159 In April 1963, shortly
after the formation of the Crossman Group he produced a paper which
presented rough estimates of the cost of 'a new deal for British
scientists and technologists'.  This summarised both his thinking

on policy for education and science and on civil research and

development. The memorandum proposed the merging of the science
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and higher education ministries (foreshadowing later developments)
and the setting up of a Civil Science Board under a Ministry of
Universities and Science. Most significantly, however, the setting
up of a Ministry of Industry was advocated which would have small
but strong scientific, technical and economic groups. The NRDC

and the applied side of the DSIR would be placed under the new
ministry. Blackett's view was that 'the most serious defect of

the present organisation of civil science is that it is not headed
by a policy making body of sufficient strength'; hence the setting
up of the Civil Science Board. However, at this juncture it was

his view that:

...there is no role for a parallel scientific

and technical planning board above the level

of the proposed CSB except as a part of a

general economic and industrial planning body.

It is important to note that the CSB, as pro-

posed, would be executive within its terms of

reference, and within the allotted budget.

While at the NEDC level, its role would be

purely advisory. 160

During the period of the Standing Conference on the Sciences

Blackett's views underwent further modification but rather in
response to the publication of the Trend Report and discussions
within a newly established advisory group, the Technology Group.
This new group met informally under the chairmanship of Judith
Hart MP as a sub-group of the Science and Industry Sub-committee.
The membership of the group was predominantly of politicians.
By January and February of 1964 it had produced a range of dis-
cussion papers; 'Notes on the Ministry of Aviation' and

'Constructing the Ministry of Industry and Technology' (Judith

Hart); 'The function and research of the Atomic Energy Authority'
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(Dr. Tony Hart); 'A Plan for atomic energy' (Austen Albu).

Relevant to the group's discussions had been a paper by J. Diamond
MP on 'State share-holdings in private industry' and Georze McRobie's
'Extension of public ownership in private industry'. Blackett
subsequently cited these discussions as sources in the development

of his own ideas on the Ministry of Industry and Technology.162

Blackett elaborated his ideas for a Ministry of Industry and
Technology in a paper prepared in January 1964. A Commons debate
was scheduled for 24th February 1964 as a result of a motion of
censure tabled by the shadow cabinet on the issue of the continuing
emigration of British scientists and technologists.  Blackett took
the opportunity to produce a briefing memorandum for Crossman with
'some tentative conclusions about the ministerial set-up relating

to technology'.163

The concept of the MOIT was an enhancement of
the previously elaborated role for a Ministry of Industry. The
MOIT would have a strong staff both commercially and technologically.
The Ministry would have separate sections for each of the major
industries based on the 17 of the classifications adopted by the
NEDC for its Economic Development Committees. The Ministry would

have close links with the proposed new Ministry of Production

responsible for the general planning of the economy.

The MOIT would serve as the main instrument by which govern-
ment policy would impact on manufacturing industry. The NRDC would
be responsible to the MOIT and would be the main agency for feeding
finance for research and development into private industry. A
variety of mechanisms for increasing financial inputs were

envisaged - including differentiated tax policy, investment
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allowances, use of government purchasing and the setting up of new
or jointly owned companies. An immediate expansion of research and
development investment would aim for the target set out by the FBI
(£50 million) in their report, the Knollys Report (June 1963).

Return on investment would be ensured through a variety of means
including, for example, a share of the equity. Its main role weuld
be to take over direction of the various research and development
bodies - sections of the DSIR, MOA, AEA. The research associations

would be more closely tied to industrial sectors through the new

structure.

For Blackett the essential difference between his proposals
and those of Trend for an Industrial Research and Development
Authority (adopted by the Conservative government) was that he
was proposing a 'full new Ministry' which would not be subject to
the Ministry for Science. Blackett's proposals effectively breached
the 'Haldane principle' for applied research and development
advocating direct departmental control rather than autonomous

sponsorship of industrial research.

He was enthusiastic and optimistic concerning the gains that

could be made, writing that:

On the scale envisaged...such a programme of
government investment in industry, tied to
research and development and new science

based products would be something quite new

in Britain. It could quickly bring about an
important change of opinion in industry and

in the world of technology generally, and
within some years it should begin to make an 164
impact on the commercial success of industry.

He also suggested on the basis of some of the reportsof the

203



Technology Group by Tony Hart and Austen Albu that the AZA might

well be dismembered by a future Labour government!

The case for the MOIT was further clarified at the second
Bonnington conference with the disposal of several variations on
constituting the new ministry. The Ferranti scandal had evoked
powerful hostility to any new Ministry based on the Ministry of
Aviation. Vig has noted that Blackett's plan which would have
effectively absorbed the DSIR into the new ministry was opposed by

representatives at the conference from the DSIR:

At this point, therefore, the weakest alter-
native seemed most likely - a small, new
department, its staff recruited largely from
outside the Civil Service, with sections for
certain selected industries, but otherwise
responsible only for the NRDC and, possibly,
the Atomic Energy Authority. 165

However, Blackett's amended proposals 'The case for a Ministry of
Technology' were subsequently adopted by Wilson as the basis for
Labour Party policy. Thus the Party's election manifesto promised

a 'Ministry of Technology to guide and stimulate a major national

. y 166
effort to bring advanced technology and new processes into industry.

Blackett argued that:

...the best hope for the Labour Party to
quickly make a definite impact on the techno-
logical level of manufacturing industry,
would be to create immediately on taking
Office, a _new and small Ministry of Technology
Mr). .. 16

The core of the new Ministry would be the enlarged NRDC with res-
ponsibility for increased investment in civil research and develop-
ment. This would be supported by a technological and commercial

intelligence division with 17 sections corresponding to the
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lndustrial sectors covered by the Sector Working Parties of the NZDC.

Thus it was that immediately following its election victory
in October 1964 the new Labour Government went on to establish the
Department of Education and Science under Michael Stewart and Lord
Bowden and the Ministry of Technology under Frank Cousins. 168
The Ministry of Technology was also to form a small Advisory Council
on Technology (recommended by Blackett) consisting of industrialists,

scientists, economists and trade unionists:

The Government attach great improtance to the
work of this Council and the Minister himself
will take the Chair.  The Deputy Chairman
will be Professor P.M.S. Blackett FRS, who
will be employed substantially full-time on
his work for the Ministry of Technology.!69

The new Ministry incorporated, in addition to the NRDC, the National
Physical Laboratory, the Atomic Energy Authority, and the responsi-

bilities of the DSIR for industrial research.

However, Blackett's optimism for the ability of the new
Ministry of Technology 'to quickly make a definite impact on the
technological level of manufacturing industry' was not to survive
the first year of office.1?0 But the concern for science and tech-
nology evinced by Labour's leadership had secured for the Party a
'modernising' image which had displaced its traditional identifi-

cation (and pre-occupation) with public ownership.

The joint general secretary of the newly created Association
of Scientific, Technical and Managerial Staffs commented in 1968 on

Labour's record after four years that:
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Alas, the scientific revolution is being fed
and nurtured by public support but within
the old monopolistic and oligopolistic
ambiences. As a result - it is barely
visible. We are back to the stage where
science is the tolerated camp-follower of
political management. 171

6. Conclusion

Werskey has suggested that Harold Wilson's attempt to 'put
British capitalism on to a more scientific and managerial basis'
involved 'subscribing to Bernalism pure and simple'. He has
argued that Bernal's influence operated less through his involve-
ment with the scientific advisory groups of the Labour Party than
through the adoption of his ideas at an earlier stage by Blackett,
Ritchie Calder and C.P. Snow.1?2 However, as I have sought to
show in this chapter, the Labour Party's policy for science and

technology emerged through a more complex and div