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The Social Sciences Arrive

The Heyworth commintee on social studies
found “a remarkable amount of sympathy with
the aims of the social sciences” among potential
users of social research in industry and public
administration and “an appreciation of the
benefits to  be anticipated from their
application”. In this it reports a much more
favourable response than its predecessor twenty
years ago. The ecarlier commitice was
embarrassingly conscious of the novelty of the
studies going under the name of social science,
and shrank from recommending official
sponsorship  for fear of *“a premature
crystallization of spurious orthedoxies™.

Lord Heyworth's committee found and
reflects a more confident awitude. 1t is not just
that social research is more mature by twenty
years ~ there are still afier all some fairly bizame
ventures sailing under its flag. A general
decalcification of thought in official comtexts
makes people less fearful of “spurious
orthodoxies” or for that matter of rank
unorthodoxies. There is, too, much wider
recognition of what social research can or would
do to limit the uncertainties in the midst of which
policies must be prepared and decisions taken
and evalvated. The area of avoidable ignorance
in public administration is more conspicuous.
There is no need to allow the more exaggerated
claims made on behalf of the social sciences in
order 10 agree that they are capable of making a
far greater contribution 10 the good government
and wise ordering of society than the paucity of
their present resources permits.

They are already catching on, even without
official sponsorship. University teaching and
research posts in the social sciences are
expanding more rapidly than those of any other
faculty, and the number of undergraduates
reading them is growing faster than the total
number of undergraduates. The number of
postgraduate awards in social studies, though still

only a fraction of the number mude in the natural
sciences, has been increased fourfold in the past
three or four years. Government departments,
public corporations, und large private companies
are converting their interest in the possibilities of
social research into an active demand for people
trained in it. The Heyworth commitiee has drawn
up its recommendations with he intention of
piving this general movement a further impulse,
and of co-ordinaing more closely the scattered
centres of initiative. s chosen instrument is a
Social Sciences Research Council.  This
recommendation the Government have very
properly accepted.

Perhaps wisely, the commintee did not enter
into controversial questions of the lost frontiers,
plural jurisdictions, prospectors’ claims, and
demarcation disputes that enliven the conduct of
these restless disciplines. But to ignore them is
not to dispose of them. They remain 10 exercise
whoever are put in 10 run the new organization.
Environmental studies are a case in point. A
strong argument was put to the commiltee in
favour of a separate research body for the built or
man-made environment, the reasoning being that
the physical redevelopment of the country, now
gathering momentum, is being carried out almost
in the dark, deprived of the kind of fundamental
research on which it ought to be based and which
must engage a multiplicity of disciplines as
differemt as hydrography, social psychology,
structural engineering and growth economics.
The committee rejected this ides, preferring a
Jjoint board from all the research councils. The
Government in wm have rejected that idea,
preferring we know not what. So, welcome as the
new moves are and gratified as sociologists will
be, there remain many difficulties to be settled
later, and many working in the field of social
studies who will still have cause to complain that
the particular tow they hoe is neglecied or
misunderstood by everyone else,
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* ILLUSTRATIONS - + FOREWORD -
by Sir Claus Moser

1 Sir John Clapham (BBC Hulton Piccure Library)

I

Michael Young when secretary of the Labour Parcy Research Department Tus 's ehe story of a long-delayed birch.

(Camera Press) 1 remember che time in 1965 when | was invited to join the Soctal Science Research
Council on its foundarion. 1 was nor only greatly honoured, bue also thrilled that a
Council was being escablished. We all knew chac much discussion had preceded this step,
buc not chat the pros and cons had been debated over some two decades. [t is dus srory

that is the subject of this fascinating and well-researched book, ending wich an account of

3 Lord Hailsham and R A Bucler in October 1963
{The Hulton-Deuesch Collection)

4 Anc cthe Council’s first years.
ncthony Crosland as Secretary of State for Education

Central ; . .
{ al Press Photos Led) The account 15 incerescing for several reasons. For one thing, there is no becter case scudy

for showing how effectively government - civil servanes as well as politicians - can delay
5 Lord Heyworth (Unilever Historical Archives) difficule decisions. Of course, this is hardly aews, and my own time as head of the

Governmene Stacistical Service included many such experiences. But this particular story
6 The first meeting of the SSRC (Crown copyright) is cemarkable for the number of times in which che possibilicy of creacing a Social Science
Research Council was, more or less subtly, "kicked into couch”.
The book is also tmportant as a reminder of the range of prejudices which faced che social
P hs 1 sciences in che post-war years. Time and again, rational arguments for escablishing a
NOLog raphs £ . . . . . L e N
grap to -+ were supplied by che Hulton Getty Picture Collection. Council encountered a mixcure of prejudice coupled with ignorance of what the social
sciences were really abour,

Photograph 5 was supplied by Unilever Historical Archives.
THE DELAYS
The social sciences have explicit origins in the late 18th cencury, wich much widening and
distinction in che 19ch and chen che eacly decades of whar can now be described as ¢he last
cencury. The essence of thus book relates co the years following che Second World War
when the case for a Council came to be debated. [t was the Clapham Commictee — which
repotted in 19-460 — chac was responsible for che firse major consideration of the pros and
cons. After much discussion the Committee decided againse, alchough the view was not
unanimous. There followed an Inter-departmental Commirctee on Economic and Social
Research, and in 194617 the University Grants Commitiee sec up a number of sub-
commuttees, including one on the social sciences, to decide on usiversicy policies and
funding. It is sigmificanc chac s was one of a few sub-commiteees chac che UGC quickly
discontinued in 1952, because it had been inacave and judged of relacively licele

impactance.



Various other commictees and organisations considered the issue. The Nacional Insticuce of
Economic and Social Research was one of chem, the Advisory Council on Sciencific Policy
another. Neither was very positive. A more helpful line was taken by the Association of
Sciencific Workers, and the cide tarned with che involvement of the Labour Parey, chrougl ics
Rescarch Deparement and Scientific Policy Commicece. Michacel Young became involved and
this led to the approach to Herbers Morrison (chairman of che Policy and Publicicy
Commirtce of the Labour Party) in his capacicy as Lord President of the Council. Bur even a
meeting when Morrison saw Michael Young and Harold Laski did not ensure a pusitive
decision, partly because of his all-too-familiar acgument char the social sciences were hard to
define. Prospeces then became more hopeful through the work of the Committee on
Industrial Productivicy and che Schuscee Panel on Human Factors. That Panel’s discussion is
seen in this book — rightly — as the true antecedent of cthe SSRC. Further committees were set
up, there was o new working group of officials in the mid-1950s and then ver another
commiteee, under the Deparement of Sciencific and Induserial Research (DSIR), appointed in
1937, And so che pressure mounted, including the odd debace in Parliament, notably in che
Lords. There were steps backwards and forwards, and many public bodies were involved in
the 19505 and carly 1960s - che British Academy, the Treasury, the DSIR and the Research
Council, the UGC, a whole range of government deparcmencs and the Robbins Committee on
Higher Educarion. Harry Campion carried out an independent survey and chere were
conriburions from well-knowa politicians of che day. Even The Times became involved,
irritated by the endless delays in making a decision.

Campion bad proposed a furchet inquiry into the pros and cons of a Council and so
Whitehall's favourice game of discussing possible chairmen and commitcee members — for this
inquiry — took over, plus eadless consideration of its terms of refecence. And so - finally -
the Heyworeh Committee was appointed in 1963 wich terms of reference implying, but by no
means explicicly specifying, that there could be a case for an SSRC,

The Heyworth Repore published in June 1965 was the turning poinc. The social sciences were
effectively defined and a strong case for a Council was made. Anthony Crosland, Secretary of
State for Education, had already persuaded the government to set up a Council and he
announced this on publication. Anthony Crostand took it upon himself to choose a chairman.
His choice, made public in Auguse 1965, was Michael Young, a decision which ensured that
the Council would start wich commitment, determination and skill. It was undoubtedly chat
decision which broughr the social sciences in this country to a new level of discincoon,
acceprance and effeceive public support.

PREJUDICES

I 'don’e doubr chat in those years there were genuine issues of tirming and political priorities
that inhibited progress cowards a Council. Even so, ic is evident from chis book thac time and
again misunderstandings of che social sciences plus prejudice and suspicion gor in the way.

-
-

1t 1s worch pondering why this was so and indeed why such atacudes sall occasionally surface.
One thing is clear. The reasons can't be that che social sciences deabe with unimporcant
subjects. The concrary ts obvious, now as st was then, The problems which interese social
scientists, whether economic, social, ethical, policical, environmencal, eec., relate to the mosc
vital issues of our time. Policy guidance and evidence would need co come, if from anyone,
from social scienaises. S0 why these recurrent doubtes abour their potenual concrtbucion, or
about bringing them togethier admimseratively and financially in a focused Council?

One objection rassed repeatedly was chac che socal sciences cannot reachly be defined.

Though certain subjects, such as cconomics, are clearly “in”, others are marginal. It was a
weak argument, given thac chere was lirgle doube about most of the componencs, only a few
being on che masgin. Moreover, such demarcation issues apply n all fields and are always

resolvable.

Thete were more substantial doubts, for example the quescion whether the social sciences
could indeed be regarded as “saiences”. | think chis was always a wilful misunderstanding,.

W har science denoces, after all, 15 a scarch for crugh and a merhodological, rigorous path
cowards it. It does not mean any particular toolkt of mechods. And even in those days, who
could have doubted thac the social as much as che natural sciences embodied that same quese
of discovery and understanding; the same dependence on empirical daca; che same artemprs
co measure and interewine cheory and data; che same seasch for causal relacionships and for a
sound basis for predictions. 1n shore, che social sciences, in part ac lease, have abways ceied to

speak the Janguage of science.

Of course the natural sciences are often on stronger grounds, especially when experiments are
possible. Bue chis is a macter of degree, not of kind.  Afeer all, some natural sciences are
“softer” chan others, just as some social sciences are "harder” chan ochers: economics and

demography for example, compared with sociology.

Bue social sciennises do face special problems. Their subject maceer is often more complex
than that facing natural scientises, and cherefore calls for more difficult research. Our subject
matter s, s0 to speak, ourselves. Often resules are more uncercun and concroversial. For che
natural sciennises ehere 1s comfore in the presence of certain constants — like the speed of light
while we in the social soiences face a laboratory containing constancly shifuing and complex
phenomena. Measurements apply to a parcrcular contexe of place, time and circumstance,
Lasting, ler alone unsversal, laws of cheory are largely our of grasp. We have co make do with

caurious, step-by-step theory building within limiced subject ranges.



The face char consensus may be harder to reach, thac predictions go wrong and chat
conclusions may be less universal, is meac and drink for the cynics. 1t was such choughes
that dominated actitudes in chose carly days. T can just hear che view chen cxpressed by a
Treasury official:

“the matural sciences were objecrive and politically non-contentious, The social sciences,
however, were charged with polirics, and it was a field where all had opinions.”

There were other scumbling blocks, One was impatience with “"pure” social science research,
evidently with licele policy relevance, In the case of the narural and physical sciences, no one
questions the importance of pure research; one may not understand i, but one just assumes
thac it muse be of interest in itself, and potentially useful. The trouble wich the social
sciences is thae, just because they relace 1o public policy concerns, more is expeceed of them,
and whar seems like “puce’

rescarch, keading nowhere, is frowned upon. This issue was fully
explored in Lord Rochschild's crucial 1982 report (An Enguivy intn the SSRC),

Finally, there is dhe mose irritating cause of questioning and suspicion, the view that the
issues social scientists dead with are largely mateers of commaon sense or policical judgement,
This came out most clearly in the Tharcher years. Llere was a government which knew
precisely where ic wished to go, and how, and in no way felt the need for che insighe of social
scientists. Indued, i fele a discrust. Social sciences were seen as typically questioning and
opposttional, even perhaps subversive. The Thatcher approach was co depend on “common
sense” coupled wich a strong political will: chae should be envugh. Why be disturbed by
what is often confusing advice from the social science fraterniry?

le was chis attitude thae led the Thaccher goverament in 1981 to threaten the very survival of
the SSRC and Sir Keith Joseph, Secretary of State for Education and Science, to establish a
commictee with chis clearly in mind. e was only the excellene and very positive repore of this
commiceer, chaired by the lace Lord Rothsehild, chat saved je. Lven then, in 1983, came the
cynical government decision to remove the word “science” from the Council's tidle.

THE FIRST YEARS

Bur ro go back o the 1960s: sense had prevauled, the Council was established and we searted
work late in 1965,

It is difficule ar chis distance o recapture the broad contexe in which we began, Leaving aside
the widespeead prejudices, there were obviously problems in the social science world, There
had been golden years juse after che war. World economies had o be rebuile and so economics
had a renewed imporcance. Countries were rebuilding cheir socicties, so that sociologises and
& new breed of social adminisertors gained respece. The young flocked to the social sciences,
espectally the “softer” ones like sociology, Not everyehing went well. Beonomics splicinto

warring fuctions, sociologists were a bic ar sea wich failing attempes to build gcncrar] theorics,
the rapid growth in empirical work inevicably included some rcseur.chr.-s Cilsy to c'.m.cnturc as
trivial and pointless. Abave all, the social sciences, which had pmmlsc.d S0 mucl.). Jid not .
seem to solve the many vast problems of our day, whether at home or in che Third World, 5o

there was a tinge of disillusionmene thar the social sciences had oot Lived up o promise.

Happily chings were improving in the mid-1960s, and so our new Council faced a promising,

even if far-reaching, challenge.

In the early meetings, much cime was inevitably spent deciding on our role in r.r.-lntiun to
research, assessing the supply of trained research workers and postgraduace studies and ‘
advising government on the needs of the social sciences. We dlscusseq whether che Council
should have its own research unis, wich the disadvaneage thae they might be thought wo '
close to policical influence, and we agreed dhae che Council would in fact focus on research in

umversities and research institutes.

The Council had lictle difficulry in defining the key components of the social seiences for its
purpose. Research and management and education were included as nlaargm:.ll ;.md SOME areas,
such as economic and social history, were ruled out (as was law, including criminelogy). One
fascinating decision, Jooking back from cthe 2 1st century, is the Council’s establishment of a
strategic committee, “the Commirtee on 19807, chaired by Michael Young and asked o
concern itself with the nexe 30 yars. Other commiteees deale with specific subject arcn.s.. and
luckily my memory is such thac | don’t now recall how long we spent sereing up cnmml.ttccs
and defining cheir role. Committees were charged to deal wich rescarch granes and to give
postgraduace awards priority, The subsequent development of the social sciences must owe

much to thac carly emphasis on postgraduace training.

Gradually che Council did more in encouraging research and helping in research insticutes as
well as university departments, As the volume of rescarch applications grew, we increasingly
concerned ourselves — with Michael Young very much i the fead = in assessing rescarch

quality and monicoring progress of the funded projects.

In due course, stimulated by our chairman, the Council published reviews on specific social
stience areas, such as poverty, cohort studics and other subjece arcas emanating from che
Council’s work in particular fields. Also, there was the follow-up work from che “30 YL‘:II.'S
Commitcee”, which resulted ina few monographs, c.g. on war scudies, incernational relacions

and race relations. There was alse a guide co sources of government data, of special interese o

social sciencists.

All these innovations have been built upon in subsequent years, Bur of course the main



contribution of those carly years was o encourage rescarch in the social sciences as well as
postgraduice study, and to establish the necessary procedures for advancement in boach areas,
Icis also impressive to be ceminded in chis book chat ehe Council was prepared o face
contentious issues, such as educational priotity arcas — che Council was well abead of ics time
= and student unrese.

Looking back, we were proud of the achievements in our carly years and conscious of how
much they owed o our dynamic chaieman,

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the 35 years since che SSRC was see up, the social sciences in this counery have advanced
ouc of all recognition — in range of activity, quality of research, innovative developmencs,
public acceptance and visible influence. It js a remarkable cransformation,

One can see this clearly in the educational world. Even in secondary schools, the social
seiences are prominent in chemselves, and as refaced to geography, cavironmental studies,
history, civics and ocher parts of che curniculum,  They are covered in most colleges of furcher
cducation and of course in universicies, There is no universicy thae docs not now give the
social sciences significant atrencion. And the range of areas covered, though of course with
differene emphasis in different mstitucions, is remarkable. One can see it well in the work of
the London School of Economics, which of course i a social science university in seself, buile
up over decades of distincion, s teaching and cescarch now covers accounang and finance;
anthropology: cconomic history; economics; geography and environmene: gavernment;
industrial relations; informacion systems; intermcionad history; international relacions; law;
mathematics; operational research; philosophy, logic and scieacific method; social policies;
soctal psychology; sociology; stacistics — a truly impressive range of intereses. Whar is
particularly encouraging is that in the LSE, mdecd in all universities, social science Loncerns
cover theory and the “pure” approach as well as che obviously relevane and applicd.

One could Tise, alongside che universitics, the cqually impressive range of contribucions from
rescarch inseicutes and chink-ranks, covering most of the above-named areas of interests,
Empirical social rescarch has become increasingly rigorous, supported by advances in survey
methadology. The government’s Social Survey division = parr of the Office of National
Statistics — has set an excellent example, as has, outside the public sector, the non-profic-
making Social and Community Planning Research Cenrre (now called the National Survey
Cenere. T wish one could sy che same about public opinion research dhae scill relies too
much on quota sampling, long o be suspected as unreliable as a basis for survey resulgs,

Dependence on the “focus &roup” approach also raises doubes and i perhaps ripe for rigorous
ssessment,

vi

3ut overall che preture s mose encouraging. The social scicn.ccs SRR rcs!acucd place Im
further and higher education, and research activity s visibly mﬁprc.ssuVu. .f\ttmfdcs by :l»[.lt
large are more supportive chan in the picture conveyed for carlier ycursl. Illr.lf |.-., nl::t‘:;-]él]"i”
that suspicion and scepticism have disappeared. One only h.lﬁ.(() recall che remar I b I,]
Woodhead, HM Chief Inspector of Schools, who seemed 1o .wntc off all .L'L|utslt30n.l .ru.t..r(
hy quoting a few evidently erivial and useless projects. |El face, I can think 0:; w..-rty :;\:fl o
roday’s policy issues char cannot or should not be unr.lcrplnnc.d by rlgtnrnusc. ucl.lllt. : |
research. Much of such work 15 going on, even chough occasionally, juse as in che nacura

scaences, there may be poincess projects.

But generally che importance of social seience hacking for puliq./ thinking 15 no II(I)n{_.:t:rl )
questioned. For any doubts, one would only need to look ar umvursnty. catalogues, :.u.t 1S

that of che LSE, as the evidence for this. Much of this [r.m:aﬁu.'m;mnn 15 due to md-.ly s
Feonoruc and Social Research Council. Its record and increasing importance md-.l'y |sr
impressive, as ies latese Annual Repore (1998-1999) sht)w.‘.. in the I‘L'm‘lrl\.l‘li)lf. r..mél,(. (I) e
projects and programmes it supports, many of obvious policy relevance, 'II:L S't.!l’ﬁﬂ';.t.:’ n):":
outgaing chief executive, Professor Ronald Amann, mjtkcs particularly sfn mL,I r;.u ing,

least in acs emphasis on “evidence-hased” policy thinking. Thar u.-rm. origmates from e
cvidence-based medicine, where i relaces speoificatly o concrolled erials, Here r.lw r.m.anull—b 1'5
wider. The soctal sciences may not often be able o experiment, bue they can bring mmIP ay a
range of scrong methodological backing, quantieative and qualitative, and no serious policy

serategy or decision should be wichoue a search for rigorous evidence,

1 ] 1 - 3 ] =) 4] .s
We who were '.lf()lln(l in the (ll’igll’l'.ll SSRC can l'h'.‘ Pl'()ll(l that it sce che p.lth t()WJI'(IS t()ddy.
I:SRC ancd [h(.'l'(.'by Il(.’lp(.‘d the social sciences in chis country to aclhieve cherr jpresent S[ﬂﬂdi“n
¥

and influence, actual and potencial,
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+ INTRODUCTION -

his book has a spectfic aim. Thac is to detail the events which led to the Soctal

Science Research Council being sec up in December 1963. It also describes the firse
three years of the Council. It starcs in ¢che middle 1940s when there was the firse inquiry
into how to encourage the social sciences. This inquiry, by a committee chaired by Sir John
Clapham, was the firsc time chac the question as to whether there should be a research
council for the social sciences was seriously addressed. So this book is a history rather than
a book about the social sciences. It came from an idea of Chris Caswill, direcror of research
ar the ESRC. He suggested a book thar traced the background of the SSRC and also paved
the way for other studies on different aspects of the social sciences at that time. It does,
therefore, touch on issues which social scientists, or hiscorians, mighe explore furcher,
Attention is drawn to some of these in the conclusion.

I am most grateful to che ESRC for commissioning chis book, and to Chris Caswill for his
many helpful suggestions 2nd comments. My chanks go o Lord Young of Dartington, the
first chairman of the SSRC, who was kind enough to talk to me, and to read a draft. His
comments were most useful. Jeremy Micchell, scientific secrecary of the SSRC in its early
years, was also kind enough to read a draft, and make suggescions. | should like o thank
him for his help, and for saving me from some unfortunate errors. Rupert Hughes, the
assistant secretary to the Heyworth Committee, also gave time to help with his memories
of the commictee and it gives me pleasure also to thank him.

Most of the research was done in the Public Record Office. It was fascinating to return as a
reader to the office where I had spenc my working life. I should like ro chank che many
ersewhile colleagues who helped. I am most impressed with che service that they provide to
the hundreds of readers who visit the office daily. My thanks also go co those who provided
assistance in other archives: the British Academy, the House of Lords Record Office, the
Nacional Institute of Economic and Social Research, che National Museum of Labour
History, and Nuffield College, Oxford, as well as che departmental record officer of the
Treasury for allowing me access 1o records not yet transferred to the Public Record Office.

Finally my grateful thanks go to Sandra Baxter who typed the dictaced texe. She showed
skill, patience and good humour, and saved me a great deal of time.

viii
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TAIATILR

« THE CLAPHAM INQUIRY AND REPORT -

n December 19494 the Lord President of the Council and Depucy Prime Miniscer,

Clement Attlee, and the Chancellor of che Exchequer, Sir John Anderson, secup a
committee o consider without any formal or public inquiry whether addicional provision
was nccessary for research inco social and cconomic questions, The commirtee was to be
chaired by Sir John Claplmm.' Actlee was in the lead as Lord President, because in this
posicion he was responsible for geneeal avil sciennfic policy and for co-ordinating work on
scientific questions which was not the specific deparemental responsibility of a colleague.
Fle was also responsible for che work of the three research councils, as chey were then:
agriculeural, medical, and scientific and industrial.

The background ro this commiceee lics in che successful role played by sciencises who had
joined government departments during the war. The resules of their eescarch had proved
invaluable, with the development of the atomic bomb and radar being prime uxump]us.z
Many were anxious char indusery should continue to benefic from sciencific research afeer
the war. The Deparement of Sciencific and Induserial Rescarch (DSIR) was a key
deparement. It had been see up during che First World War as a permanent organisation
for the promotion of scientific and induserial rescarch. In particular it was concerned wich
the applicanion of science o induseey and so was responsible for the organisacion,
development and encouragement of saientific and indusenal research, and che
disseminacion of its resules.® Sir Raymond Steeac played @ prominent role. He was
charrman of the Cotton Board, and he was on the Advisery Council for the DSIR, and also
on its industrinl Granes Commiccee, In March 1943 he minured Lord Riverdale (charman
ol the advisory council) urging thac an “esprit de eesearch” should be see up after the war
m industry and proposing a series of meetings on rescarch and indusery.* He wanted the
DSIR to play a geeacer pare in this,” and in October 1943 it was agreed thar headquarters
stafl should be screngthened and industry encouraged t do mare research.?

The steucrure of the DSIR was 4 chree-tier one. There was a Commiteee of the Privy
Council for Scientific and Industrial Rescarch wich ministerial membership; s was
advised by an Advisory Council for Scientific and Industrial Research, which consisted
of eminent scientises; finally, chere was the Department of Scientific and Industrial
Research. Mimseerial responsibiliey for the DSIR lay with the Lord Presidenc of che
Council, at chis time Clement Actlee.
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Other bodies similarly urged thac industry must continue to benefit from research after the
wac.5 The Industrial Research Commictee of che Federation of Bricjsh Industry issued an
importanc pamphlet7 on inclusery and research. Nuffield College, Oxford, hosted some
well-attended conferences. A particularly relevanc one was held on 8--9 January 1944 on
the post-war organisacion of scientific and induscrial research. This was a wide-ranging and
positive conference, and G D H Cole, Chichele professor of social and political theory at
Oxford and a fellow of Nuffield, in summing up said he was “appalled ac che amonnt of
ground that had been covered”. As with most discussion ac this time, the main chruse of
this conference was on natural sciences with social and economic research neglected, a
point made by O W Raskill, later on che council of the British Institute of Managemenct.%
The Parliamentary and Scientific Commiccee of che House of Commons also studied the
macter and produced reporcs. One of these feports was on scientific research and che
universities in pose-war Bricain. This was sent by Edward Salt, Unionise MP for
Birmingham Yardley and chairman of the Parliamentary and Scientific Commirree, to
Actlee in Occober 1943. The report scressed the need for increased research with more
financial assistance. It also drew attention to the importance of the supply and traming of
research personnel. It referred, however, o agnicultural, veterinary, medical and industrial
research, not the social sciences.”

The British Association for the Advancement of Science also looked 2t post-war universicy
education, and ser up a committee. In July 1943 chis produced a report on education for
the public service. One of its suggestions was that civil servants would benefic from being
able to rake leave to learn about che effects of cheir work. A large part of thac leave would
most profitably be spent on an advanced course in social studies.'?

In july 1943 the Advisory Council of the DSIR made a reporre to Artlee on the fucure of
the induscrial research associations. Atrtlee, before taking a decision, approached Sir Edward
Appleton, an eminent scientist who won the Nobel prize for physics in 1947, but who also
won awards for, as examples, both civil and electrical engineering. He was permanent
secretary of the DSIR and secretary of the Advisory Council. Actlee asked him to discuss
with the Treasury the desirability of bringing forward a complece plan for encouraging
scientific research after the war. This was to embrace granes co universities, direce
goverament expenditure on research, and taxacion concessions on research expenditure.!!
This resulred in discussions led by Sir Alan Barlow from the Treasury and included Sir
Edward Appleton; Sir Edward Mellanby, secretary to the Medical Research Council (MRC})
and Privy Council for Medical Research; E H E Haverlock, administrative secretary to che

tie Social Sciences arrire

Agricultural Research Council; and Sir Walter Mobcrlt.fy, chairman of the Ulfivelts;cy
Grants Commitcee (UGC)."? The discussions resulted in a wl-utc.e paper on scientific .
research and development setting our in general terms (he_exlsnng government machinery
for che promotion of scientific research and development,!?

There was, therefore, a general acknowledgement chat the hink between scientific
rescarch and industry should continue after the war. At chis poine, ho.wever, the.
scientific research being discussed was nearly always in the natural sciences and in the

areas covered by che exiscing councils.

Discussions on social science gained momentum and purpose when Salt, chairman of the
Pacliamentary and Scientific Commirtree, put down an early day mortion o.n 9 February
1944.* He was an industrialist by background. His motion was “Thac chis House,
recognising that if the UK is to maintain its position in che post-war world and carry out
effective plans for physical reconstruction and social bectermentc, research and :lhe -
application of sciencific knowledge in all fields must be promotec.l on a .fnr b;)l er:lca e than
in the period 1919-1939". It urged the government.to assure umvers.ttl.es of much more
support from the state; to direct education and training towards providing many morc. )
people highly trained in science and technology; and to start schl':mes to easure exzansm
of research activicy by private firms and stace establishments. Th]l: would be done by rax
relief.'! By 19 April this motion had the support of 207 names.

At the same time Sir Granville Gibson, Conservative MP for Pudsey and Otley, was
successful in che ballot for an amendment debate. Gibson was also an lnd.ustnahst, and
with the same age, interests and club as Salr. He proposed “To call attention to research
and scientific knowledge” and his proposed resolution was going to foII?w t.he word.mg of
Salc’s early day motion. Clement Attlee, as Lord President of the Council, plcked. this up
and on 24 February he wrote to Sir John Anderson. He referred to the Barlow discussions

* [n February 1945 A N Coleridge, in a minute to his colleague in the Office uf. the
Minister of Reconstruction, ] P R Maud, briefing him in advance of a deputation led by
Salt to the Lord President (to a meeting later cancelled), described Sale: “1 am cold chac
Salt is at che head of a well-known small pressure group of MPs who tend to hammer
away at this theme regardless of any pracrical progress that may il'.l fact have been il
made”. CAB 124/525. But Salt was undoubtedly influencial in chis field. 2
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and the proposed whiee paper. He choughe chat iv would be convenient if che subject of
scientific research could be disposed of in the time allotied w0 Gibson and char a statement
on government policy could be made in the reply. Sir John Anderson agreed o this and
thar Atclee should reply co the debace on behalf of che governmene, '®

This was certainly scen as of considerable importance in the Ministry of Educacion, to

which the correspondence was copied, and which agreed to help wich the white paper. !’

The debate was held on 19 April 1944, The motion now read “This House, recognising
the vital pare which research and science and cheie ctfeceive application can play in
TECORSLrucrion, as i means of increasing our national prospericy, eaising the standard of
living, cecovering our export erade and developing the national resources of our ¢mpire,
urges the declaration of & bold and generous Goveenment policy of financial assiscance
direceed o ehe expansion of teaching and rescarch facilitics in our universities and
rechnic colleges, to the extension of pure and applicd rescarch in all fields by the state, by
indusery through privace firms and rescarch associations, and che effeerive and rapid
applicacion of the resules of rescarch™, In speking to the motion, Gibson quorted from an
article in the Yorkshire Posr which saiel thac there was lieele evidence o suggese ehac che war
elfore had suffered any neglect of scieneific invention or advice, then went on to ask “Bug
has adequace provision been made for conemutng chis fruieful collaboration into tmes of
peace?” Gibson said that chat summed up the question he was putting to e House. Salc
scconded the motion, and all whe spoke supporeed 1. Great seress was laid on the
importance of scientific research o industry. The work of the Agriculrural Rescarch
Council and the DSIR also received much atcention,

From the poine of view of social sciences Actlee’s reply on behalf of the government is
much the mose interesting part of the debace, He started by sounding posicive in
responding o whae had been said bur withouc gwving anything away, He said that the
government was in fwvour of the spinit of the requese for generous support from
government for an exeension of waching and research ar wmversicies. He rejeceed the idea
of a Ministry of Science, as he wanted saience to be spraad ehrough all deparements, He
continued “Fhere is somerimes @ tcendency in che minds of people to narrow science down
to mean che natural sciences. But ie s capable of applicacion in other disections.” Te wene
on "o draw acrention to the considerable improvement thae has aken place during the war
in the crearion of 3§ Ceneral Statiscical Office and a Ceneral Fconomic Secdion, set up o

ensure colleceion, through different pares of the governmene machinery, of datt necessary
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for decermining policy and to survey syscematically che ecconomic causes, trcn_ds and

fleces”. This was a reference co chese two secdions in the wartime Cabinet Office, whose

u l ‘ - ‘ > T e 3| I3
work was ceneral to the social sciences. [t must be remembered chat Acelee in his reply was

making a statement of government policy.

L)
To furcher this policy it was decided thar a committee shou]\c‘l be sec up.'? By l(:lf?ugusr
1944 chere was a draft letter prepared for Acelee w send o burjc')hn AI’I(.ICI‘S()ITI.’TIHIZ .
suggested chae it would be useful to add 2 fourth rescarch ‘cnunul to the three 1 l'(.;l y 1In
existence. Those for scientific and induserial rescarch, medical ujsc;lrch, and agriculeura
research were all natural sciences and applicd to industry. Thc time h;fd come Fu du' l
someching for the social sciences, which were increasingly important m- throwing Il'g 1t <;n
problems of public policy. There was a dangerous dependence nfl Amcrlc:m foundarions for
financing rescarch in this wide field. A commiceee should look into this, and Sh(m:,d npu:t!
joinely to the Lord President of the Council and che Chunccll.m.' of -thr: Exchequer. r()I)m-i]t.
rerms of reference were “To consider wheeher addicional pruwsmn. is r‘wccssary for research
into economic and social questions, and if so, che methods by which it should be

Sy 20
provided”.

In recommending thae chis commictee be see up, che influence of B F M Durbm‘was
serong. He was an academic who had been temporarily appointed as personal :lhbl&[..lﬂt o
Atddee in 1942, On 27 November 1944 Durbin sent a minute to Acclee. In thae minute he
reminded Artlee that some time eaelier he had suggested thae the expenditure on rt.:sc;lrch
i the social sciences was very small. Far coo much of the inadequare rotal was provided by
American foundations. The development of public policy afeer the war would be greatly
aided by rapidly inceeasing the knowledge of social processes. Fle went on to say thac he
had held discussions wich 2 number of distinguished social scientists. All were agreed chae
the number of vested interests in chis ficld was very great, and chey recognised that the
difficulty in providing money was vcryjrcnl. The recommended St)luti()fl was that fl smalf
commireee of inquiry should be set up.?! We do not know when Durbm made this
suggestion to Attlee, bue it was obviously before August 1944, and it seems probable thac

it was before Atclee’s reply to the debare on 19 April.

Attlee sent his leteer to che Chancellor of the Exchequer on 20 Sepeember, who replied on
12 October. He choughe ic was a goed idea. He said chae the inguiry should not be made

¥ ’ oT g v
public at this stage. Fle suggested names: Sic Henry Clay (who had been professor of o
H o Ted vers B 3 i VISU :
political cconomy and social economy ac Manchester University, was now economic adviser - s
e
I
I
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to the Bank of England, and had been seconded o the Board of Trade since 1941); Sir
Hecror Hecheringeon (academic principal and vice-chancellor of Glasgow University and
president of the National Institute of Economic and Social Research since 1932); Sir
Walter Moberley (chairman of the UGQ); Professor L C Robbins® (who had been professor
of economics at the University of London from 1929 to 1944, and was director of the
Economic Section of the War Cabine); Sir Alexander Care-Saunders (who had been
professor of social sciences ar Liverpool University and was now director of the Loadon
School of Economics (LSE)); and Sir John Clapham (s a leading economist, cconomic
hiscorian and as a wise man). He also wanted someone familiar with che machinery of
government.” The names he suggested provided almost the whole of the Clapham
Commictee. ™ Arelee was anxtous thae che chairman should be impartial, and names were
also discussed in his office. Sir Maurice Hankey, who had been chairman of che Scientific
Advisory Committee for 1942—43, had been suggested, bue by 16 August aleernacive
names were being sought. Suggestions were Lord Harlech, a prominent figure in public
life, us someone

"

above the bartle”; Lord Buscace Perey, receor of Durham Universicy
{Newcastle division) as someone involved with social sciences and universicy
administration; and Sir Hector Heeherington. Professor Robbins suggested Sir John
Clapham, as someone who was no tonger direcely involved in a universicy. Sir John
Anderson’s wise man, who had been professor of economic history ac Cambridge from 1928
to 1938 and had been president of che British Academy from 1940, emerged as che first
choice.®t Actlee minuted Anderson to this effect on 30 Ocrober, and che go-ahead was
given on 6 November,™?

Discussions were also geing on within che DSIR. In May 1944 che DSIR appointed a
Committee on Pose-War Development to review the scope, policy and activicies of the
departmenc.”® A draft report was prepared by 24 July and the report was considered by the
DSIRs Advisory Council ac its meeting on 25 Ocrober. Amongst other chings the report
commented on the face thar there were ac thar cime three research councils. Ie fele che need
for provision also for research in sociology. There should be investigations into macters
such as housing and diec and in general into the psychological reactions and behaviour of
human beings t condicions imposed by modern life. The committee felt thae the conduct

* Professor Robbins was lacer chairman of the Commitree on Higher Education,
See below pp.53-54.
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of such investigations was outside che scope of che presenc rescarch councils, bue che rcs:ulls
and implications were essential in planning research programmes and even more essential
for departments responsible for national policy. Ad bae investigations .would be unforrunace,
and therefore it recommended che desirability of exploring che cstablwthment of a f(:urt]l
research council, under the Lord President of the Council, for sociological research, The
DSIR's Advisory Council concurred with the committee’s statement abouc che conduce of
investigations into sociological problems, but fele unable to take any accive steps to fill
what they regarded as a real need. They thought the proposal was one chat should be ‘
cransmicted to the Commiceee of Council: "thac representations be made o the C(?mmuttcc
of Counci! that consideration be given to the estabiishment of an Advisory Council for

sociological Research” as a sister body to the other researcl councils.

The eepore was sent to Attlee, as Lord President, towards the end of November, with a
covering leceer from Sir Edward Appleton which drew ateention to all che '
secommendations except the one about the fourth research council. Despite this Actlee
picked up the recommendation about sociolagy, and devored more I.'h:l[‘l haI.f his rfply to it.
He rold Sir Edward abour che decision to see up a small committee of inquiry to “look at
whether addicional provision was necessary for research into economic and social questions,
The Committee is not yet set up and it is eur incention that the Enquiry should be a
confidential one™. %7

The MRC did not welcome che suggestion that a fourth research council be ser up. Sir
Edward Mellanby minuted Appleton in October. “We should have some difficulty in
aceepting the view chat sociology had arrived ac such a stage of scientific development chat
an Adwvisory Council for Socielogical Research could be justified as an official government
body™.>" He then minuted the Lord President at che beginning of December, He said char
the MRC was interested in the recommendation of the establishment of an advisory council
for sociological research. He said thac chis recommendacion was based on the “need which
will increase in post-war years for provision of research also in the fields of applied
ceonomics, stacistics and induserial psychology, all of which may be generally classified
under the heading of seciology”. He pointed ouc chat the MRC had an Industrial Research
Board which had for many years included a large amount of tesearch on induserial
psychology. He said the MRC also had & seatistical deparement dealing with human
statistics. Me concluded that the MRC thought that the means of promoting a wider
programme of sociological research merited discussion but thar a social research council
was probubly inappropriate. In any evene the separation of rcsr.-ﬂrchqin vital staciscics and
industrial psychology from medical rescarch was to be depreciared.™
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By the cime che Lord President received this lecter che dec

By o 15100 to set up che commiceee of
inquiry had already been taken.

Sir John Clapham agreed o serve as chairman at a meeting wich Actlee on 1 December. B
4 January the members had been appointed.*” -

It ts interesting chat industry, which had played an Imporrant part in urging the need
for c.onnnued vesearch after the war, was noc represented on the Clapham Committee, [t
consisted almose encirely of academics with o industrialists at all. In addicion to Sll'.
John Clapham as chairman, the other members were Sir Alexander Carr-Saunders, Sir
Henry Clay, Sir Hector Hetherington, Sir Walter Moberley, Professor L C Robbm’s and
Professor R H Tawney, professor of economic history at che University of London. éir

Ala ]
n 'Barlow, from che Treasury, was on it as someone who was familiar with the
machinery of governmenc.

T].I\'.‘ appointmenc of a secretary caused some difficulcy. Mr Ricketr was appointed in the
middle ?f November, o take up post after he was transferred back from the Ministry of
Production to the War Cabinet Office. At the beginning of January Rickett cold Clapham
that he would nﬂ.t be free until the beginning of February, to which Clapham l‘f:pliedpth:lt
before the commiteee mec he wanted a review of the existing provision for rescarch. There
was then a further delay when Rickert was sent to Washingron on urgent official d;n and
it wa..s not until the very end of February thar T M Wilson, from the Treasury, w. ”
:.1ppomtcd and scarted work. Rickere had not had time to rake any steps to e
information abour che existing provision for research, and Clapham agreed
committee should nor meer until the information was available,

collect
that che

The first meecing of the Clapham Commictee was at last held on 4 May 1945, It had

before it two 3] isti
cports summarising che existing provision for research in England and Wales

(paper by S.lr Henry Clay) and Scotland {paper by Sir Heccor Hetheringron). The meeting
was rather inconclusive. The chairman referred 1o the resolurions passed by the DSIR anj
MRC and agreed chat they were relevant to the discussions, In considering the scope of che
te.rm.s of reference they should ook in particular ac whar should be regarded as falling
wnFlun .t}?E scope of che term “social questions”, There was discussion on the rale of ’
universities and the question of whether there should be a central body was mised. T}

main concluston of the meeting was a consensus char . G

worktog i she Pt o0 there was a shorcage of people
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At the second meecing on 25 June Mr Barnard from che DSIR was present for the firse part.
The arguments he advanced were those which he had been promulgating within the DSIR
for about 18 months.>! He said thac investigation of sociological problems lay outside the
scope of the three research councils. Since the objece of industrial research was the
application of science to economic and social ends, the DSIR should be in a position te
appreciate the economic and social implications of the work it was doing. The DSIR was
establishing 2 machemacical division to undertake fundamental research in stacistical theory
in relation to industrial research bue this was as far as chey could go. The examples Mr
Barnard gave of areas where the DSIR required guidance on social and econormic effects were
not, perhaps, as telling as they might have been. Dried milk, which cur distribucion coscs,
as opposed to liquid milk? Chilled or frozen beef? Canning, quick freezing or drying to
preserve foodstuffs? What price could the bulk of che population afford to pay for housing?
W har sort of fuel should be used for heating? Finally, roads should provide speed, ease and
safety, which was very complex issue with economic and social factors. Mr Barnard was
director of food investigation ac the DSIR until he was appointed principal assistant secretary
in 1943, which seems to have influenced the selection of the examples. Mr Barnard said chac
the DSIR would like a focal point, but he did not convince the meeting of a need for one.

At che third meeting on 26 July, Sir John Clapham, who had missed the previous meeting,
was again in the chair. Mr Campion from the Central Statistical Office (CSO) was present.
He said chac chere was a danger because of a shortage of statistical staff in the universities.
The primary purpose of the CSO was the day-to-day co-ordination of government
statistics. Sir John Clapham referred to the DSIR evidence of the previous meeting. He
said char the desiderata of che DSIR were not extensive enough to form the basis of a new
department. He chought thar che new machemarical division in the DSIR might involve
the risk of duplication with the universities. He thought that the proposed central focal
point mighe also involve duplication. Because of cthe agreed shortage of crained staff chis
would be particularly serious. Mr Campion choughe that because of the shortage of seaff in
universities people would turn to the C8O for much scacistical data. The department was,
however, limited by the nature of governmenc statiseics, which did not always meet the
requirements of research workers. For example, the census of production provided no data
on the cancentration of industry, nor did the Ministry of Labour figures show the financial

concentracion of firms.

By the end of this meeting some conclusions were emerging. Sir John Clapham agreed chac 3 b
shortage of scaciscical staff should be a central feature of the report. He “hoped to draft S
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what seemed to be the views of the committee against an Advisory Committee for
Economics and Sociology™. He wene on to say chac Mr Campion’s evidence on the co
ordinacing role of the CSO supported chis adverse view, ™

At the fourch meeting, held on | October 1945, Professor Sargant Florence
Hogben from the British Association for the Advancemenc of Science gave evidence, Their
main point was the need for a co-ordinated syllabus for ceaching and research in che social
sciences. Government departments needed advice on how to secure co-ordination of

and Professor

seatstics, and postgraduates needed craimang on how to present che resules of their research.

There was some discussion on the role of the research councils. Florence

suggested chat an
unofficial body was needed for the social sciences, but one which h

ad money. Clapham
argued that to seart by spending money was not che right course to take. The firse essencial
was to gee interested people in particular universicies. He argued chac clear-cuc social
science departments in universities did not yet exist and a supervisory org
not be constructed on a non-existenc foundation. The usual argumenc
availability of seaff was advanced. The problems caused by the
sciences was raised at chis meecing, alchough ic was not seen as
Professor Hogben.

anisacion could
abourt the non-
pelincal flavour of che social
a serious problem by

Professor Simey, professor of suciology at che Universicy of Liverpool, was the next one to
give evidence, ac the meeting on 24 Ocrober. He had been out of the university world for
five years, and he said that on return he had found tha the social sciences

aleogether respecrable. He was, however, not compl

were not
aining. He thoughe it was necessary to
work out fundamental principles and show how they related co pacticular studies. Social
scientists muse firs collece seatistics and daca, and from those evol

ve general cheories,
His cwo main difficulties were gecring dara

» and gerzing schemes for admicting students.®

After Professor Simey withdrew there was, as usual, litrle general discussion. Sir Alan
Barlow thought that governmenc departments would give more help if they were
persuaded thac more research was needed, and thar ic would help chem,

* In his evidence, which reflects its time, Professor Simey said “che whole framework for
teaching was very unsarisfactory; the tendency in che past had been to admie girls o
certificate courses in deparcments such as his. These entrancs came direce from
secondary schools and wished to obtain a general qualification admiccing cthem
trainees o such professional bodics as che Inscitute of Hospital Almoners.”

as
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At the nexe meeang on 7 November, government officials appeared. A D K Owen, an
cconumist who had been general secretary of Political and Economic Planjmlng (_PEP) and
was about to become assistaat secretary-general in charge of the Economic f\ffulrs
Deparement of che United Nations, spoke about the number of CEED in which :hc.
government was involved in social and economic research. He mentioned the wartime
s—nciul survey, the sponsorship of research, and che provision of access o recmtds‘ for
sesearch, He reminded the committee chat much basic marerial, such as Statl.StICS, was
published. He said chat he had been attracted to the idea of a research council, but |j|0'w
thought ic would just cause a boctle-neck. He preferred some developr.nent in the Civil
Service, such as an inter-departmental commiccee, As an adjunce to tlus. there could be a
permancnt research unic, located centrally. When it came to financial aid, h"j would prefer
university faculties to be built up. He acknowledged thac economics was quire well
covered, and che principle gaps were in sociology. Mr Feavearyear and Mr Starke, frF:m che
Ministry of Food, also ateended che meeting. They spoke on cheir paper about wartime ‘
foud managemeat, covering such things as the distribution of food. In che course of their
work informartion abouc expenditure had been collected. They said thac chere had been
few requeses to make the informacion available to researchers: it was firms in the food

trade which had wanted publication.

At the next meeting on 26 November Professor Brogan, professor of po]iti(l:u] science
at Cambridge, suggested that something on che lines of the US Soc:;.al Scrvnces_ Council
mighe break down warertighe comparements which hampcfrcd work in che Umitcr.l
Kingdom. However, he did not want a government-established research council
because he did not think thae such a council would ask che right and awkwnrq
questions. The chairman of PEP thoughe chere was a case for a research council to .
make grants to institutes and universities for social research, but a member .OF.‘hc P
council thought thar a commiczee of departments would be a berter granc-giving body.
At the meeting on 5 December 1945, Professor Steven from the QSA spokf:.ac some
lengeh about che work done by che Social Science Rcscnrclll C?uncl{ there. S'lr_lohrn ]
Clapham did nor give much weight to his evidence, He dismissed ic by saying char t ;e
UK had no probiems similar to the negro pmblerp in the USA, and cherefore much o
the work described was not required in the UK.3?

Work had already starred on the report in July 1945, and by Augusc a skeleton report fad |
. . .

been written, Hlowever, the existence of the committee had not been made public, \

Anderson and Atclee had agreed, when sesting up the committee, chat i should be o
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confidential, This was seen to offer many advantages, alchough they were not spelt our, e
was, however, recognised thae che committee might need to consulr varjous insticutions
and this could lead o 2 leak, possibly with unforcunare resules. If ie led to embarrassment,
then it had been agreed that Sir John Clapham could ask for che decision to keep it
confidential to be reconsidered.3 The House of Commons first learned abour it on 20
December 1945 when Major Vernon, Labour MP for the Dulwich division of Camberwell,
who was an engineer by background and who had worked in industry,
of the Exchequer for the terms of reference “of the commiccee recently sec up under Sir
John Clapham™. He also asked who had given evidence, whether evidence could seill be
submicted, and if che findings would be made public. The Chancellor of che
now Hugh Dalton, replied that a good deal of evidence had been taken, the
being prepared, and as yet he could nor say whether it would be published.

asked che Chancellor

Exchequer,

TepOoret was now

The drafr repore was before che committee on 9 January 1946, bue evidence continued to

be taken. It mer on 25 January, when Professor T H Marshall, head of che social science
deparcment ae the LSE, argued che need for further assistance for social and economic
research, and said char chere was a prima-facie case for a Social Science Research Council
(SSRC). He did not think that it would place a strain on available staff, Ac che same
meeting Professor Raymond Firch, professor of anchropology at che University of London,
also argued thac a council was desirable. ¥ At che nexe meettng, on 11 February, Professor
Hancock, Chichele professor of economic history at Oxford University, who was editor of
the civil side of the Bricish official war histories, talked abou the considerable lack of
knowledge of social matters and thoughe chat an SSRC was desirable, to locate and define
problems worch studying, Ac the same meeting Professor ] R N Stone, director of the
deparement of applied economics ac Cambridge University, mentioned four different
approaches, one of which was an agency which would bring together workers outside
government and provide funds. It would also direct university research workers o
problems. He did not wane an SSRC. He argued in favour of something char arose
spontaneously from the desires of workers in che f;
from che UGC. The final meeting
Colonel ] G W Davies talked abo

eld. Funds, he thoughr, should come
ac which evidence was taken was held on 8 March 1946,
ut the research by the Direcrorate of Selection of

* Both Marshall and Firth were appotnted to the SSRC in 1965,
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Personnel at the Ministry of Defence into che backgmun.d and a}:utudcs :Jfa:l ‘:::i p
recruits during the war. The main poine to arise from chis meeting wns_t hat emﬁde
difticulties wich finance it was intended to ask che Rockefellncr Foundanor;;o p

money for publication of the report. Both Tawney and Robbins theughe this

g 3
inappropriate.”

']JOI W a A0 STage when oir l()hll (:lﬂpl at the d 0{ LIﬂl'Ch. HE
I]“‘.’ e T was SU“ { dl' f stage ]'IC S 1AM dled ti € en
l)f.‘f.‘ll rav |1V0]\'Cd in [Il [ W a b} leddy -l[ld Professor I{Obblns
Ila(.l hl ll} ] t dl'a (s. It S Im 114 3
i dl.'[[()(]l\ i Ilal .llllLlldlllL[ltS. At EIIC same ame tll(.‘ IJIO\'I 1040 1nrcy
1 ] 5 a-l c(J"‘:|u5]0[|S were Cir lJ[Ld

36 )
1o selected people for their views,

The House of Commons, in the meantime, pursved the macter. Scephcn}a;:lor, I(.;}b;:.r
MP for Barnee, was a docror and neuro-psychiatriF expert. He had beerll ) mlftjrthe -
wartime social survey of the Ministey of Informacion. On 14 February he as t; ey
Presideat f che governmene would establish a social resear.ch council ](:n Slr:lfl o

the MRC “in view of difficulties under which social scientists have 13l ou:]e l u: e
country in the past™.* The Lord President, now Hettbert Morrlson,;cplu’ T :Jaon ol
waiting for the observarions of the Clapham Committee. On 2 ll Fe ruart) :::S o
Major Vernon continued to ask questions as to whether or l.-!m fu: re[-mr scomplees
and whether it would be published. By May he was becoming imparient, and sugg o
that the report mighe be speeded up “perhaps by inviting one or two younger membe

sit on the commiceee”. 3

The final meeting to approve the repore was held on 2.15!?[;1,'. The finf:l dn;&(;):;:_]; :::{:;t
was ready by June, and it was finally published in July.”™ The comr_mt:u‘: aomic '

to consider whether additional provision was necessary for reseurclhl into tco:1 o
social questions. The repore covered not only the amount of provision l_forl“ic:::’ :l "

the channels through which ic became available. It hsted the fields w lEr][ I‘ ; ?e .
economic and social questions covered withouc attempring a dcf.mmnn. : polc‘u ‘!
panted was not brighe. It thought that the value of knowledge in these fields \vasith i
appreciated, and even when ic was, resources would not be provided, in contrase w

nacural sciences.

* Taylor remained interested in this and as Lord Taylor introduced a debarte i the House o
of Lords in December 1959 in which he again called for an SSRC to be set up. ¥

See p.50. ,__
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85 urriz,

Despite chis, it was optimistic abour research within che machinery of government,

Because of the war there was machinery in place for collecring information and there were
Ofganisations to suevey ic syscemacically. Ie said thac prov
was more likely to be hampered in che fucure by lack of availabilicy of property trained
staff chan lack of realisacion of che importance of the work to be done, There w.
for improvement, and e fecommended char an inter-deparcme
up with outside experts to assess the potential value

departments and to see how it could be made

ision for reseacch in Lovernmenc

as still room
ntal commiceee should be set
of information gachered for

available co researchers,

The picture painced of research in universities was extremely gloomy. There were
insufficiene staff, and insufficient resources to enable whac seaff chere w
pursue their researches. There were 52 professors and readers in social sciences, compared
with 296 in pure sciences and 176 in medicine. Those seaff chat chere were did nor have
enough time for research because they had too heavy a teaching load. There was 2

parcicular shoreage of posts in statistics, The commiteee found chat there muse be increased
proviston of resources, and char this tncrease should be on a pe

cre efficiently o

rmanent routine basis.
Paragraphs 29-32 were devored ro the suggestion that chere should be an official social

and economic rescarch council, [ quoted the proposal from che DSIR' Advisory Council
thac consideration be given to the establishment of an advisory council for sociological
research.* However, the recommendation was noc ro ser up
The chief need ac thae time was o serengthen che staff an
there were an official body for social sciences chere was a
crystallizacion of spurious orchodoxjes”
should nort be dive

a research council ac chis stage.
d provide for routine research. If
“danger of a premature

. But the main point was thac “the best men”

reed from doing research to co-ordinating rescarch.
thar few peaple who had been consulted were in favour:
Itis inreresring, however, th

The reporr also said
more were definitely unfavourable,

at apare from government departments all those who gave or
submiteed evidence were from universities or othe

statement by che DSIR chae industry needed o k
proposals, no induscrialise accually gave evidence.

t academic organisacions, In spite of the
now the economic and social effeces of

I ——

* Until che final draft this read “The Advisory Council of the Department of Scientific
and Indusrrial Research submitted to us a resolucion...”. Sir Edward Appleton, secretary
to the Council, objected o chis because a resolution had not been submitted, and che
proposal had been put forward in confidence. The offeading words were changed, so

thac the commicetee in che published version "encountered the proposal”. CAB 1244529,

QS Jrriir

The committee came up with three positive recommendations.

n ‘tdlldlll 2 1Ne "ll iar lll{.ll[dl onomic alld OClﬂ] re: e.llcll commitcee Sll()uld I)L' set
B b £ nee Cparc cC ] S5 5
4 i ‘DLS.
up o Sul'de} and ad\ 314 UI)(]" l't'S(.'al'Ch W [)rk in g()\erﬂmcn[ dep.lrtm(. S

@ Favourable consideration should be given 1o increases of the unwersnty.lgfant ‘::;::mic
view to strengthening developments conducive to che spread.of rese.lrf_l1 mt('i cone
and social questions, both through the provi.siun of ltnorc.ch:ursl am]d t.)t l'e:ntnc:l:":e:,
poses and through much more hiberal provision for librarics, calculating ,

computing assistance and similar facilities.

i i g ; - ittee to advise
The UGC should be asked to consider the establishment of a sub-commirtee

on macters celating co che social sciences.

The repore and ics recommendations were accepred by the Locd P(rlc:mdcm, tl;:l.:':d e
Morrison, and the Chancellor of che Exchequer, Hugh Dalten, an _It wj“:;D, phed. T
was only after discussion. There was currespon.denct‘- berween Murrls.(:]n:ln . .:vhcﬂ;cr o
whether it should be referred o che Lord President’s Commictee to ady l:}o . o
not to accept the recommendations. Dalton was ready to accepe b0t|'1 pu Sl'ca:;'::‘ oBarlmv
repoct and its recommendartions, buc Morrison was much more cnuno:.ls. |rmd‘mmls
wrote a very positive covering minute to che repore, su}?purung the fLC«.}i‘:ln‘:cht.l incr;ase
which worried Morrison. He did not like the suppott ;T.;n'cn to che rf.con;m e

in universicy funding, and was worried about the relationship bct\\cenlt.:;: i N
deparemencal commiteee and the UGC sub-commictee. A bnefer‘note 1a t(]) e |:hat o .
However, on 12 July 1946 the Lord Pressdent’s Committee gave its approval, so

> 13
repore and its recommendacions were duly accepred.

ll ade 9'9 POt 1O 4;—48 With d review Qflhf.‘ car
1= DSIR m ldl. pubhc (153 POSltl()n inl i n s I.'LPO f r 19 [} h evIe )
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The commutsecs decision o advise that a counal should not be ser up was pot greeeed with

enthusiasm: “we note thar che commicree reported against dhe appomement of such a

Council”. However, ending on i positive note, they iooked forward 1o muenal benefir arising
from co-operation beoween che deparement and the inter-departmental Commirtree on

Econonmc and Social Rescarch which had been ser up.
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* THE INTER-DEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE ON

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH - {

he reccommendartion of che Clapham Commitece thae an inter-deparemencal Commireee
T(m Economic and Social Research should be formed was followed up rapidly, Even
before the repore was published on 18 July 1946, FI Campion, direcror of the CSO of the
Cabiner Office, and j E Meade, director of the Economic Section of che Cabiner Office, on 10
July minuted the Lord President abour it They thoughe chere was a o t be said for . The
shorrage of trained economists and seatisticians wiis again seen as a difficuity, and they
suggested chat the commireee be kepe small to safeguard against chem being drained off to
run it. They choughe thae the Clapham Commictee had noc perhaps choughe chrough che
role of the new inter-departmental commirree: “the Clapham Commitece ieself, whilse
propusing che commirtee, are a licele vague as to the acrual form the committee should take
and what exacely its funcrion should be”. Campion and Meade choughe thar ourside experts
should be included only in an individual and nort a representational capacity. This was
becavse of che difficuley of deciding which organisations should be represented. They
thoughe it should be consultative and advisory only. They were anxious thar che committee
should concain some persons not drawn from universities, although chis was probably a
reference to institutes such as che Nacional Institure of Economic and Social Research rather
than to industry.!

In che evene the commiceee consiseed only of university academics, in addition to the
representatives of government deparements. In July Barlow, ar che Treasury, hael asked
Carr-Saunders, Clay and Robbins, all of whom had served on the Clapham Commitree, if
they could recommend the names of outsiders for the commiccee, Those who were asked,
and accepted, were Carr-Saunders himself, D N Chesrer, official follow of Nuffield College,
Oxdord, who liad been in the Economic Seccion of the War Cabince, Professor T § Stmey,
who had impressed che Clapham Commictee when he gave evidence, and J R N Stone,
who had also given evidence to the Ciapham Commirtree.” In 1953 Professor R G D Alien,
from the LSE, wok over from Sir Alexander Carr-Saunders.?

There was also discussion as to which government deparements should be represented on
the commiteee. It was agreed chat the Regiscrar General, George Narch, should chair ir,
A Treasury circulir of 4 Ocrober lisced the deparements thar were to be on . These were
the Board of Trade, che Ceneral LEconomic Section, che CS0O, che Ministry of Agriculeure,
the Minisery of Food, che Miniscry of Fealch, the Ministey of Labour, the Ministry of
Nacional Insurance, and the Registrar General for Scotland, Other departments were o
receive papers. Some departments which were not included asked if chey could be, or

i Soctal Sciences s

ked ra receive papers. The Institute of Actuaries wrote ro complain that che (_Envcrnmcnr
;smmry was not on it. Barlow replied to their objections: “far from any slue being o
arended we had thoughe chac Accuaries were oo exalted pcrsu:w to b? rrou'blcd with such
:nundﬂ"'-' matters as those wichin the sphere of the Commiteee™. Defp.m: this, the .
Government Actuasy was added to the commitzee.” By 1950 the Mm|stry'nt;Educ:mon
a;d the Ministry of Town and Country Planning were also represented on it.

The various sub-commitcecs chat were set up during the lifetime of the cummiteee

omprised this same mix of governmene deparements and academics.
C

The terms of reference, which had been included in the T.ru-.lsury circular, \'vcrc announced
by the Chancellor of che Exchequer on 21 January 1947, in reply to a parliamentary
question. They were:

B o survey and advise on research work in governmene depattments

and in parcicular

@ o bring to the notice of deparements the potential value for rescarch purposes of
the maceriat which they colleer and 1o suggest new methods and

areas of collection, and

B o advise on how there could be made available co research workers information
githered for their own purposes by deparements which has potential value as

- 6
macerial for rescarch.”

Fhese had been discussed ac che fisst meeting of che commictee on 14 December 1946. There,
the main copic discussed was the need for information to be preserved, with th‘c destruction of
colliery records being cited as an example of uniform destruceion. To follow this up, Sir Hilary
Jenkinson, Deputy Keeper of Public Records, aceended the second meeting on 17 January
1947. He explained thar schedules of documents to be destroyed were drawn up berween I’IIIL‘
deparrments and the Public Record Office (PRO). These schedules were discussed ae .tllt.' third
meeting on 28 February, and the question of whether the PRO showld become an active
Bovernment agency for the use of those engaged in contemporary rescarch was raised.” Despite
the serong feelings which the question of che preservation of documents had mised ar che firse
meeting of che commiteee, tivdle was achieved. In its first report, published in Ocrober 1948;; &
1t was recommended chac che scheduies should be made comprehensible o rescarch workers. N
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In the following year the PRO soughe the view of the committee on the destruction of files of

dissolved companies, but the commictee determined that it was noc appropriate for them to
discuss chis, and thac ic should be referred to academics.” In a draft leteer of 1959 we learn
that che commictee was happy to be consulted by the PRO, bur did not have the resources w0
give advice. The committee continued to receive the minutes of the Commirtee on Particular
Instance Papers*® in an unofficial cupacity."'

After the firse few mectings the academics on the commitree had expressed concern chat
they mighe be “shot ac” as not representing all possible universicy needs, The secretary ac
the Nacional Institute of Economic and Social Rescarch, Mrs Stone, was married w]RN
Stonc on the committee. The Stones consulted Noreh as to che possibiliey of the Instituce
organising a conference. This was welcomed, and it was held on 8-9 March 1947, It
concentrated on the problems of social and cconomic research thas arose from the relations
berween government departments and academic bodies. Ies repore, in paragraph 6, stated
that the problems of outside research workers fell inco three pares: (1) what material
existed, in whae form, and in which departmencs, (2) how co gain access to it, and (3) how
to persuade governmene deparements o analyse material so as to chirow light on special
problems? The recommendacions in the repore deale direcely wich macters concerning the
commitece #nd provided a rich source of items for furere agendas. The recommendations
covered things such as how information could be made avatilable; contacts berween research
workers and the deparements; and confidentialicy. !

Much of the commictee’s work was to be concerned with statistics, and early in February
1947 2 memo was sent co the major deparements, 30 of them, inviting them to review any
staciscical tabulations which they were proposing to make. They were asked to consider
whether chere were any which were likely to be of interest to social and economic
researchers and dhey were told thac the commiteee could give advice.'* The minutes of che
third meeting, tazer in February, were oprimistic. It was felt thac departments were being
co-operative: seatistics had been provided by the staciseical deparement of the Ministry of
Labour. At che fourch meeting, in March, a sub-commiccee was set up following a request
for help with agriculrural seatiscical tabulations. At the same meeting the Minisery of
Education provided a detailed account of the kind of information it cotlected, and agreed

* Particular instance papers comprised long runs of records, e.g. on social security, many

of which would be of interest to social researchers but which were far coo bulky for
more chan just a very small pereentage to be kepe.
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up a list of stacistical recurns. However, ac che fifth meeting, in May, the chairman
w.df““" -pftcr five meetings che commiceee had discussed a variety of topics, both general
8 d““_ Jular and had butle up a useful background for its work. He suggesced thar ic
e Pﬂf”cw tu‘kc up the terms of reference more closely with selected deparements by
- “fn.x small sub-committee, and ac the sixch meeting, in June, it was decided char che
gr:r:lse;:artmcm should be the Mintsery of Labour. The committee icself, in th.c m.cantimc.
seood adjourned. le did not meet again until 14 November, apare from a meeting in June

. . .13
to discuss official histories.

This lack of reat progress did not pass unnoticed. Dr King, in the Lord President’s Ofﬁf]e,
was chairman of 1 Committee on Research Productivicy, and concern ]?ad been expresse
about overlap between the work of his commictee and chac ()f:he Reglsntar Gem:-m[.. Dr
King was assurcd chac the teems of reference did not overlap, morem.'cr irs [the ’mt]ut }
departmental committee] work has been carried out ar a somcwlmt.lclsurely pace w lI.L h
hardly suggests that ic has been expecred o conmbuu: to th'e solution of the coun.l:rys
presenc difficulcies™. " When the firse report wis published in Ocu.lb.er 1948 []’ll’(i;’f. -
deparements had asked for advice. Advice had been g.w?n to the Mmls‘try of A‘I_i:'l‘:(;’ll; fu;g. f
following the work of the sub-commiceee, and the Minisery of Edu.canon. and the Board o
Trade had also soughe help.'® Sub-commictees were set up to provide this, but the sub-
commitrees’ work turned into a survey of what informarion was collected; w.hat the value
of chat informatian was to research; and if changes in the methods of collection could ble
hclpful.'(: By 1954 a paper on the future work of the comm:ttcc. rc.'ferred to the lecter ¢ 1.:;
had been sent to the 30 deparcments and stated chac only the Minisery of Agriculeure ha

taken up che offer of help. Ocher departments had acknowledged che lecter bur had done
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nothing more.

In conduceing surveys through sub-committees the commictee produced probably its mose
effective work. Ac its meeting in May 1947 che fiest sub-committee had been see up to
make a close study of the Ministry of Labour in relation to the committee’s rerms of
reference. This led co che first guide to official sources, on labour statistics, which WE.lS
published in 1948.'% The commicree drew artention to this in its first ;fport, but.wuh the
tomment that “surveys of chis kind take time: they cannot be rushed”.'” By the time nf.
the third repore, in 1956, three guides had been published and a fourth was il'.l preparation.
The Ecomomsist, in a review of the repore, noticed this and agreed chae che appraisal of
Bovernment seatistics was all to the good, but questioned whechier it was going far or fast A

™

Lo . . 1, ¢ 22 . -
enuugh.w However, the Gride to Lubour Statistics was revised in 19507 and 1958.77 Other - 21

sub-commictces resulted in further guides on Census reports 18011931, local government =
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statistics, agncultural and food statistics, social security stacistics, and census of production
reports, published between 1948 and 1961.?> The sub-committee on education did not
recommend thar a guide be published.>! This was in contrast with the sub-commirtee on
the Board of Trade, which recommended four, on production, overseas trade, home crade,
and a miscellaneous one dealing mainly with financial matters. This recommendarion was
made in Ocrober 1952, bue in December 1953 the statistical secrion of the Board of Trade
reported that it could not undercake chis additional work, neither then nor in the
foreseeable fucure.” In the minuces of che meeting of 19 March 1954 the prospece of no
early guides to the Board of Trade material led to the chairman saying that cthe commirtree
would welcome the appearance of even a small “inscalment on accounc”, Evencually, in
1961, che Guzde to the Census of Production Reports was published.

The sub-committee on agricultural abulations which had been sec up in March 1947
reported to che committee in November of thac year. The main discussion turned on the
question of confidenciality. The suggestion that confidentiality might be a problem had
been raised by Campion and Meade in cheir minute to the Lord President in July 1946.%¢
They had anticipated objections from the firms supplying confidencial information to
government if outsiders were afforded uncontrolled access o stacistical dara in government
departments. The discussion of the committee in November 1947 went furcher than chis.
Professor Simey was concerned with returns of indivicuals racher chan firms. It was agreed
that Simey and Stone should provide papers for the next meeting of the committee.”’

Simey's paper stressed the need for information about individuals of a personal kind. He
gave as examples crime, which could not be studied without the study of criminals, and
unemployment, which could not be studied wichout the study of the unemployed. He
wanted the information to be made available to accredited rescarch warkers. He thoughe
that problems of confidentiality would be few where the information was coded and a fairly
large number of cards punched, such as with the Ministry of Labour family budget enquiry.
If there were a problem, research workers might be appotneed as unpaid members of seaff
of the relevant department.”® Stone's paper suggested thar the commiccee could formulate
a general statement of principle governing the confidentialicy of government documents.*®
His proposal was that government deparements should make informacion available unless

11

* This followed a recommendation in the report of the conference organised by the
Nacional Institute of Economic and Social Research,

-

there was a good reason to the contrary. He suggested as reasons why information should
not be made available (1) security and foreign policy requirements; (2) statutory
requirements; (3) che praccical adminiscracion of departments be rendered unworkable; (4)
individual persons, firms, corporations etc. could be publicly identified; (3) the cost be out
of proportion.™?

At the meeting in December 1947, when Simey's paper was discussed, Mr Fieldhouse,
secrecary of the Assistance Board, was present. He made the clear distinction between
information in staciscical form, and case papers by which individuals could be idenrified.
He had no prablem with the former. He would consider access to the latter only if (1}
nothing was published by which individuals could be identified; (2) no attempt was made
1o supplement data by approaching individuals directly; (3) facilities should be afforded
only to research workers of standing; (4) there should be no extra adminiscrative burden
on departments. Simey welcomed chis statement, alchough he would like to relax che
second condition. He pointed out that when che public assistance auchorities were local
they were much more helpful. Mr Fieldhouse's reply to this was chat it was easier for local
authorities to make available confidential informartion as they were not liable co

parliamentary criticism.

The discussion ended inconclusively. The chairman suggested chac che quescion should be
discussed mn the contexe of particular proposals. Simey, to whom this suggestion was
particularly addressed, had, however, no proposals at that moment.

Stone’s paper was discussed at the following meeting, and at che meeting in March 1948
the commiccee had before it a paper on confidentiality prepared by the secretary. It sard
that in che opinion of che committee a prima-facie case existed for publishing, or making
otherwise accessible, all information about general social activicy unless chere was a good
reason to the conerary. The reasons were those proposed by Stone. Although it included
the statement that individual persons, firms and other encities should nor be publicly
identifiable, the paper went on to say that there were certain fields of research for which
access to information of a personal or individual nature was needed, and hoped thac
departmencs would be sympathetic to research needs. "
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This statement of confidencialicy was published in the firse report of che commicree, !
However, in the paper on the fucure wock of the commiceee, written in March 1954, the
impace of the commirtee's reports on departments not represented on ic was discussed,
Litcle was known of chis, and as an cxample it was said that the commiteee had no means
of ascertaining how far deparements” policies and practices were in line with che principles
relating to confidencialicy in governmene papers, published in chat firse repore. ¥

There was no doubt thar unpublished material char was not confidential could be made
available. A lise of libraries was drawn up, wich a lisc of documents they could receive,
compiled from informacion sent in by departments.®? This was agreed, alehough in January
1948 it was suggested chae che number of libraries receiving this macerial should be kepe
to a minimum. ' In ics firse report che commigtee was waiting to see how this worked. 3’
In ies second repore, che commircee considered chag it was working well. 30 However, once
again, by 1954 it was realised chae chere was no evidence for this optimism, There was no
casy means of ascertaining how far the material deposited in the libraries had been used by
research workers, 37 Nonetheless, chis initiative did result in cighe lists, containing an
aggregace of 260 ricles, being compiled and made available o abour 60 universicy and
specialist libraries. 38

In its second repore, published in December 1950, the commirree saw as its ratson o ére
collaboracion between research workers and government deparements.’? This prioricy
followed whar was an undoubeed suceess, In September 1948 che commitree had before ica
paper from che LSE wanting information for ewao seudies. The first was an analysis of
occupational mobility, and the second a study of family household expenditure as becween
different social classes, They were secking the help of the commiteee in getting support
from departments. ™ This was che first time chat chis had happened, and it was agreed cha
# group of chose interested should follow jc up.! As a resulr of the committee’'s work, and
to meet the needs of the Ministry of Labour and Nartional Service as well as che LSE, che
Central Office of Information (COT) drew up a modified scheme and carried our fieldwork,
They then prepared ewo sets of punch cards. This was carried out wich Treasury approval.
Another success was scen when che Economic and Social Research Section ac Glasgow
University was put in touch wich che Inland Revenue, ™ However, chese links wich the
RNIVErSIties were not always successful. Ac jes meeting in December 1955, the commirteee
had before ica drafe of ies chird repore. It is minuted thar some members thoughe char che
drafr should say more abour che commiteee’s failuces, such as its apparent tnabilicy o help
the inter-universicy study group on industrial refacions, 13
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he whote it cannot be said chae che committee had a major i.mpuct.. When s ﬁ-rst
e as published as a parliamencary paper in 1948 che covering m.mu(c on che copy
i w[ » Lord President said “the Report deals wich mateers which incerest very few
g u.]"t"]:Thc DSIR, which had looked forward to working with the commiteee, had by
people -ome unenthusiascic. Mr Barnard (who had given evidence to cthe Clapham
1949 b.ewn;;inutcd ‘in May 1949, thac he was geeeing a lietle tired of receiving papers of
. - , .
('Om.m“,:::nce which rarely had anything of real incerest to the DSIR 4 chem. b was
e tum-d that Mr Eascerfield of che Building Reseacch Stacion mighe like to see them
Smﬁ“-;esutn:c:1u~3c che commictee had been looking ae seatistics on conurbations). Mr
g::t)::icld replied chae he would like to see them, as showing w.llat wils going u.n. ar:c:|
here, However, he added in purenchesis, "1 somctimcs. wonder |€tl1_e Commictee I'L-l. Iy
: ows what it is trying o do”. " The commietee mee frequencly in ies firse years (L-xu.plr
wr}lwn it adjourned icself in 1947): it held 32 meetings bctwc.-cn Dcccmb.cr .[ 9;:60:;[::::::
1951. Its second report in 1950 was also published as a parl::tmc‘ntai'y‘ ?apu.) fove f;ct
che meeting 10 July 1931 ic was decided to meet only quarcerly in ¢ u.l thul;.l, !
the nexe meetsng was not held uneil Oceober 1952. In. all, between July l.9 ! aninmd);ur
1960 1t held only eight meetings. In its thlrd~rcport, in !9~56, the L.Omﬂ"fltt(.(. p:;\ ed out
that it had mec less frequently as a full commiceee, explaining tiu!r its rn.u.n :v:; -
done chrough the sub-commiteees. ™ Professor Simey drf:w attention tfo tr]u[s .;3 it:iS]:n
activiey when he gave evidence to che Heyworch ?«nmm{ttcc on bch..nl o ‘; ‘u‘ rt:, -
Saciological Associacion. Speaking “off the record” he fm’d thae the mu..r- j..p‘l. n
committce started off well bue was advised o “lie low™; it was a committee with a
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government chairman and so did not criticise government deparements.

This third reporr was published in 1956, bue as a Stactonery Office paper, T(thal e
parliamentary paper. Ie was suggested chae it should be uddrcss.cd onl:r r.u the .m..cl o
the Exchequer, because che Lord President no longer had functmns‘rc :u:nrng 10 $0C1a
economic rescarch. Hlowever, the chairman, Norch, was unhappy wich tl‘us de che repore
was addressed to che cwo ministers wich the Lord Presidene formally l'ell.l'l(.]ulsh-lng any
responsibilicy after ies publication.™ The report painted an optimistic Rt t.!:c]
ciccumstances. Ie pointed our chat it had made a total of 41 rccommend:'ttmn:s t(.) eig 1;0 ‘
deparements. Of chese recommendations 70 per cent had been aceepted ",‘ prmupl.c. 2 ];Lr
tent were being given furcher consideration, and 10 per cent had been :.'c)tctcd b;:(:uuSc 0
tonstrants of manpower or money. Of course there were successes, l?ut ll.‘. st'(:-ms t 'I.ll:‘
deparemencs agreed when it suited them to do so. Also, acceprance in [-)I'II'IClplL' does not
mean action, Two recommendations to the Board of Trade illuserace chis, one on patencs,
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and the other on bankruptcy and company liquidation. Bach
“agreed in principle”. The third annual report, when reporring
patents, says “to investigate past trends of invention would, however, be likely ro involve
considerable research impractical 1o undertake with che presen

t pressure on Patent Office
staff”. The report on the recommendacion on bankruprcy is similar, “although it would be
interesting to collate financial resources with production resn

that this would not be a feasibie way of going about ic”, %

of these was counted as

on the recommendation on

tes we reluctantly concluded

The third report included che statement that chere were an escimarted 50,000,000 pieces of
Paper in the Ministry of Food. It was chis face

maost of the reviews concentrated. The Economiy
commirceee was bent on looking

{noc included in cthe press release) on which

f was more critical. It commented that che

after the interests of ourside research waorkers,
the universities. But the wanes of industry and the

that che committee seemed to have many useful fu
having one with wider advisory powers. This woul
review and the demands of the various users of ic i

mainly in
public were not represented. ¢ thoughe
nctions, bue chere were advancages in

d keep che statistical service under

i proper balance.*"

This did nor happen, and the £

nal meeting of the commictee was held on 20 May 1960,
It was not chen anticipated tha

t this would be the last mecting
discussed. Buz it did not meer again. In 1962 North, at his own tequest, recired as
chairman, buc because che question of seteing up a social research council was pending i
was not chought appropriate co appoint a new chairman at thae time.*? [ 1965 the librery
ac Nuffield College asked if the committee was seill in existence, to which the secretary

replied chat it was not dissolved but that it had been inactive for some years. Its furure
depended on the Heyworth repore, ™

and future work was

The Heyworth Commictee did look at the furure of the commitcee. In a lise of quesrions

governmenc deparcmencs it asked if they had made use of che inter-departmental
committee. Except the departments thar w

those who had been involved were negariv
co-operated on a handbook, but had nor
Scotland said thae the office had been re
deparcment. Perhaps most telling

o

ere represented on it, the answer was “no”, Even
€. The National Assistance Board sajd that it had
tnade use of ics services. The Registrar Genenl for
presented on the committee, but was noc a “user”

of all was the evidence from che General Register Office.
Although the Registrar General was the committee's chairman, it was only able to say thae
1t had found some of the guides to official sources useful

' The secrezary to the committee,
Mr Freery of the General Register Office,

appeared before the Heyworth Commitcee. He
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i i i h
wn links with researc
id that he thought that because departments now had their o e
: kers the committee was unnecessary. He agreed that an SSRC wou
workers the co

Vi n view ()‘ fhls 1t no l].lp ng that (.’p(llt L) E[Ided (llﬂ.t [h mmiceee
ts rsing h the I recomim ¢ COl
over. I e 15

s (llll be dlssolvﬂd- [lowevf.’l lllsteﬂd Df rrestng Ak the IlOLlId ti ke over thE
h d y sugy ] 5 ‘ll SSRC S a

CS Shou d [ake tlle eﬂd m plo\'ld“]g thtel, f , M
R l’[ T Cﬂll“[le[lded tllﬂt (ll(‘.’ 0 ] 1 ullﬂ ore
WOIK, C
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co-ordinared and earlier government staristics.
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CHAFTER

- THE ROLE OF THE UNIVERSITY GRANTS COMMITTEE -

consideration be given to increasing the university grant and that the UGC be asked
1o consider establishing a sub-committee to advise on social sciences.! Copies of the reporc
were circulated to the members of the UGC, who agreed at their meeting on 7 October
1946 that they would appoint a special sub-commitree in due course.? The sub-commitree
was appointed on 24 April 1947, when names were suggested to represent economics,
economic history, policical science, anthropology, sociology and social sciences, geography,
and Scotland. Miss Marjorie Fry, a member of the UGC, asked if applied psychology could
also be represented, and it was agreed chac she should attend che initial meetings. The
meeting of 24 April also discussed che allocation of money. The UGC would be meeting at
the end of June to consider the assessment of the quinqueanial grants. The new sub-
commitcee on che social sciences would not be able to make recommendarions in time for
thar, s0 it was agreed to include a proportion of the estimated expenditure on social
sciences as an earmarked grane. This would enable universities ro proceed wich usgent
developments. This would be reporced to the first meeting of the sub-committee, and

The Clapham Committee, in its report, had recommended that favourable

further earmarked grants would be made later.

The first meeting of che sub-committee was held on 1 July 1947.% Its membership was
more or less as discussed at the meeting of the UGC in April and changed lictle over the
nexe five years. Sir Watter Moberley, chairman of the UGC, chaired this sub-commitcee, as
he chaired all the other sub-commitrtees of the UGC. He tetired in 1949, and was succeeded
by Sit Arthur Trueman, who, as Dr Trueman, was deputy chairman of the UGC from 1946
to 1949 and of the sub-committee from 1947. There was no depury chairman from 1949 to
1951, when Sir David Hughes Parry, professor of English law at London University and
director of the Institute of Advanced Legal Studies, was appointed vice-chairman. The other
members of che sub-committee were Professor D W Brogan (political science), Sir Henry
Clay (economics), G M Clarke, appointed in June 1951 (economic history), Professor G D H
Cole (political science), Geoffrey Crowther (economics), Professor H C Darby (geography),
Professor R Firth (anchropology), Miss Marjorie Fry {applied psychology), who resigned in
October 1948, Sir Hector Hecherington (Scotland), Professor J Jewkes (economics),
Prafessor T H Marshali (sociclogy and social science), Professor L C Robbins {economics), E
A G Robinson (economics), Professor T S Simey (sociology and social science), Mrs J L
Stocks, appointed in February 1950 (economics), ] R N Stone {economics and sociology),
Professor R H Tawney (economic history) and Professor Barbara Wootton (social studies).
Professors Simey and Stone were also on the inter-departmental Committee on Economic o
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and Social Research. George Norch, the Regstrar Gencral, who chaired that committee,
accended meetngs as an assessor, This would provide laison between the two commiceecs,
The Lord Presidene had expressed doubts as co how they would incerace,?

The chairman opencd chis firse meeting by reminding che members thae the Clapham
report had escimated thac in 1938-39 £108,000 was spent on salaries for social sciences in
universities and universicy colleges throughout Grear Brieain, Clapham had suggesced tha
an additional £250,000-£300,000 per annum was desirable, The universicies’ estimate of
additional expendicure corresponded closely to chis. The UGC had agreed thac for
194718 an addicional £125,000 would be avaitable, an additional £160,000 for 1948—i0,
£190,000 for 194950, £220.000 for 1950-51, nsmg co £250,000 for 1951-52. % |, was
the responsibtlity of the sub-committee to allocace this money. The sub-committee had
also to sce if che universities’ development plans were doing enough ro spread research inro
economic and social questions, as Clapham had recommended.

There were two main problems facing che sub-commiccee. The firse was che classification
of those branches of study falling under social sciences. It was agreed thac a sub-commicree
should be set up to look ar this, and Professors Robbins, Cole and Tawney agreed to form
it. The second problem was how to gec improved scaciscics from che universities of che
division of these branches of seudy boch amongse che universities and wichin the differenc
faculties within che universities. Tt was agreed ehar a leccer should be sent to the

universities asking for a stacement of their plans, The UGC office would then devise an
improved scatistical arrangement,

The question of what comprised the social sciences was not new. In the second paragraph of
the Clapham reporc che question had, to some exeent, been ducked. The repore did not
give an exace definition, saying char the practitioners were not apreed. There was
agreement chat economics and economic hiscory, soctology, anthropology, social psychology,
polecical science, demography and economic and social seacisics were all tnvolved in the

were also certain pares of medical saaustics and law which were commonly considered o
come within the field,

When it came o the allocacion of money there was a need to be precise. Professors
Robbins, Cole and Tawney presented a paper”’ to che second meeting of the sub-commirtee
on 23 September 1947, The sub-committee agreed thar chere was a distinceion beeween
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This lise was circulated to che universities. However, for che immediace allocation of grangg
the sub-commiccee was having to rely on che list deawn up by Clapham. In mid-July, after

the first meeting, che universicies had been asked for a statement of cheir plans, and these
were before the meeting of the sub-commiteee on 3 October 1947.7 A preliminary
consideracion of the applications riised doubes if ¢nough money had been allocated. A
distinction was drawn between an increase in teaching posts leading to ¢expansion of
research, and an increase in teaching posts leading co growdh in cthe number of
undergraduates. A frequencly expressed conceen was reicerated: for some years it
mighe be impossible to {ind enough competent ceachers.

Concern about che money allocaced, and the realisacion tha che universities were not yet in

a posttion to supply toral costs for additional provision for teaching, led Professor Robbins
to propose a resolution which was carnied unanimously:

“Thae the actention of the UGC be drawn 1o the concern fele by the Social Sciences

Sub-Committee at the inadequacy of the amount of money aviilable for distribucion o

the universitics in respect of teaching in the field of social sciences, in view of the
increased expenditure likely to be incurred by che universities in respect of
adminiscrative changes, salaries and rise in che cost of living.”

This resolution was discussed by the UGC at its meening on 23 Ocrober 1947, Ie agreed
thac the sub-committee needed more information abour what an carmarked grant should
cover; consequently a paper® was before the sub-committee ac its nexe mecting on 6
November. The paper explained thae che carmarked granc was for new teaching and
rescarch, 1.e. new developments. Things such as provision of computers fell to the general
grant, not to che carmarked grant. The LST was an exception to this as it was a school for
social sciences only. However, it was thoughe chat the LSE should not have any problem,

because of an increase from student fees,

The sub-commiteee discussed chis, and passed another resolution:
“To represent to the UGC chac the sub-commiteee fears char towards the end of che
quinquennium rising costs of salaries of existing seafls in 1946/7 and of general

maintenance ar the LSE might crench upon monies available for other insticutions,”

The UGC ac ies meeting on 4 December merely took note of this resolucion,

w'v Social Sciences vy

I November 1947 the sub-commitcee had written ro the universitics asking for

n i H i+ B 3 ¥
Jdirional informacion abouc numbers and grades of staff in post and wanted for new

i : : . - P . .

: cs, and whether they were new teaching or new rescarch poses. The information was
(503,

ted for the four years 1948—49 to 1951-52. At its meeting on 26 February 19487 che
(.

I)
wan )

p-commiteee had che rerurns of staff and coses before i
sub-

Ihese showed chae the cotal
fequirements of che universities were far in excess of the figures suggested by Clapham. e
was oo late to increase che grant for 194849 bur chat stll lefe che chree following years,
The sub-commitcee made a distincrion between larger and relacively rried insticutions,
and those that were smaller and relacively untried. Ie choughe chat one of the problems
was that Clapham had forescen an expansion in expenditure at the end of the
quinguennium whereas it had come ar che beginning. Further problems arose from che
increase in student numbers and the fears char there would nor be enough p(.).\;ts for them
on graduation, and (again} a shortage of adequare candidaces to do che tcuchmg._ In
summing up the discussion the chairman said chac che global programme sul)mnfrud by
the universities was not unreasonable; chae in allocating the grane che sub-committee
should aim o reseeve parricular sums for certain purposes; and chae the balance should be
maintained by che “poines” system, At ies meeting on 16 March the chairman explained
that the points syscem aimed to ensure the development of teaching in social sciences
across the whole councry.

The sub-commiteee ae chat meeting agreed to ask the UGC to recommend to the Treasury
thae the carmarked grane be increased 1o £240,000 for 1949-50, to £330,000 for 1950-51
and to L400,000 for 1951-52. The UGC discussed this at its meccing on 1 April 1948, it
took no decision bue asked for a statement of the detailed requirements of che estimated
expenditure pue forwaed by che universities, wich pasticulars of new posts. A paper'! with
these details was provided for the nexe meeting of che UGC on 6 May 1948. The covering
minute explained thae the recommendartions were not bised on an exhaustive review of
possible developments in cach university. Nor had they reviewed the availabiliey of
addicional and properly qualified staff. It was poinced out thar salary levels were
consideeably higher than could have been anticipated. Programmes submicted by che
thiversities would mean additional expenditure of nearly £500,000 by 1951-52, The sub-
tommittee agreed chat this was reasonable, and in some fields felo thar che proposals were
nddequate, Mowever, they did noc chink chat £500,000 was attainable by 1951-52 and
thoughe chat £400,000 should be anticipated. They added chat some rescarch granes, such
% those made by the Rockefeller Foundation, would come o an end. The work should
ontiue bue should be financed by the universitics.



The UGC accepted nem. con. thac the earmarked grane be increased by the amounes
recommended. This was agreed by che Treasury. 12

Although this revision of the grane was agreed in 1948 it is in the report of the UGC for
1935-47.* The UGC expressed here some conceens that had been raised abour the
proposed expansion. In particular i questioned whecher there would be enaugh suitably
qualified persons to fill che many new posts.!?

The sub-committee discussed the allocation of the grant, now increased, on 25 October
1948. They agreed to provide a reserve for 1951-52. Part of chae reserve would be used to
increase grants to inscitutions which had been allocaced considerably less than they had
applied for. At this meeting the sub-commiceee had in front of it a cable of the full-time
reaching and research posts for each university under che subject heads which had been
agreed in Seprember 19471 They proposed creating more senior posts and wanted
suggestions on where to fill gaps and which subjects to develop. It was agreed thac the
UGC office would speak to one or two of the sub-commirtee members.

The sub-committee did nor meet again until June 1950, when it met to discuss the
allocarion of the reserve.! It had before it a paper tabling the teaching and research posts
at the universities."® Discussion centred on whether grants should be given to a few
institutions or spread more widely. It was decided that they should be used to foscer
research. The money should, therefore, go to chase institutions where much of the social
sctence effort was absorbed in teaching. The sub-committee pur a Ppaper up 1o the UGC
recommending ten institutions to receive additional grants for the expansion of teaching
and research in certain specified subjects. It recommended that the insticurions should not
be too rigidiy restricred in cheir use of the money. Economic histary and econemic and
social history were particularly well represented in the list.'” The UGC approved the
recommendations of the sub-commictee on 10 July 1950.18

The next meeting of the sub-committee was in October 1951. It met to discuss a paper
from the UGC!? looking forward to the quinquennijum 1952-57. This paper was sent to
all the sub-commirteees. The UGC was asking universities to supply estimaces for two

* There was no report for 194146 because of che war, so this one is for an
abnormally long period.
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different ways forward:

B there should be no additional expenditure except for salary increases and e);:lra '
inging i ation
expenditure on maintenance made necessary by bringing into use accomm
on which work had begun or had been auchorised, or

B there would be new academic development and expansion.

These were known as column A and column B. Details were give.n on .the estimated i
expenditure in each discipline under the two columns. In the Sm:m' seiences t:‘-? earn:_n:
grant for 1951-52 was £400,000. Under column A the toral esnmate.d expen ltur;ln-
1951-52 was £909,770, rising to £1,016,573 in 1952-53, and reaching £l,l(:9.5 in
1956-57. Under column B the toral estimated expenditure for 1951-52 wn.s nlsgié-sj N
£909,770, bur rising to £1,187,837 in 1952-53, and reaching £1,423.5§6 .m : 7.
that time the UGC was looking for the rotal amount of the grant, and distribution

between che universities would be decided later.

With this background all che sub-commictees were asked to submic:
B the assessment of the total needs of the universities, and

B where chere had been earmarking, should it continue?

The paper went on ¢o say that earmarking had been unknown before theF\x"nr. Ir ::::“
been introduced to give effect to recommendations madt_a by a number ) 5(])1vem
commictees, including the Clapham Committee. It was inconsistent with the
principle of each university applying its income as it thoughlt fir. It was noc .
considered to be suitable for permanent adoption. The question had now arisen as

whether it could be absorbed into the general granc.

There was a middle line between earmarking and toral absorprion into. the general grant.
Earmarking involved giving a grant with a definite direct:c.m fronT w!'uch tl.ae umve:‘slty .
was not at liberty to depart. The UGC could also give an “indication™. This wasd\.v er: the
UGC gave advice to universities which they were not bound to adopt, although divergence

might meer wich disfavour.
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Circulated with this paper was a memorandum by the executive commirree of the British
Saciological Association. In this the developments post-Clapham were welcomed, althougl
concern was expressed thae money had been spenc on teaching racher than research. The
association argued for substancially larger sums for furcher increases in teaching staffs and
expansion of research,

The sub-commireee discussed this paper® and sent a report to the meeting of the UGC
held at the end of November 1951 2! The sub-cammittee recommended thac earmarking
need not be continued, but chat appropriate use of “indication” would be sacisfactory.
When looking ar column A and column B the sub-commirtee said chat the UGC should
tell universities that deparements of social sciences shauld not fall below column A. If the
money available were not enough to meee the needs of column A, then some form of
“indication” should be given 1o recognise their special needs and protect them from drastic
cuts. The report concinued by commenting on che increase in student numbers which had
led to an increase in teaching racher than research. It was fele chac grants were distribuced
over too wide a range of institutions. They would prefer facilities to be improved for
research in well-established institucions racher than strengehening che small ones. If there
were any additional money an “indication” should be given chat higher research in well-
established deparements should be premoted, and development in subjects such as
sociology and social psychology, which were then undereeveloped, should be stimulaced,
Wichaue visiting universities the sub-commiteee did not feel able to determine the amount
of additional money that would be needed, They hoped tha ehe main committee would
find it possible to recommend the provision of an appropriate sum in the light of the sub-
committee’s comments, As the sub-committee had been asked co provide an assessment of

. e 22 N . .
the tartal needs of the universiries, 2 this does not seem 1o be as helpful as it might have
been. It was not specifically discussed by the UGC at jcs meeting, where the estimares

were discussed globally and not broken down,2?

The nexe meeting of the sub-commirtee was held at the end of September 1952, It
met to discuss the paper from the UGC asking for views on the distribution of the
recurrent grane for 1952-57. This paper was sent to all the sub-commitcees, asking if |
any special insticution should receive guidance abour the development of any
particular fields of scudy.

—rT—
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As in its previous report, the sub-commictee’s report was contemplative rather than

ific. It agreed that the social sciences were in a state of rapid development; the
:l:'c:;:i(]n was how to ensure that the many potencialities for furcher growth wcfe realised as
far 25 possible in the nexe quinquennium. Looking back to the past quinquennium the
report said that it had been impossible to fill all the projected posts, which had meanc chac
money was available for research. There was a danger that research might suffer in the
furure. The sub-commictee would prefer the universities themselves to find the money for
research, rather than for it to be administered by a central research fund.

The report went on to mention informally some macters of interest, The sub~c.ornm.itte¢.:
thought that overexpansion in sociology should be avoided. They noted a pro[lfem.tmn in
the number of social science courses, their unnecessary lengthening, and the establishment
of new courses where they were not justified. They thoughe that the development of
statistical research institutes was one of the most valuable developments of recent yeurs;.
they were performing a most useful setvice in seceing standards. Finally, che sub-commircee
was concerned about libraries, and in particular the tendency to think that the needs of the
faculty would be met by che provision of cereain standard rextbooks. At its meeting 0:1520
November the UGC did no more than take note of these views of the sub-committee.?

That was the lasc meeting of the UGC's sub-commitcee on the social sciences. In June
1952 the UGC had discussed the reappointment of all of its sub-committees. It was
pointed ouc that when they were first appointed their rerms of reference had not been
defined, nor had dates been fixed for their termination. Ac¢ chat time they were due to
come to an end ac the end of July, bur cheir cetms were extended to 31 December, Sub-
commictees were discussed again at the UGC meering on 18 December, Ac chis meeting,
“after discussion” che committee agreed co discontinue che sub-commitree on the social
sciences {and also those on Slavonic and East European studies, and Oriental and African
studies). Unfortunacely che discussion is not minured.

However, in its report for 1952195726 it was noted that because earmarked prants had

been merged wich the general recurrent grants allocated to che universicies, the task of

the sub-committees wich regard to chese grants had come to end. The UGC had

therefore discussed which sub-committees were needed, and the social sciences was one

which it was decided not co reappoint. The end of earmarking did, however, affecr all the
sub-commiccees. The work of only three was deemed to have finished. This does, o
perhaps, reflect the level of activiey of the social sciences one, It had started off actively = 37

AY
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by defining what fell within the remit of the social sciences, and had then got an
increase in the additional money allocated for the earmarked grant. After chae it did noe
iniciate anyching. It is therefore not surprising that it did not meet frequently, Ie met |
seven times berween 1947 and 1948, but held only three furcher meetings. When it mﬂti'v'_
in 1951 and 1952 chis was specifically to discuss papers from the UGC seeking its ]
views. The repores which followed chese meetings tended to be somewhat diffuse. They
discussed the issues, buc racher than presenting their views they just left it to the UGC
te take account of their discussion when taking decisions. Contrase this with, for

example, the Medical Advisory Committee. This mec 11 cimes in 194748 and chen six |
times in 1949, and four cimes in bach 1950 and 1951, alchough only once in 1952, The |
Medical Advisory Commirtee also discussed a wide range of issues. At its meeting on 23

Ocrober 1951, for example, it also discussed the quinquennial estimates. Its report on
these estimates was concise and precise. Bue also ac thac meeting it discussed six other
items, such as the phasing of hospital building in London, and proposed legislation
establishing a General Dentat Council.>” The sub-committee on social sciences never
approached chac level of uctivity, or helpfulness, Tt is cherefore perhaps nat surprising
that it was not felt necessary for it to coatinue,

NOTES
1  Seep.15.

2 | UGC 1/2. The minutes of the meetings of the UGC are in UGC 1. The agenda and
papets are in UGC 2,

3 | UGC 8/10, The minutes of the meetings of the UGC's sub-commictees are in UGC 8.
The agenda and papers are in UGC 9,

4  Seep.l5.

5  UGC9%3lI.

6 UGC9/32.

7 The agenda and papers for this meeting (UGC 9/33) are missing. The information
comes from UGC 1/2.

8 UGCY9/34.
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UGC 6/1. FIMSO, 1948.
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UGC 9/116.

UGC 2/31 paper 34.
UGC 1/3.

UGC ¥143.

UGC 8/43.

UGC 2/32 paper 62,
See p.35.

UGC 1/3.

The minutes of the meeting of the sub-committee are missing, but the report it sent
to the UGC is in UGC 2/33 paper 91.

The minutes of the meetings of the UGC for 1950-1953 are in UGC 1/3.
UGC 6/5 Cmnd. 534.
UGC 8/39 and UGC 9136,
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CHAPTER

* THE BACKGROUND TO THE HEYWORTH COMMITTEE -

The report of the Clapham Commiteee was accepred by che government bur chere was
unease about it in some quarters. This unease somecimes cencred specifically on the
recommendation not to set up an SSRC. For example, Campion and Meade in their minute
to the Lord President on setting up the inter-departmental committee, wricten on 10 July
1946, could nor see why an SSRC could not be sec up. E F M Durbin, who had become
Labour MP for Edmonton in 1945 and appointed Parliamencary Private Secretary to the
Chancellor of che Exchequer, wrote in October 1946 to che Lord Presidenc saying that he

could not see why ic was premarure to sec up a fully fledged SSRC. He also expressed
concern that the research instituces had been ignored.?

The Narional Institute of Economic and Social Research was another body thar expressed
concern. In its report for 1945-46 it welcomed the recommendacions of the Clapham
Commitree. In its report for 1946—47 it commented thar the Clapham report was now
accepted as auchoritative. Its recommendations had been acted upon. However, like
Durbin, the Insticute pointed out thar chere was no mention of organised research outside
universities and government departments. The Insticute did not believe char any service

was done co social sciences by the university monopoly, and it did not believe that the
Clapham Committee had such an aim.3

Mrs Stone, the secretary of the Insciture, sent a copy of chese two reports to P D Procror
ac che Treasury. In her covering letter she told Proctor about the conference which the

Institute had convened in March 1947% and abour che register of research drawn up by
the Instituce,

This was taken seriously by the Treasury, and Proctor minuced a colleague, E Hale, on 17
September 1948. He said that Mrs Stone had visited him. It was thoughe thar cthe Instirure
might be seeking money from che government, bur it was not clear how they wanted thar
money to be given. Mrs Stone was horrified thac the Labour Parey Research Department
might possibly resuscitate the demand that a social and economic research council be set
up. She wanted help to non-university institutes to be closely co-ordinared with help to
the universicies. Three members of the Council of Management of the Institure, Sir Hency
Clay, Sir Alexander Carr-Saunders and Sir Hector Hetherington, had also served on che
Clapham Committee, and it was suggested thar Proctor might meet them. Proctor toyed
with the idea of using the British Academy to provide funds in an arrangement similar 1o
that provided by the Royal Society in the field of moral and political sciences. However,
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Mrs Stone was unenthusiastic about such a role for the Bricish Academy; it was not strong
in the social sciences. Proctor pointed out to Mrs Stone thac the nacural scnenct: werj "
objective, and politically non-contentious. The social sciences, h.owever. wer;: c a;geh\:'l:he
politics, and it was a ficld where all had epinions. Because. of t!ns, Proctor thoughe tha
Institute would not want government assistance which might involve government -
direction. Mrs Stone agreed: but the Institute was very short of Tnoney. Mrs Stone dlj nor,
therefore, want a research council but she did want some co-ordinated b(-)dy e
government financial assistance closely co-ordinated wich help to the universicies.

Hale's reply to Proctor was robust. It had not been esmbhs!ue-d that social nnfi economic
research should be carried out ocher chan at universities. Giving money outside the )
universities would draw away those in chem. It was pointed out that thc.)se on the COUE(.ZI '
of Management of the Institute who had served on the Clapham Committee were speaking

with two voices.

The Labour Pacty's Committee on Scientific Policy? asked for Mrs Stone’s views on the
desirability of setting up an SSRC. She sent her notes on this l:l:! Proctor. 'I'her.e were
arguments in favour of a council, because of the greac and pressing problems mh -
contemporary society: the social sciences were needed to solve them: Also, Clap nmfrn -
ignored institutions outside che universities. However, Mrs Stone du:? not want n;ho ici
body, alcthough she wanted one of standing which would a.ttracf official Stfpport. lde]:N3
wanted a representative and auchorirative body for the social scneflces, which ?wou z;
focus for attacking problems; would improve research and make it more efficient; woul )
act as a clearing house for information; and would conduct surveys on the sta-te of resea.rc .
It would also channel funds. Such an unofficial body, if ic were to be of s.uﬁ-icmnt prestlgebe
and vitality, must be ereated by the social scientists chemselves.* For this, |mpe.rus rTlust'
given to them. She suggested two lines of action: first to press fcfr funds for social sc:clr;t_ls:s
as a matter of public policy, and secondly to stimulate into activity forces thac would bring
abour che creation of a central council. Proctor’s reply, on 26 N9vember, was not
encouraging. He liked the idea of an unofficial body, but he pointed out thar chere wa;a
dearth of qualified researchers, that the social sciences had not yer reached the stage w Zre
a formal co-ordinating body was appropriate, and that the Treasury had already exceede
the amount of money recommended by Clapham.®

* Compare her husband's evidence ta che Clapham Commitcee, see pp.12-13. 41
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There the maccer rested. There is nothing furcher in the reports of the institure, nor in che
government files.

One body which might have been expecred to take an interest in the social sciences was the
Commitcee on the Future of Scientific Policy. However, at ics first meeting in December
1945, ic decided thar che social sciences were outside the scope of its enquiry.’ Sir
Reginald Stradling, scientific adviser ac the Minisery of Works, giving evidence to the
commitcee on 21 May 1946, said there was an acute need to help the social sciences

because of the present chaos in the building induscry. He wanted a central research unir,
but chis was nor picked up.

The second report of chis committee, published in Ocrober 1946, recommended that an
Advisory Council on Scientific Policy be set up.® This recommendation was followed, and a
new advisory council was set up in 1947. Ac an early stage it looked as though it mighe
take an interest in the social sciences. This followed a leteer in The Times in April 1947
from Professor V Gordon Childe, of the University of London Insticute of Archaeology.#* In
his letrer he pointed out that expenditure on the natural sciences was £50 million, whereas
thac on the biological sciences was £4 million, and that on che social sciences was
£300,000. Max Nicholson, in the Office of the Lord President, picked chis up, He minuted
Sir Henry Tizard, chairman of the new council, expressing concern over the biological and
social sciences, and suggesting thar che advisory council mighe consider the problem.
Tizard replied, saying that he would want the view of the Lord President if chey were to
discuss the social sciences. By October it looked as though semething might come of this.
On 9 October Nicholson minuted Tizard saying chat he had followed up a request o
consider che establishment of a standing commiteee of the Advisory Council on Sciencific
Policy to cover the relationship between che natural and che social sciences. This would be
called the Committee on Applied Social Science, and names of possible members were
suggested. Tizard’s response was favourable; he would like something thar was nor too
large, bur firse would like che views of Sir Seafford Cripps, Minister for Economic Affairs.”

This was the last that was heard of it,!” bur the social sciences do not feature in che records
of che advisory council.!!

* Childe’s inauguml lecture to the Institute in 1946 was on ‘Archaeology as a Social Science'.
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If the National Institute and the Advisory Council on Scuentiﬁc.Pohcy came up W:’;I .llrtle
or nothing, the Association of Scientific Workers was very positive. In C:-ct}c‘)ber 1-9| it
published a report by its Social Science Committee on the furthen.mce of ¢ e.solcjlazr
sciences: a plea for their greater use. This covered t.he n@ for social sciences; the S
capabilities, which also discussed certain of the social sciences; manpower, In parti
shortage; the need for a survey and plans; and 2 commentary on .Claph:m. lr:, ::c -
commentary on Clapham the report urged that provnsnon.for s-o?mll an ec(;: e et
should be a high prioricy; research elsewhere than the umver.ﬂ.ues sh.uuld ackno anﬁ ;
and chere should be incerchange of personnel between the C.ml Service, universities, "
research insticutes. Ie tackled the problem of how to co-ordmntr: the l.1m:|:ed pe.rsc.mne
available, and wanted a social research council with equal sml?dmg with the exlsmllg .
rescarch councils for physical and biological sciences. In pressing for the ne?\r sc.)cm .resTbc
council it drew attention to the repott on scientific research on huma.n INSCICULIONS in :
Advancement of Science, No 8, August 1943, The Association of Scientific :Vo(;l.cers w:m::l : :f
council because of the need to co-ordinate the direction of res.earch and the dispersem ‘o
funds. It wanted the methods of presenting data to be co-ordinated, to.ensurf.: accuracy
completeness. It also wanted training to be initiated and supervised. annllydu t.lr:;\;mml
attention 1o the need for publishing resuits. The reporc welcomed the inter-dep, e
committee, and the sub-commitcee of the UGC. However, it thought t.here wasfrnc.n > ozm
rake the initiative in craining, or publishing. This was why I[. was seekl.ng c::n o .n:mm -
research council: ic thoughe that no unofficial body could review and give direction

national policy in the social sciences as a whole.

Following chis repore a conference was held on 22 November 19.4'-’. IanfMlkadc.J;‘Labour
MP for Reading, and Mr R Innes, general secretary of the Assoc:nt:qn o Scnenuflc )
Workers, opened the discussion, and Professor Childe spol-.:e. Followms tm:l conderenc:‘n
few changes were made to the report, and the revised version was p.ublnl;she and sent
March 1948 to Herbert Morrison, the Lord President of the Council.

The ideas put forward by the Association of Scientific Workers \fvere gwen much ;v;d:ous
currency in Seience and the Natton, Pelican A170, November 1947. This w.as .an anony
publication, but individual members and groups of members of the as'socmnon were
responsible for mosc of the material. In it che view was expressed that:

“Background research which affects more than one Ministry should be organised
under Research Councils. It is suggested that three Research Councils, of the z g
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physical sciences, the biological sciences and the social sciences, would be
appropriate to cover the field... An entirely new bady would have o be formed for
the Social Research Council, though this mighe cone

cconomics and seacistical branches of che

ain clemencs from che

Governmene. Each of these Councils
would need a cenrral administracive and scientific seaff und would have

responsibilicy for the various research establishmenes working under them. They
would be Executive Councils receiving an annual grane-in-aid and would have che
same conseitutional position as the presene Medical Research Council.™!'?

Morrison’s reaceion is nor recorded, but one body chae did pick chis up was che Scientific

Policy Committee of the Labour Party Research Deparement. This wais st up in 1948, and
held s firse meeting in May of chat year. It had before it its draft re
which included the need for ensuring an adequage
balance beeween ehe nacoral and social

rms of reference,
supply of scieneises, and of peeeing the
sciences, and ocher disciplines, right," Another
'nment, in paragraph 19 covering social scicnces sajd
that many choughe chae some central council for social sciences was required.'® The
Scientific Policy Commiteee did not pick up on the
aries second meeting on 25 June

paper before ie, on science and gove

social sciences ar ies Arse meerting, bur
» it had before it a memorandum on che social scicnces

drawn up by the Labour Party Rescarch Deparement, ¢ This drew atcention to che recencly
published repore of the Association of Scientific Workers calling for an SSRC to be se
The rescarch deparement drew aceention to the reporc’s seress on the
aarried our in non-universicy inseitates, as had he N

t up.
importance of rescarch
ationad Institure of Beonomic and

Social Research, The research deparement alse picked up the

fact thae the repore wanced an
SSRC w0 carry ouc a nacional survey of rese

arch projects which were in hand., It had been
suggeseed chae a council should be responsible to the Lord President, However, the
memorandum from the rescarch deparement wene on ro say chae sciencific enquiry must be
objecrive, which politics were noe, and it did not, therefore, wane rescarch direcred by a
member of the government. e also thoughe chac a nacional survey was impracticable
because mose social scicnees were ae their beginning, and e was an immense field wich
complex problems. For these reasons it did noc support a cencral council,

This view was opposed by CT Wilshaw, 2 member of the Rescarch Deparement
Sdieneific Policy Committee, who favoured che seeeing up of an SSRC, V7
the Scientific Policy Commiccee came up with a pape
an SSRC. ™ T paper also stressed che fuilure of CI

and on the
After discussion

r ehat supported the establishment of
apham to give cnough weight co
independene researcl insututes. It drew aceention to the MRC having to take
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MOoNCy wenr to non-uaiversity insticutions chen there would be more competicion for
erained staff. Also, because che universities were now geteing more money, addicional
money from other sources should be available for non-university insticutions.

The correspondence beeween the Lord President and the Treasury continued, with
agreement thar it was not yee the time to establish an SSRC. The Lord President continued
0 be worried aboue the position of non-university insticutions. He made the point on 16
February 1949 thae the university record on che social sciences was far from creditable. He
wits “not surprised that members of the Clapham Commiteee favoured, and seill favour,
rescarch by universities since, as far as | can see, chac Committer (which was selected belore

my time) consisted almost entirely of university representarives”.

Morrison, as chairman of che Policy and Publiciey Committee of the Labour Party, had said
thac be might be prepared, as Lord President, to receive a deputation from it Professor
Harald Laski, professor of policicl science ac che Universicy of London, Michael Young and
Mrs W Raphacl, from the Nacional Instituce of Industrial Psychology, visited him on 31
May 19:49. They urged che establishmene of an SSRC. The meeting was inconclusive, The
Lord President agreed o note whae the deputation said, and choughr thac sooner or later
there mighe be a case for such a council, He chought thac the field was difficule to define,
and that instead of a council chere mighe be an extension of grants to bodies undertaking
research, Michael Young agreed to write a memorandum for che Lord Presidenc, and chis
was sentan lace July. In chis memorandum he made che poine thac there was seill oo licele
support for and inadequare co-ordinacion in che social sciences, and cherefore an SSRC was
needed. Independent research insticutes needed such a council o ensure their continued
existence. An SSRC would be responsible for planning research for the whole field of che
social scienees, and for enconraging individual governmene deparements to employ social
screntists. e suggeseed chat such a coundil would have its own rescarch stacions, and
should take over the social survey, which was then sicuated wichin che COIL He choughe
chat che problem of the shortage of good social scientises could be tackled by an $SRC

Creating more opportunicies.

lnminure of -1 Auguse 1949 Nicholson, in che Lord Presidenc’s Office, expressed
disappoinement in chis memorandum. He thoughe that some important points made by
the depuracion had bren missed. For example, Lasks had deawn atrention o che chronic
leakage of the bese social research scudents to America because of the lack of prospeces in
Bricun. Nicholson also pointed out that possible members of an SSRC would be
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prospeceive dependents on its grants of aid, and cherelore would not be seen to be
genuinely independent. He reiterated the often-repeated concern chae, unlike naruraf
sttences, social sciences had no generally accepted standards.®” The Labour Parcy did noc
take the mateer further. It scems thae the real sacking poine for Morrison was che
definition of social sciences. He made chis point when he spoke in a debace ac the House of
Lords on 9 December 1959.%7 In chis debace he meationed Harold Laski pressing him to
sec up an SSRC, but satd that he was stuck because of the question, what #5 social science?

Anocher commictee wich an interese in che field was che Commiceee on Induserial
Produccivicy. This had been sec up in 1947 by the Lord Presidene and the Chancellor of the
Exchequer as pare of che post-war drive to increase che efficiency of British indusery. Ie had
a Pancl an Human Facrors (the Schuster Pancl, so named after its chairman, Sir George
Schuster) which in early 1948 ser up a Research Advisory Group. Its cerms of reference
included looking at che resules of past rescarch into human faceors affecring producriviry,
and the availabality of fieldworkers and how o increase their numbers. This group looked
ac che cerms of reference of the incer-deparemental committee and che UGC's sub-
committee on social sciences, but in the context of increasing the number of qualified
workers available for research in social sciences. Because of chis they found these two
commiceees of litdle relevance. They also looked ac ehe Clapham repore, bue again to pick
up ies seress on che shoreage of fieldworkers., Ie did noc look at che possibilicy of
establishing a council for the soctal sciences.™

Despite chis the Schuscer Panel was che direce antecedent of che SSRC. The Commictee on
Indluserial Productiviey wound teself up in 1950, but it was anxious that provision should
be made for some of its work to continue: in pareicudar chac iniciared by the Fluman
Factors Panel. Ie recommended that the DSIR and MRC should take it over. In May 1950
there was a joine meeeing of dhe DSIR and the MRC co discuss chis. Sir Ben Lockspuiser,
the permanent secretary of the DSIR, was in the chair, and Sic Harey Himsworth,
permanent secreeary of che MRC, was chere. To was agreed ehae as a firse scep in deciding
how o proceed they should conduct a survey of whar was being done, and by whom. Thus
was followed on 13 June 1950 by a lecter from the Lord President, Morrison, to Lockspeiser,
In chis lecter he said chae he was frequenely asked co escablish an SSRC, buc at thac time there
were arguments againse it Sall, ic was vital for che national interese to ensure the mpid
development of the social sciences and their fullese possible inregracion with the narural
sciences and medicing, to provide the solucion to many problems. He eherefore hoped ehat
the DSIR and the MRC would be able to devise some machinery o ensure chis.”*
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The DSIR and MRC carried oue separate and exhaustive sueveys.! Reports on them
were wricten up early in 1931, The question was how to give effect to the Lord
Presidenc’s wishes, expressed in his leceer of the previous year. Himsworth had suggeseed
o Lockspeiser in April 1951 chae chey should move forward on industrial disease and
industrial psychology; human engineering (e.g. work measurement); and human
relations. Lockspeiser did noc like chis classificacion, and at a sccond meeting beeween
the DSIR and the MRC on 24 Ocrober 1951 a joint note by the sceretaries suggested
that chey should move ahead on individual healch, individual cfficiency, and human
relations, fr was agreed that individual healeh was primarily the concern of the MRC,
and that w move forward on individual efficiency and human relations two joine
commitrees should be see up, These proposals were approved by the Advisory Council of
the DSIR and by che MRC and forwarded to the Lord Presideat, by chen Lord Woolton,

. T Bt
who gave his approval in February 1952,

These two joint commuictees formed the nexe stage on the roure t an SSRC. A press release
in March 1933 described the work of che joint Commiccee on Industrial Efficiency as ()
fitting the job o che man; (i) selection and training; and (i) assessing che job. Tt was to
be chaired by Sir Frederick Bartleee, who had been professor of experimental psychology ac
Cambridge. The joint Commitree on Human Relations was described as looking at human
behaviour and human relations. It was to be chaired by A P Waring, ¢hairman and
managing director of Joseph Lucas Industries Limited.* Tts members comptised

. . B S . B s (O 26
industrialises, rrades unionises, and academics, including Professor Simey, <"

Members of the ewo joint commitrees were initially appoineed for chree years from |
April 1953, buc this period was extended by a year w the end of March 1957, Mose of
the money for their projects was provided by che working group discussing condirional
atd for social and economic research.?” This working group consisted of representacives
of che Board of Trade, the Minisery of Labour, the Ministry of Agriculeure and che MRC,
with the DSIR providing che secrecaciac, It concenerated pacticularly on social research
in che field of indusery. The working group met beoween 1953 and 1957 and che
possibility of establishing an SSRC was not mentioned. However, in addicion to
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providing money for che joint committees, it was also a direee source of money for social
saientists: for example, Professor Simey got maney for a project on technological change

- - - ’18
and social organisacions.”

The two joint commitcees wete wound up in 1957, and it was decided thae che DSIR and
the MRC should form their own individual commiteees.® Ta the case of the DSIR
Commiteee on Human Sciences in Industry was appoineed in October 1957 as a committee
of the council. fts terms of reference were to keep under review e development of the
human sciences in relation o industrial needs and eo advise the council, as required from
time to time and as the commirtee members mighe wish, on che deparement’s
arrangements and desirable resources for promorting, by financial assistance or otherwise,
researches within the human sciences field. The commireee was 10 particular to publish
annually a broad programme of research; to recommend amounes of money to be expended
on contraces or granes in support of rescarches within che general programme approved by
the council; and o consider and advise on the progress of investigations underwken in the
ficld. Tes chairman, afeer che firse meeting, was LT Wrighe, a member of the Research
Council and general secretary of the Amalgamaced Weavers” Assocacion, Tes members came
from industry and universities, with assessors from che Minisery of Education, the UGC,
the MRC and the Miniscry of Labour. The secretary was A B Cherns from the DSIR.2Y

In April 1958 the commictee idencified its main areas for programmes of research as (i)
human factors bearing on equipment design and working conditions; (ii) study of abilities
and skills tn relation to seleceion, craining and job allocation; (111} incentives and
maocivarion togecher with the norms and cuscoms of behaviowr; (iv) factors in design and
working of formal and formal organisations; (v) personal and social factors in accepting
and adapting to change; (vi) problems of employment of special groups m indusery, such as
technologists, marricd women and school leavers; (vit) ocher human problems of concern o
mdustry or governmene; and {viai) industrial operations showing a close interweaving of
human, organtsacional, cconomic and technical faceors.™ Tn its firse yuar the commiteee
started to formulate broad lines of palicy for fostering human saences rescarch and
industrial applicacion of the resules, bue it was hampered because it was faced at once wael
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It had ariginally been suggested chae Sir Hlector Hetheringeon should chair it

" This followed the disbanding of the working group and also reorganisation of the DSIR

in 1956, The Advisory Counail for Scientific and Industrial Rescarch was then replaced 1
by a Council for Scientific and Industrial Research, referred to as the Rescardh Council
(Deparement of Scientific and Induserial Rescarch Act 1956), 2
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b.er of applications for financial support for research projects to be undercaken by
universities and other research groups,’!

Whll.e _mmm:ttees were set up, and wound up, the debate continued. Lord Adrian rnaster
of Trinity College, Cambridge, and the presidenc of the Royal Society from 1950 t’() 1955
was the next to call for an SSRC to be established, atthough he called it a Human Sciencc;
Research Council. In 1954 he was elected as president of the British Association for the
Advancemenc of Science. In his presidencial address he drew actention to the need for
mu‘ch greater emphasis on the social sciences. Their research deserved the support of
national nnc? incernational funds. They should be in full contact with all the conservative
and academic people in universities: lawyers and historians as well as economists, biologists

and scarisricians. More resources were needed, but that was nor all. They also needed a
Human Sciences Research Council, 32

:he next move in support of an SSRC was made by Lord Taylor. On 9 December 1959
de opened a. debace in che House of Lords on science in civil life. The debate was to
raw ateention to che increasing role of science in the service of society. He asked what

lan . . .
p s fhe government had co develop science in relation to industry, agriculeure
medicine and social needs. ,

Ht:: began by welcoming the appointment of Lord Hailsham to the new post of Minister fo
Sctence.* He went on to talk abour the work of the MRC, che Agriculcural Research r
Council, and the DSIR. He thoughe the DSIR was too big, having such a vast scope, He
commented on the importance of the COI social survey. He drew actention ro the l:s’e ch
by Lord Adrian and also to Lord Beveridge's views on the importance of che social s[::nces
He wanted an SSRC to be set up. It could feed ideas to government and policicians. The ‘
sorts of problems that might be addressed were those such as the best size of of, 'nni;ation
for local efficiency, problems of conurbations, communicarions and social mom]!i’t and rhs
relationship and understanding berween great groups of society. Lord Morrison s . ke in )
the debace. He was ateracted by the idea of an SSRC, but asked what /5 social scicl::ce’a?’
Lord Adrian also spoke. He wanted serious consideraion to be given to a proposal fonl an
SSRC along the lines of the MRC, He was not quite convinced that the time was right
but suggested a preliminary survey to see what fields it mighr cover. ‘

* Lord Hailsham continued also to be Lord President of the Council,

rhe Social Sciences wrriir

Lord Hailsham, in winding up, said that a good deal of social science research was going
on. He said that the social sciences were not yet very mature. He talked about the need for
suitable manpower. He mentioned the various organisations already involved in this kind
of research. A proposal had been rejected in 1946, and while he was nat now rejecting i,
he thought it was still prernatun:."’4

Loed Taylor continued his campaign with an arcicle in the New Screntist on 11 February
1960. He welcomed the government money that was beginning to flow into social
sciences, but argued thac the need for expansion of research was urgent. He wanted co see
an SSRC within the present decade, working alongside the MRC.

The next step of note was when Mrs Judich Hare, Labour MP for Lanark, spoke in a debate
on science in che House of Commons on 10 July 1961.3 She said that the need for an
SSRC for social research was immediate, and in the long term there was immense value to
government in, for example, planning urban communiries. Denzil Freeth, che
parliamentary secretary for science, did not reply, as Mrs Hart had put down a question on
the arder paper. That question was what consideration was given to the need for an SSRC,
10 which Denzil Freeth replied on 18 July. He said thac the Research Council*® was
reviewing the support given by the DSIR. One aspect of the review was the desirability or
otherwise of having a separate human or social science research council.?’

This DSIR review had been entrusted to its Fluman Sciences Committee. In November
1959 this committee had before it a paper on its arganisation and work: “Place of the
Human Sciences”.*® The chairman, Wright, introduced discussion of this paper by saying
chat the council believed that there was a pressing need for human sciences to be applied in
industry. At their presenc state of development, the contribution of the human sciences
could not be large. Wright went on to say thac che human sciences were still young. He
thought that the committee mighe feel that a statemenc was required of the work in
progress, the development of techniques and methods of the human sciences which was
needed, problems in che field, how help from the DSIR or elsewhere could most effectively
make available sesources, and training. The committee was in broad agreement wich chis,
and on 22 March 1960 it discussed another draft. This paper addressed the need for a
Human Sciences Research Council. It’s aim was to discuss the most effective way in which
the councry could make financial provision for the research which was needed to increase
knowledge and understanding of human affairs and how to apply this to government,
industry, education and welfare, It summarised the Clapham report and the House of Lords
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debate, and said that two major issues had emerged. One was the definition of the social
sciences, and the second was the quescion of priorities in developing ic. The paper wenr on
to look ac the position as it was then, and noted thar there was no attempt to co-ordinace
work or grant-giving activities, It said chat although the Clapham report had idencified
the first priority as the need for more teaching and research, it had not denied that co-
ordination and oversight might be neede

d in time. It said chat the inter-deparrmentcal
commirtee had pur emphasis on economi

¢ and not human sciences research, and thought
that chere was a need for the government to have a source of advice in the broad field of
human sciences research. It looked ac poss

ible models and what a separare council mighe
do. However, it thought chat che final ¢

valuation was beyond the scope of the paper, bur
suggested two possible courses of action. One was that perhaps cwo human sciencises
could be put on to the Research Council, thus ensuring more funds for the sacial
sciences. The second option was to have a separate
sciences.’” A second draft of this
July 1960.%°

council for research in the human
paper was discussed and agreed by the commitcee on 5

The Research Council discussed this ar its meeting on 12 October. 4! In ies discussion it
decided it could not Support at that moment a separate SSRC, but recommended instead
that a working party of interesced departments should be set up under the chairmanship of
the DSIR. This working party should report to the Research Council and the Lord
President. The reporr, including this recommendation, was forwarded to Hailsham, the
Lord President, on 8 November 1961, with the repore of the Human Sciences Commictee

included as an appendix. The Research Council had concluded that this needed to be
examined at ministerial level 42

Before the Research Council senc its repore to the Lord Presidene, there was a furcher
development. On 4 August 1961, Austen Albu introduced an adjournment debare. He
rose to draw actention to cthe need for an SSRC. Albu had been ¢lected as Labour MP for
Edmonton in 1948, and in 1959 he had been made a governor of the Imperial College of
Science and Technology. In incroducing the debate he explained chac he was macried to a
well-known social psychologise.* In his speech he drew

artention to the increasing interest
in scientific research. He thoughe that too much was de
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* In 1958 he martied Dr Marje Jahoda, who was later on the SSRC,

* Professor Robbins was on the Clapham Commictee, see 2.8 i
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Few ook up the invitation, given in the House of Commons debate, for chose imcrcstf;c_il to
give evidence to the Robbins Committee. At the 31se meeting on 17 November 1961
chere was a discussion with Sir Maurice Bowra, warden of Wadham College, Oxford, and
Professor E R Dodds, professor of Greek at the University of Oxford, representing che
Bricish Academy. They said chac places for research in the arts and social sciences were
negligible compared wich ocher countries, espectally Germany and the USA. They wanted
a cencral fund established. Thar fund would be administered by a body appointed by the
government after consultation with the British Academy. It would not do research itself,
but would allocate funds. Archacology was singled our as an obvious field for support. The
only others to give evidence were H M Gluckman, professer of social anthropology at che
Universicy of Manchester, Dr David Glass, professor of sociology at the University of
London, and Professor Raymond Firth, who had given evidence to the Clapham
Committee. They were representing the Bricish Associacion for the Advancement of
Science (Sociological Section) ar the 52nd meeting in February 196218 They said chac the
social sciences were increasingly becoming of national importance, but were not receiving
their share of financial support. Social sciences should now receive an earmarked grant to
bring them up to their proper place. More departments of social sciences were needed.
They said that too lietle of che enrmarked grant which had followed Clapham had gone
into research, and support for research in social anthropology now came mainly from the
USA. They stated chae, for social scientists, surveys were tools as essential as laboratory
cquipment was for the physical scientist. Few awards were available for social sciences, so

there was lack of opportunity for the promotion and support of research.

Others who gave evidence who mighe have mencioned the sacial sciences, did nat. These
included the Association of Scientific Workt:rs,'w the directors of the research
organisnticms.m the Joint Commitcee for Science and Education,”' the Tavistock
Instituee’® and D N Chester, from Nuffield College, who had been on che incer-
departmental Committee for Economic and Social Research.?® Robbins himself was, in
April 1961, reported by Turnbull to be serongly againse an SSRC.> Fhe Robbins report,
published in October 1963, made no specific mention of the social sciences.??

The evidence given by Sir Maurice Bowra and Professor Dodds followed the report
published by the British Academy in 1961, “Research in the Humanities and the Social
Scienees™, 3 This report followed a survey by the British Academy undertaken in 1958-60
by a commitece chaired by Sie Maurice, with Professor Dodds as a member. Although the
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title of the repore gives equat emphasis to the humanities and the social sciences, the reporr
itself was weighted much more ta che humanities. The first sentence of the incroduction
reads, “Reseacch is in every way as necessary to the proper study of the Humanicies
(including the Social Sciences) as it is to thac of Natural Science.” A minute to Turnbull in
February 1962 drew attention to this imbalance, and pointed out thar the commictee
responsible for the repart included no economists or sociologists, or indeed anybody from
the field of social sciences.’” The section on social anthropology®® repearts almost verbatim
a memorandum submiteed by Professor Firth,?” although he was not on the commircee.

The background to the report was chac the natueal sciences were receiving enormously
increased actention, and it was important thae the humanities should be fostered and
encouraged. It was pointed out char cthe Treasury gave che British Academy £60,000 a year
for the humaniries, of which £51,000 went to the British schools and institutes of
archaeology. This was contrasted wich the budger of che DSIR for the natural sciences, which
was £12 million. The contencion was made in the report that reseacch in the humanities and
the social sciences had relatively declined during recent decades, alchough that could not be
proved statistically, as the value of research could not be measured in quantitative terms. %
Professor Robbins, in giving evidence, disputed this contention. He referred to the Clapham
report and the consequent increase in funds. The main recommendation of the repore was
that there should be established a council for research in the humanities and the social
sciences. Its minister should be the Lord President of the Council. Ies members should be
appointed after consuleation with the president of the British Academy. Its main funcrion
should be the encouragement of research in the humanities and the social sciences and the
dissemination of the results. It was estimated that the cost would be a very small fraccion of
the £12 million or so provided for the DSIR.

The proposal for a research council for the humanities and social sciences was turned down
by the Chief Secrecary to the Treasury. Some extra funding was atlocated, but the social
sciences did not benefie. When the grant was announced in July 1962 Hailsham, as the
Minister for Science, said chac the social sciences were excluded from the scheme. They
presented a different problem, involving wider government interests, 5!

Lord Taylor had kicked off the renewed public debate about an SSRC in 1959. It started to
be taken seriously by Lord Hailsham in 1961. The Albu debare took place in Auguse
1961, In Octaber of that year Sir Harry Melville, permanent secretary of the DSIR, visired
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Hajlsham fo discuss the agenda for the Rescarch Council’s next meeting. The report of the
Human S'cu:nces Commictee would be on chac agenda, and Hailsham took the opportuni
to state his then views. These were (i) che Minister for Science was not responsibllaf‘:'or thlety
whole. of.the human sciences; (ii) more aughe ro be done in the field:; (iii) a governmenc
organisation was not the best means for dispensing money: (iv} to get proper discipline chi
must be developed in universities; (v) chere was a place for applied human sciencespin o
gm.rernment deparrments; (vi) there might be a case for a research council or other bod
which had no research stacions, but was able to give grants, However, to do anything ’

would need anot!ler Clapham. It was noted that cthe Lord President was very opposed to
the DSIR becoming 2 council for social sciences.

The debate within the department really took off when the report from the Research

Council, wi i i
» with chac of its Human Sciences Commitcee, was received by cthe Lord President

in November. Fi i
r. Five days later, on 13 November, Hailsham minuted his parliamentary

secretary, Denzil Freech, and his pecmanent secrecary, Turnbull. Following che report and
the Albu debate che question of the human sciences could no longer be ignored [I): th
then economi-c climate any action would have to be justified. He went on to sa .thﬂt fe
four years action had been resisted. This was justified because the primary busiicss of :!:
departmen.t was to foster the nacural sciences. Human sciences would divert resources )
Humnl:n .sc1encg;, morcover, were a "happy huncing ground for che bogus and the '
me‘retn.cl'ous.:'. Their tendencies should be kept in check by placing the work in the
universities “rather than being given their heads under a council of enchusiasts”, Finall
the work. was too diffuse to come under a single head. Bur, Lord Hailsham wentl on thy'
was a serious prablem. The Treasury was gravitating to an advisory committee, wi I‘l -
budget. Bur even for this an inquiry would be necessary, R

F-’reerh responded to this minute two days lacer. He agreed chat the question could b
ignored. He expressed doubts abour a separate research council, bue admicted o
substantial problem. He agreed with an advisory commitree, arlid did not like i: a'd f
DSIR working parcy. He thoughe that an inquiry was a good idea. It should be : l ?a md=l
by the Minister for Science under a neucral and respected chairman e

TI'1e DSIR and the MRC each had an interest in this. On 26 October, Sir Harold
I-!:msworth had minuted the Lord President. He said thar he and Sir’Hnr Melville had
discussed research in the social sciences and would like to meer the Lord l;{esid o
before him cheir coverage of che social sciences. Following this, Himsworch for\i::dt:dim
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minute to che Lord President on 9 November 1961 on work undertaken by the MRC on
research in the human and social sciences. This included a lisc of the main units direccly
engaged in sociological problems. There were nine of them, and they included obstetric
medicine ac Aberdeen University, where a major sub-division was under the charge of a
sociologist; the social medicine research unit ar the London Hospital Medical College; and
the epidemiological reseasch unic ac the Welsh National School of Medicine at Cardiff.

It was obvious that the DSIR and MRC were not being totally open with one another.
Hailsham suggested that it might be as well if Himsworch were to be shown, in
confidence, the DSIR papers advocating a human sciences research council and Melville
shown the MRC one. Each should be asked to comment. Freeth noted that “Himsworth
asked me point blank if DSIR had recommended a Social Sciences Reseacch Council and
whether we were going to have one. I dithered diplomatically — I hope. It shows the need
for an inquiry.” Turnbull, however, said chat Himsworth had seen che DSIR paper.

Tive UGC was another key player, in chac it and the existing research councils were all
tesponsible for adminiscering grants. The UGC's report for 195157 looked at the
respective functions of the UGC and the research councils,”® and supported the role of the
lacter. This same report asked if there was a need for more bodies.*! It drew atcention to
the lack of an official body in the field of the humanities and the social sciences with
functions like those of the DSIR, MRC and Agricultural Research Council. This meant
thac the Ministry of Educacion had to take responsibility for the humanities and, with
some exceptions, the social sciences. The report went on to say chac che Clapham
Committee had recommended earmarked grants. These had been discontinued, and since
1946 the position of social sciences studies had alcered both financially and in other
respects. “It may well be that a review of it would suggest the need for some changes in

the administrative arrangements.”

Sir Keich Murray, chairman of the UGC, met Turnbull on 12 December 1961 1o
discuss the social sciences. There is a note of chat meeting. Murray was not in favour
of development wichin the DSIR, whose parish was already big enough. Nor was he
enthusiastic about a research council as proposed by the British Academy. He was
sympathetic to a research council for social sciences, bue wanted it 1o be developed
slowly, and not beginning for a year or cwo. Social sciences could not be separated
from economics and, for example, law, and there was a danger of distortion if the MRC
and DSIR were the only two sources of funds. He agreed that a cammittee should be = 57
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set up, and suggested how co i
; proceed. Firstly he choughe
dissuaded from pursuing cheir idea of a working oy e should be

bropona] sho o party; secondly he suggpested thar a

d
e Shout ned to be pur to other departments, possibly at ministerial
e sters to look to for supporr would be those for Housi ;
e Home Secretary, and the Minister of Pensions. Thirdl ot
support, the proposal should be put to Henry Brooke they’

and Educacion,
having got ministerial
Chancellor of che Exchequer.

meeci .
eting were the DSIR submission, and the M

P n& fT . U k
VIeWwS Of the Ar6es to ﬂt[elld tlle meeting dl eled Ille DS]]{ ‘a\’ﬂ led a wor tng

of interested departments, chaired by th o

i e e : . e DSIR; Hailsham (ac thar time) favoured an
ey comm) H., which an outside inquiry would be needed: che UGC wanted
cil; Himsworeh choughe ic w , E—
‘ . as too soon for a research i
they should w;.nr for ten years. In his briefing Turnbull doubter.lrc .
would be administratively workable, He sug
for ministers, fecommending more action in ¢
should be rehearsed. To discuss this, officials
Office taking che lead.

if an advisory commitree
ested thac a draft paper should be prepared
he social sciences. The alternative ideas
should meer, witi che Lord President’s

At the meeting Hai
g Hailsham expressed the vie
: w that some sart of | igari

e : : of investigario

f:aqmw an:lbec::se of increasing pressure from Parliament Murray wis inl; o ne; .
e _ . avour o
S ':ms:orth was_ anxious that psychology should remain part of the ma:jl- 1
o s 25este that an investigation should be carried out by a commi e
'u - - ™ .
memjoni,d |sT: outsiders, which was not welcomed by the DSIR Possible ch“':ee e
' - ' . a1r 5
ecione de meeting ended with an agreement thae Turnbull should hold men_we"'
rested departments, research councils and others.5% B
Turnbull lost no time iti
In wreeing co senior officials

ey s in the UGC, MRC, Minist
. ry of Healch, the Treasury, Home Office, the Ministty of Housi i

overnment, the Ministry of Education, the Minj i i i
the Scortish Office, and the DSIR. He said chat
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and 2 number of academics. The departments and research councils concerned, and the
UGC, should be associated with the committee. As a seart, Turnbull wenc on, he would
convene a meeting of the representatives of departments and research councils which
appeared likely to cake an interest in the field of social studies. He asked for a nomination

of someone of not less than under-secretary rank.

All departmencs invited sent representatives to the meeting, which took place on 16
February 1962. Turnbull opened the proceedings by asking if government should take
further action to promote research in the social studies. Should there be an independent
inquiry? In the 15 years since Clapham there had been an expansion in the universities,
and the qualicy of research and of the people involved had improved. At the meeting there
was some support for an independent inquiry, wich the main opposition coming from the
Treasury. If there were a case for more support, they would want it to be provided by an
increased grane to the British Academy. They disliked the idea of a general inquiry, which
they thought would add little to what was already known. Such an inquiry might
recommend more financial suppore, They would back an advisory body. There was some
agreement with the Treasury view, and Turnbull agreed to report back to the Hailsham.

There were now two possible ways forward. One was ro set up an independent inquiry o
advise on how best to promote the social sciences. The other was to establish some internal
body. This was sometimes described as an advisory body, and sometimes as a co-ordinating
body. Hailsham had come down on the side of an independent inquiry, for which he would
seek the approval of the Home Affairs Commirtee. A draft paper was drawn up by 5
March, and by 21 March it was ready to go. But the chief protagonist of the advisory or
co-ordinating body was the Treasury, so a discussion with Henry Brooke, the Chancellor of

the Exchequer, would be necessary.

By 9 April, the Lord President was looking at names for both che chairman and the
membership of the proposed independent inquiry, which it was thoughr should be about
six. By 18 April Turnbull had written to Murray, Melville and Himsworth with two lists,
one for membership compased of laymen, and the other of experts. Boch the UGC
(Murray) and the MRC {Himsworth) preferred the laymen. However, the Treasury was not
going to co-operate, On 30 April a memorandum was sent to Turnbull. The Chief
Secretary to the Treasury had reacted strongly and unfavourably o the Lord President’s
proposed paper to the Home Affairs Committee. A constiturional point was made about
procedures for Cabinec papers. Because the Treasury was a spending department through Z 59

i
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grants to che Bricish Academy, and expenditure wy

as involved, jt should have been
consulred earlier, Also, the Chief Secretary was abour to Propose severe restricrions on
independent public inquiries. 56

By May the Lord President’s Office was minuting relevane departments telling chem chae
the proposal for an quity might nor have an £asy passage.
practical value of research in che social studies field. A reque
of research that had beeq used to advancage. The e
helpful as might have been hoped: it was difficulr

There was scepticism abouc the
st had been made for examples
xamples that were provided were not as
to assess their economic valye,

The discussjon continued. The Tre
thought char such an internal bod

circles. In a brief o Turnbull jr was poinced out char 3 co-ordinating committee would
provide no new source of funds. It mighe help co-operacion between departments, bue i
would not be concerned wich reviewing work done in universities or elsewhere ontside
Lovernment. By the end of June, Hailsham was not giving way, bur had delayed
circulation of the Paper to the Home Affairs Commirree.

asury preferred a co-ordinating body, but Hailsham
¥ would not carry convicrion in university and expert

Meanwhile, questions in Parliament continued,

down for 27 February asking whae plans there were for the immediace establishmenc of an
SSRC. This question had been known in advance of the inter-departmental meeting, and
Denzil Freech was able co answer that arrangements had been made to consult interesced

Mrs Judith Hare had an oral question

that earlier he had said that
on. He asked if he could be given any idea about
when the discussions were likely to come to fruition. Freeth hoped to be able to make a
statement soon. This was followed on 28 May by a question from Mrs Hart asking for a
statement on the creation of the SSRC, and one from EGM Fletcher, Labour MP for East

discussion about che matrer was going

The Home Affairs Committee eventually discussed che paper on 13 July. However, it had
before it not one paper but two. The Lord President’s proposal6? gave the background of

_ Increasing pressure jn Parliament and elsewhere for the government o take action on the
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* The Trend Commictee on the Organisation of Science in .Cwnl Life sac f::ws()
1962 and 1963. Its repott paid Licele artention to the social sciences, see p.80.
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suggested chat a small pilot inquiry mighe be ser up wich Sir Harry Campion, from che

CS0, in the chair. This would be an internal government inquiry. This sugpestion was

then modified. Campion might be commisstoned as an independent individual o
consult the departments concerned. He
Affairs Commictee. It was thoug

to make this acceptable.

would then make recommendarions co the Home
ht thac Campion had a sufficiently independent position

Hailsham agreed to this. He commented that it was vical thae they gor on wich it. He
apologised for having mismanaged the Home Affairs Commitcce meeting, and he now fele
obliged to do what he could 1o help. The minuces of the Home Affairs Commirtree da not

give decails of the discussion, but Hailsham said thar Lord Kilmuir (the Lord Chancellor,
who was succeeded by Lord Dilhorne the followin

g week) was normally so sensible, which
gives us some idea of whar went on,

In the middle of August the Lord President’s Office sent the files to Campion. He had

not produced anything by the middle of October, and on 16 October there was an article
in The Times, cricical of government dela

¥ “The government continues o nibble ac the
idea of an SSRC wichout bringing

themselves to a decision one way or the other.”
Turnbull went to see Campion, and noted on 23 October that Campion had virtually
completed his enquiries. This was followed on 25 October by an unwelcome article in
New Socrety. This was wrizten by Noel McLachan, a correspondent on The Timer, It asked
why there was no social research council, and concained accurate and detailed
information abour the discussion within the Home Affairs Committee, * This article did
not mention Lord Kilmuir but said that R A Butler,
Hailsham buc thac Brooke, on his Jast day at the Tre
could be spared. The article, incorrectly,
racher than an independent inquiry.

in the chair, had supported
asury, had said thar not a penny
said that Hailsham was arguing for a council

Outside pressure continued, as did work on Campion's draft. Judith Hare put down
another question asking the Parliamentary Secretary if he was now able to make a
stacement on che establishment of an SSRC. A drafe teply of 16 November could only
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g had an
repeat the reply given to Mr Albu on 21 May. On 24 Now..mberj H Flnl:mf'tson .
; le published in Nature urging support for the humanities and social sciences 10 ;
Fric : e o
nThis article supported the arguments puc forward in the British Auiademy re[;)ortl i
December, Hector Hughes, Labour MP for Aberdeen North, questioned the :r 1ame lr);f
o : ' e, and personnel
lence: ke a stacement abous the scope, purpose,
Secretary for Science: could he ma . e
t:: SSl{yC “which he has set up". Freeth could only reply that it had not been set up
could add nothing to what he had said to Mr Albu on 21 May.
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W I, oNid,

W it i Portfolio,* had sent the Treasury a copy of a report, § {

F Deedes, the Minister v ithout s 1 :
Change in Britamn. Brian Dudley, in che Treasury, thought ti’;nt the report ildentlf;::d all l

i ¥

deficiency, but he doubted if the suggested solution, a small departmente n. Whisehall, would

IKCIEncy, t [ 1 .
work. Hailsham met Deedes ac the beginning of December, and secured his support

L ¢

By 13 November, Turnbull had the first draft of Campion’s report. It supportei :he i:d:m(; ]

X inquiry, and on 19 November they met to discuss both the draft and a possible chai )
an 1 2

By 3 December che final draft of the report was with the Cabinet Office.
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* An editorial in the first edition of New Society, on 4 October 1962, said chat it was
launched because of the belief thac human sciences must come into cheir own. There
was an inquiry wichin che DSIR as 1o the source of the leak. CAB 12471934,

* Lacer editor of The Daily Telegraph.
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Ic m “ econormc IESEalcll weie IHCIUded tl]el‘e was some dﬂ"gel Ellﬂt 1€ WOLII at the
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research should be included wichin cthe terms of reference. The commircee should be
set up early, and not awaic the Robbins report.

expense of research in social scudies.

i i the
The Home Affairs Committee did not address the main question. It took note }:hat
i ial Secretary to the
i Butler) would consult the Financia
First Secreary of State (R A . . |
Tleasu {Anthony Barber) about the chairmanship of the proposed commu{:ee an N
r i i rch.
Id I'cymrls.ult the Lord President and the Financial Secretary abour economic resea
wou

i ing of the
He would report the outcome of these consulrations to the next meeting

In a brief to Hailsham on 5 December the main points of the Campion report were
summarised. The brief drew attention o char pare of the report which deale with the
Treasury counter-proposal: the establishment of a co-ordinating inter-departmencal
commircee. Campion had said thar this would be feasible if departments were agreed on
the amounc to be allocated to suppore social sciences research, buyr Campion thought thac
this would be unacceptable o academic opinion,
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commictee.
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Hatilsham was briefed thac since che maccer had lase been discussed in July there wete e from Henry Brooke as Chancellor of the Exchequer. The draft was by Hailsham
ow

growing signs of disquiet among informed public and scientific communities. It was
becoming increasingly clear that nothing other chan a high-powered independent inquiry himself.
would allay well-founded anxiety abour the state of research in social scudies. Campion had

recommended that an inquiry should include economic research, although the Treasury
earlier in che year had opposed this. It was suggested thac economic research could be lef
out as the price for an inquiry should chac prove necessary,’3

The nexe meeting of the Home Affajrs Committee was on 7 December 1962. It had before
it Campion'’s repore, but things still did not go Hailsham's way. The poines raised in
discussion were minured.

8 It would be unnecessary and mighc be embarrassing to appoint an independenc
chairman. The report, which would be published, would contain financial and other
proposals which would be unwelcome to government. The chairman, therefore, should
be appointed from within the governmenc service. The counter-argument to chis was
that much research work was done not in departments, but in universities and orher
institutes. Account must be taken of the views of qualified people in the academic

world. Action was required urgently, and cthe question of the chairmanship could be
considered lacer.

* The “application” of research was discussed by Turnbull, permanent secretary to
Hailsham in his dual capacity as Minister for Science and Lord President, and Campion
at their meeting on 19 November, Turnbull wanted it in, but Campion thoughe it
would rally departmental opposition. Research produced results, bur resulrs had to be
judged in a political context. This could be embarrassing if explanations had to be
given as 1o why results were rejected.
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to resolve which the whole proceedings were initiated.

Hailsham went on to say what had happened that morning ac the meeting of the-:-ll:m:ad
nl - I3 . - . X ls
Affairs Commiteee to discuss the proposal for an inquiry inco the social sciences his hac
i as im
i r had been known that the Campion report w
been discussed ar greac length. It ) -
e:l it had been circulated by the Firse Secretary of State, as chairman of the committee
an

more than 48 hours before the meeting.

He continued by saying that broadly speaking the report Cl-ltil'ely suppmitecrllth:n:'ln::v “t::t
Hailsham was urging on the commictee in July. It. deﬁn.ed issues mo're c ;:r:;elves o

silly for che Treasury to say thar chere was insufﬁcte_nt time tf) acqt—mmt t A 3
Campion’s proposals and former views. At the meeting the Financial Secretary - &5
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that he had fele obliged
. . 8EC to reserve the Chancellor’s position, and thi
discussion was rendered futile. This had happened repearec’lly R i

ot s and chis case was nor an

In fl]e mean P
titme fllf rovernmenc in gen lal ﬂ“d 1 1n particular llavf.’ to bea []l
5 [ & e N I 3 r ¢

burden of i
b n o .u:populnnry and the general repuration for dilacoriness which chis kind
ing rightly engenders among our crirics both in partizment and ourside.”

to Butler, He said that the
gree to the proposal, albeir withour
aitman, and the inclusion of

14 December, there was a further meeting of the Home

enthusiasm. He would also agree to an independent ch
cconomic research.”” The nexe day,
)
Aftairs Commi
mittee. B i
oy o i utler recalled the conclusions of the previous meecing, and went on ¢
on turther consideration T ini ' ’
reasury ministers had ¢ i
e : ome to the conclusion thae ch
cof t i ] )
oo ame o he }:.vroposals in Sir Harry Campion’s report should be accepted. The
ars Comm i ‘
S e Co iccee, therefore, approved the appointment of a Commirteee on Socjal
» and took noce ¢ i i
har the Firsc Secretary of Starte, in consultacion with the Financial

ry reﬂsulyﬂ d Other 1MISLers conc ed, u et] D, ne ‘
SECIEHI to tlle T n m e oncern d wo Id allﬂllg e a, potncme 0

Discussion i i
mm i i
ediately turned to who mighe chair the commitree and what form it migh
. ighe

:ﬁ:;:f;:: ;_:lllgl;, Lord Heywc{rth or Lord Franks were suggested as che chairman,
e h;d i tblough't thar Sir I'jmnk Leigh did not want work at thac time and Lord
e y been given an. assignment by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
nly Lord Heyworth remained. “He is on the old side, but is very livel ‘
con.ﬁdenc.e of the universities as a leading member of the UG& " Lo cerI-lwIE "
eminent mc.lustrialist with relevant interests. He had worked fc;r LeverrB Elf‘ o W?S .
become f:halrman of Unilever from 1942 to 1960, As well as being a m;eers il
was president of the National Council of Social Science and a o e e
College, Oxford.

50 it could
and has che

n honourary fellow of Nuffield

O
n 15 january 1963 G R Bell, from the Office of che Firse Secretary of State, asked

Turnbutll j ing i
to take on the job of agreeing inter-deparumencally a lise of nominations for che

::rnfmt‘tee. On 21 January Turnbull wrote to the Treasury, the Home Office the
imnistries of Healch, Housing and Local Government, Labour, Pensions and ,Nationnl

|
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Insurance, the Scocrish Office, the Board of Trade, and the DSIR, MRC, UGC, COI, che
National Assistance Board, and Campion of che CSO. This large number of departments
illustrates just how widespread was che interest in che social sciences. Replies were asked
for by 29 January, and all departments were represented at a meecing on 1 February,

although Campion was not there.

The meecing recommended as chairman, in order of prefetence, Lord Heyworth, Mr Paul
Chambess, chairman of ICI and president of the National Institute of Economic and
Social Rescarch, and Sir Frank Leigh. The meeting also recommended members, following
the profile of the committee as recommended by Campion. Names were suggested of
those with appropriate interests and experience as the representarives of the universicies.
Names were also put forward to cover university adminiscracion and experience in
deparemencs. The Home Office and the Treasury each nominated a member. The meeting
discussed if somebody should be included who had experience of staff management in
industry, which had not been recommended by Campion. It was decided chat chis would
not be appropriate, as other “user” interests would want representation. Also, Lord
Heyworth had, of course, industrial experience. The meeting also discussed a secretary.
The Treasury might provide one but mighe find it difficule. The DSIR had suitable
people, and it was agreed that the Treasury should arrange the appointment, taking

discussion at the meeting into account.

Turnbull, ia a coveriag lecter with a draft of the minutes to Bell on 4 February,
summarised the main points. He said that although Heyworth ar 69 was racher old, he was
fully recovered from an illness he had had a few years before. He added that he was in
excellent form, and Turnbull thought that he was progressive-minded and alerc.

On 19 February the DSIR forwarded ro the Treasury the CV of A B Cherns. Albert
Cherns's working hife had been spent in the DSIR. Significancly, he was secretary of the
Human Sciences Committee. He had published quite widely on social science topics. He

was larer appointed secretary. Noone else scems to have been considered.

The question of how far the new committee should cover economic research came to the
front again in March 1963. The Royal Economics Society had produced a report on the
finance of economic research. Then, on 21 March, Albu asked in Parhament if there could
be an increase in funds for economic research. This was followed on 27 March by a letcer 4
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from the Treasury. The Treasury had previously been [ukewarm about the commictee
covering economic research ar all widely, and had waneed it to be very carcfully

circumscribed by social sciences. It now suggested char the new committee might cover

the whole field of economic research. Turnbull “welcomed the wichdrawal of the Treasury
reservation”. On 7 April, Butler wrote 1o Hailsham to tell him that he had been to see
Lord Heyworth, who was prepared to take on the chairmanship. He was about ro have an
operation, but this would fit in with the setting up of the commiteee. He had views on che
membership. Of the names put forward by che inter-departmental meeting he wanted Noel
Angan, provost of King’s College, Cambridge, Charles Wilson, principal of Glasgow
University, and Professor C F Carter, vice-chancellor of the University of Lancascer, He

would accepe Dame Mary Smieton, the then permanent secretary at the Ministry of

Education who was abour co retire, and the Home Office nominee. He did not want a
Treasury representarive.

Hailsham was sure that the Chjef Secretary would comment on the proposal to omit che
Treasury representative. He did, John Boyd-Carpenter told Buler that he did want che
Treasury to be represented, to which Butler replied char Heyworth felt strongly abour i,
and please would he reconsider. On 6 May Boyd-Carpenter returned to the fray. He

thought that Heyworch waneed independent persons, but the Treasury had always

mainrained chat social policy questions were a major preoccupation of che government,

Also, Campion had said thac one departmental representative should be from the Treasury,
He went on to say thac if che Treasury were not to be on the committee, then there should
be no deparrmencal representacives. As Dame Mary Smiecon was retiring in the summer

she need nort count as one, Hailsham’s only coneern was to “get the thing off the Lround”,

and departmental representatives were excluded. This did, in effect, make the membership
of the commiccee as Hailsham had initially wanted ir.

As there were no deparemental representacives, it was agreed chat there should be a small
inter-deparcmental group to keep all chose giving evidence in step. This had been
suggested by the Treasury on 19 April, but Turnbull had been doubtful of its
appropriateness because government representatives were on the commirtee. Wich the
represencacives no longer on it, this inter-departmental clearance of evidence was agreed.
The Treasury wrote to a wide variety of departments on 16 May, while Lord Heyworth was
in hospital. The putpose was to discover which departments would give evidence, and how
the evidence should be co-ordinated. They needed factual evidence on the research going
on in government departments, and how evidence would be given on policy issues. The

i Id consider
secretariat would collect the factual evidence; departments themselves wou

. . 78
whether to give oral or written evidence.

On 30 May 1963, R P Hornby, Conservative MP for Tonbridge, had d:dwr; an::lr:l
question. He asked whart plans there were fmi n: SSl;(S:l.lgu:ez ?:;:;rbee; u:e S
rovernment had no immediace plans to establish an . u

ﬁ:)v:r: independent committee of inquiry, appointed by t.he Firse Se;ret;lry ::BS‘::;.I jobr:[
Heyworth had agreed to chair it, and a full statement with rerms ? refere swedbe
made soon. Hornby potnted out that cthe subjece had been under discussion :‘ w;;o hnd,
but chat the decision to appeint a committee of inquiry was welcomed. Ml: :r:,

asked questions about this in the past, asked abour che cost of an SSRC zlmd wh z: N
discussions with university soctal scientiscs would take place. Budler repkl.e ' t ; !
Heyworth Committee would give advice on this. Mrs Hart retu.med, as ;Zz\h;ic)l(e o
committee of enquity had been set up when the Miniscer for Science coll; I e e v
do. She poinced out that the debate had been going on f_or. three year.s. utler r [:

the social sciences were broader than che remit of the Minister for Sf::ence.l Jame ..
Callaghan, Labour MP for South East Cardiff, expressed prnfound t:hsap.p(:mt.mf:n5 o
announcement. After all the years of agitation and resean_'h. mm‘ thc:usocm sciences,
government had taken refuge in yer another commictee of inquiry.

There was a slighr delay before the membership and terms of reference mu]jb{; -
announced. On 5 June Bucler told Hailsham that Annan, Wilson, Carter unf ;ni:cine nl;y
Smieton had agreed to serve on the committee. Sir Roberc Plarr, professor? m -
Manchester, had also been asked, but had refused, saying chat he had not :!m;. th:n "
wanted te get on wich it, bue if it was choughe thar another LIS was neede ;riEd e
wanted supgestions. Hailsham was also anxious to get on wich i, buc wa.s wo v
there was noone who understood the medical side. He hi.ld calked o Hnms:.rort.l e
MRC, who had suggested reconsidering Sir Aubrey Lewis. He was a psyc :m“' o
made a wide study of relevant topics. Heyworth was worried :fbout I.e\.ws. Fe lt:ar:\ o
somebody with a wide range of expertise rather than a Iea.der ina .specmllsfr ie (.)F mEdi;;,;I
others he put forward the name of Sir Austen Bradford Hill, .er.nentus.pro essm: !
statistics at the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. Hallshafn a‘gal .
consulted Himsworch, and Bradford Hill's name was agreed. F)n 26 June, in re:i!yw.th N
question from Hector Hughes, the composition of the committee was announced, wi

80 e
terms of reference.
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So, cthe Heyworth Commiteee was at last given the go-ahead. Probably the mose important

milestone was when pressure from MPs and clsewhere finally convinced Hailsham char he

must do something. This was a political judgement, rather chan an inherent conviction

chat an inquiry, or a council, was needed for the social sciences. Seeting up a commireee of

inquiry was, as MPs pointed our on 30 May, only a tentative scep. Bur ac Jeast something

had been achieved,
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CHAPTER
4

« THE HEYWORTH COMMITTEE AND REPORT -

Tlm Heyworth Commitcee held its first meeting on 10 July 1963. The membership,
as finally agreed, was distinguished, with the majority from the university world.
Lord Heyworth was the chairman, with Noel Annan, C F Carter, Sir Austin Bradford
Hill, Dame Mary Smieton, and Charles Wilson as the members. A B Cherns, from the
DSIR, was there as secretary, and R P S Hughes, a young assistane principal from the

Department of Health, had been drafted in as assistant secretary.

The rerms of reference were:

“To review the research at present being done in the field of social studies in
Governmene, Universities, and other institucions and to advise whether changes are

needed in the arrangements for supporting and co-ordinating chis research.”

The committee was to report to che First Secretary of State, which at thar rime was sall R

A Butler.

The first mecting accepted the terms of reference and mv:ml:or:rship.I At thac meeting they
diseussed whar should be the range of their deliberations, and, amongst other changs,
agreed thac employment should be considered under education. An appendix to the
minuces elaborated the terms of reference. It said chac the commictee in general was
concerned with research employing the methods used by social sciences “as chis term is
understoad in universities” and also reseacch in that range of subjects often described as
“social studies”. It was not possibie to provide an exhaustive list of the fields of interese
with which the commitree would be concerned, but it gave a rough guide: economics,
cconomic statistics, social statistics, demography, sociology, social psychology, social
anthropology, social administration, political science including government, social

geography, and soctal medicine.

There were also fields to which che committee would look for evidence concerning the
application of the subject: administration (public, industrial and social, including
military), education, employment and industry, government and law (particularly
criminclogy and penology), medicine (public healeh, social medicine, and social
psychiatry), and che social services. Historical scudies would be included if they were of

contemporary social and economic relevance.

The commitcee also had befoce it a paper seccing out the events which led to its
5 ¥ L] 4 o v -
formation.” This was noted, and particular interest was expressed in the allocation of
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carmarked granes, and the sicuation with che inter-departmental commueeee,

Informacion required by the committee was also on the agenda.” This was seen as the
nature, the sources, and the means of secking new information. The commitcee was already
concerned at the large number of bodies who waould have to be approached. e was agreed

thar those who wished to submit evidence should tell the commiteee; they would chen be

sent o form,

Finally, ac this meeting, there was a paper suggesting the method of working and a

timetable.! However, the meeting agreed that 1t was too soon to agree a timecable.

The quescion of what constituted the social sciences was nor one char the committee
was able really to resolve. For 1ts second mecting in November 1963 a tentacive
oucline of its report had been prepared, o give it something to focus on.’ In the
minutes it was noted that the commiteee would have in some way to define social
sciences. I was agreed chat a seminar wich seleceed people, especially from che

universities, should be held to discuss chis.

The seminar, on the state of knowledge in che social sciences and prioricies in research, was
held in january 1964.% Not surprisingly, no definition emerged. The proceedings were
summed vp by C H Wilson, chairing the meeting which followed, in February 1964, as
providing “exactly the kind of exchange and wealeh of ideas we had hoped for™.

The question of what were che social sciences continued o exercise che commiccee. Ina
paper ouelining the report which was prepared for the meeting of che commiceee in
November 1964, the question was again raised as to what were the social scienees. In the
minutes it was recorded chac che commiteee did not think chat there should be detailed
discussion of whac che social sciences were, Instead, theee should be some paragraphs on
special factors which led to problems wich which chey were setcing out to deal in the
repore. In the report itself® it was pointed out chat the terms of reference referred o social
studlies. The term had given the commiceee some difficuley. They were inevicably
concerned with cesearch in chose disciplines which were customarily desceibed as the social
seivnces: economics, political scicnce, social anchropology, social psychology and sociology.
At the same time, many other disciplings entered into the scudy of social problems, such as
law, medicing, machemacics, architecture, history and geography. Scatiscics and staristical

methods were of fundamental importance in nearly all disciplines. In the end, the fields in
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which those seudies were applied included administration Gndustrial, public, social and
mulitary), learning, educarion, healeh, welfare, housing, transpore, communication, industry
and commerce, internacional relacions, justice and the direction of the national cconomy, In
this large range of studies and fields of application there was no clearly defined boundary
berween what were called “social sciences” and whae were called “social studies™. The term
“social studics”™ was given in universities sometimes to faculrics which included histery and
law as well as the social sciences, und sometimes to departments devoted to the eraining of
socttl workers. The commictee bad, cherefore, used “social sciences” throughout their
report, alchough chey had to consider a wider field than was usually deseribed by chis
cerm.” The commiceee had difficulties wich the boundaries between social sciences and
other srudies,'” The report went on wich a brief description of the disciplines, illuserared
by a few topics. The topics were economics, politics, sociology, social anthropology, social
administracion, and social psychology.

At its firse meeting the commiceee agreed to cell relevane organisations about the
committee and to send a form to those who wished o submir evidence. They had a lise of
bodies, under arcas of interese (no names were given), which should be informed.!!
Government deparements were asked if chey could rell che commiteee of any bodics which
they choughe should be consulred.' Forms were senc ouc: different forms for different sores
of organisations. November 1963 was che date given for cheir return,

Ac its second meeting, on 28 November 1963, the commirteee had before it a progress
report. This consisted of four lists, List A was of organisations inteading to give
evidence. There was a very wide range of organisations, from governmene departments
and universicies and learned societies to organisations concerned wich, amaongst other
things, child care and law. It included the technical press and religious bodies, and
despite the wide range of organisations covered, ended with “other organtsacions”. List A
covered six pages. List B was of those who had given some informacion bue were not
submitting evidence. List C was of chose who were still uncertain whether they would
submir evidence or not, and list D ¢overed individuals and fiems who had approached
the commiteee. The minutes tell us chae the commiteee members wanted copies of all
evidence o be senc to them, wich a covering note drawing accention to important or
interesting features,

At its chird meeting, on 14 January 1964, the commitece had before ic another i |
progress repore.' This consisted of lists A to D, as before. However, the members
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iy So

were now concerned at che quancity of the ev
To make it more manageable, subjecrs and
the commireee members,

idence arriving and requiring co be read.
fields of application were divided amongst

In Appendix 1 of the report there is a list of che organisations and individuals from whom
evidence was reccived. These were government; universitics; colleges of advanced
technology; foundations; research instirutes outsjde universities ecc. learned societies etc,
organisations connecred with education, health, welfare erc, local authoricy associations ecc.
organisations connected wich town and country planning etc. employment and indusery
etc. political groups; religious bodies; individuals and firms; and che USA, M

The commitcee's terms of reference were to review the research being done, and to ask

whether changes were needed for supporting and co-ordinating it. Ac

chis stage the
committee was concentracing on the first part: the

review of the research. The vase
therefore, on describing whar was
was planned, and the money involved.

majority of the evidence coming in concentrared,
happening: the research thac was being done, or

Government departments Were no exception to this, The inter-deparrmenal working
group organised by the Treasury'” mer on 12 July 1963. Liverman, from the
Science, General Science Division, actended, and minuted his thoughts on th
Cherns had made a good impression, buc the thruse of Liverman’s minuce wa
change in che accicude of departments since Turnbull's me
196216 Deparements were now anxious zo infor

Ministry of
e meeting.

s the huge
eting with them in February
m the Heyworth Commirtee about gaps
onal improvements. The warking group
agreed chat departments should exchange informacion abouc the evidence they were
giving in response ro the questionnaires through the secretary {provided by the Treasury)
to the working group, ' It was stressed char chis wag just for informacion, The responses

sent in by government departments to the questionnaire were full and informacive,'®
- . L
even if several were senc in lage,!? A secon

in research, and make suggestions for organisari

d questionnaire was sent out to deparcments
on 4 April 1964. With this quescionnaire the committee was maving on to the second

pare of the terms of reference, finding out whether changes were needed in the
arrangements for supporting and ca-ordinating research. The drafe was discussed ar the
mecting of the commitree on 10 February.?" Lord Heyworth was ill, and the draft
questions were 1o be senc ro him and to che Treasury. Question 10 in che drafr asked
about the need for Some new organisation, such as a research council. This was wartered
down in the questionnaire that went out.”! There was then no direct question abour an
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At the sessions of oral evidence there was no direct question “should there be an SSRC?",
Instead, the questions concentrated on the effects of an SSRC should one be sec up. In these
circumstances, the British Academy, whose representatives included Lord Robbins, stressed
the need for a combinarion of regular recurrenc grancs for research, wich opportunities to
ask the S8SRC (or the British Academy) for ad hoc projece funds. Lord Robbins's own view
was that the British Academy should be the source of grants, which had che advantage of
using the existing secrerarial set-up. The Brirish Association for the Advancement af
Science would like che SSRC, if it were set up, to have professional panels, like the MRC.
The British Sociological Associacion (one of whose representatives was Professor Simey)
supported the idea of an SSRC, as, implicitly, did the Institute of Race Relacions and PEP.
The National Instituce of Economic and Social Research thought thae the UGC should not
be the only source of grants, buc was anxious thac an SSRC would take a firm lne about
the allocation of resources with a fair share-out for all che different interests concerned.*’

Sit Keith Murray, chairman of the UGC, supporrted an SSRC, and discussed with the
commictee details of how it would work, 28

By October 1964 a paper was prepared for the commiccce (for informacion) which listed
over 100 organisations and individuals supporting the establishment of an SSRC or similar
body.29 This list included a large number of universities, individuals such as Mrs Hart, Mr
Albu and Sir Keith Murray, otganisations such as cthe National Instituce of Economic and
Social Research, PEP, the British Association for the Advancement of Science, the Royal
Society, the Royal Insticute of Public Administration, and government bodies which were
not departments, such as the DSIR, MRC, and che UGC. The list included no government

departments, probably because none had yet given oral evidence. This was Liven ar chac
same Ocrober meeting.

The evidence given by the government departments, whilst not always enthustastic abour
an SSRC, was generally supporrive. The Home Office wanted to keep its own research
organisacion for its own departmencal purposes (not disputed by the committee), but
thought that an SSRC would help with keeping staff, because career opportunities would
be improved, The Ministry of Health was in favour of an SSRC if it would not stand in che
way of its own research activities. The General Register Office was not entirely convinced
that an SSRC was necessary, but if ic were set up it would work with it usefully and
closely. The Ministry of Housing and Local Government would like to see an SSRC,
although it ancicipared problems with planners and architects, who would not think of
themselves as social scientists. The Miniscry of Transport was less positive. It saw jes
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* Quintin Hogg disclaimed his peerage in November 1963.
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to the commiceee the Treasury officials said that they thoughr that research in any particular
area should be the responsibility of the department responsible
that earmarked granes through the UGC mighe be po
government had done more for research tecently. 2

for that area. It thoughe also
ssible, and pointed our thar the

In addition to the written and oral evidence the commiteee also arranged five
seminars. The first of these was held in Kingston-upon-Thames, and ochers were held
in Manchester, Cardif, Glasgow and London, Topics discussed were ones ro which
social scientists could make a positive concribucion. For example, the seminar tn
Manchester discussed research into problems of regional and urban development,? and
the second day of the meeting ar Cardiff discussed the research functions of social
science deparcments in Wales wich particular reference to the problems of small
departments.*! Those attending the seminars were mostly social sciencists, bue there
were also some from cenrral and local government, and re
attended che last seminar in London, The purpose of the
the possibiliry of establishing
particular social sciencists, on
was or would be applied.

presentatives from indusery
SC seminars was not to discuss
an 5SRC. It was to ger the views of interested parties, in
the state of research in the social sciences and how this

The committee did find time co look at the Trend feport on science in civil life and che

Robbins report on higher educarion, both published in 1963.%% The Tre
paid litele attention to che socjal sciences. 30 The Human Sciences Com
the Research Council?” drew atcention to this and reported that it ma
support of the social sciences ag enly two poins.
committee had intended thar the MRC would co

nd Commites
mitzee in 4 memo o
de room explicitly for
It was cherefore assumed chac the

ntinue to be responsible for chem, The
Robbins repore paid the social sciences a lictle more attencion. 38 |¢ did nort estimate

specifically the future number of undergraduace and postgraduate studencs in social
studies, bue the figures ic gave enabled the secretaries to che Heyworth Commiccee to
make projections. These estimated that there would be approximately a fourfold increase in
the number of undergraduates, postgraduaces {excluding overseas students) and teachers
berween 1961-62 and 1980-81. This was from the base of 10,550 undergraduates, 925
home postgraduaces, and 1,200 teachers.

Nearly all the work of the commitcee was di

rected towards che evidence, both wrirten and
oral, and via seminars. The

files of the commitree are complete, with all che evidence

assembled. The minutes are, however, excremely brief and Live no picture of how the
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industrial research.

1 introduction,
Part two of che report concencrated on discuzsuon an:l recor;rsnl:?:d;::lrll: l')I'eh:Stathhed.
in chaprer 4, set the scene for the recommendation chae S, ¢ bl
::his cfmpter stressed the need for more research. After wud.c- dl.scus:;:natha.rfc;:ﬂm .
remarkable amount of sympathy wich che aims of social sc:ennsl:s All::) conano !
benefits to be gained. Things had maoved a long way since Clap nrfl.cou!d i
secting up of the committee had been timely. Much larger resources oY
absorbed in social science research. “All” agreed on the need fzr r;(:::. :ie:of hin the s
sciences, and much more utilisacion of the results was required.

i itree, Rupert Hughes,
* Information given by the assistant secretary co the commicree, Rup i
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could be seen as to increase knowledge of how society worked. Tt would advance by
rescarchers pursuing topics of interese to themselves, and by rescarching problems which
demanded explanation. The report went on to discuss the problem of how to produce
research workers, in chapter 5. It looked at che organisation of research in universities,
colleges and insticutes, and how ic was used, Chapter 7 examined the use of research, It
was thoughe thae adminiscracors and managers were familiar with che scope and value of
the social sciences in helping them take decisions, but thoughe chae che social sciences
should be eaken into account ac che poine when problems first emerged. In governmene it
stressed the need to approach problems from the angle of more than one discipline. e also
saidl that rescarch needed o be done when palicies were being formulaced. Tt made
recommendations aboue ceneral and incer-departmental organisacion and alse on the
functions of the Treasury. Here it stressed the need for the social sciences to be used, for
example, in training programmes, and made che point that an SSRC should be consuleed
by the Treasuey. On che ocher hand i choughe chae che Treasury muse have central scrucing
of rescarch budgers. A recommendarion that an SSRC be established is che firse poine in
the summury, but is not discussed until chapter 8 of the report. In this chapeer the report
dwells on the greae increase in che social sciences in the universities, and the corresponding
developments elsewhere, There was a need to move to a new level of perfarmance which
meant a need for funds for research on a farger scale. The demand from users was
increasing, and was more explicic. Funds were increasing, bue not by cnough o make
adequate provision. Problems of allocation meant thar an SSRC was needed.

The report went on o discuss the azguments which had been employed by Clapham. Ie
also contraseed the evidence taken by Clapham with thae taken by the Heyworth
Committee, The repore was, justifiably, able co poine out thar the evidence, wricten and
oral, covered virtually all che active social scientists in Britain ac chat time, The
overwhelming majoricy, both senior and younger, had expressed themselves mose strongly

in favour of 1 council.

The repore then looked at some of the arguments againse a council which had been
suggested. Was che field of social sciences too wide for a single council? The repore
suggesced thae the social sciences were no more diverse than the physical and live
sciences, which were to be placed under the Science Research Council (SRC).*

a8z

The Science Rescarch Council was see up under the Scignce and Technology Ace of 1965
when the DSIR was dissolved and 1ts activities taken over by the other research coundils.
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Another argument had been chat a council was not necessary because chere was no lack of
funds from contracted work. The repore rejeceed chis, arguing that a council would nor
just provide funds for rescarch thar was otherwise unsupported, but would aiso keep
under review che development of sciences in the field, The possibility of the British
Academy taking over che allocation of funds was also rejeceed: the British Academy's
main incerest was in che bumanicies, and the social sciences needed more, The possibilicy
of carmarked granes from che UGC providing the answer was also rejected. The UGC
itself recognised che functions of rescarch councils, and earmarked grants did not apply
to research inscicates oueside universicies. The ignoring of these rescarch institutes had,
of course, been one of che arguments against the Clapham reporr,

The repore set oue whae it saw as the functions, scope and organisacion of an SSRC. Ies
responsibilicies were o provide suppore for research in che social sciences; ro keep under
review the state of rescarch in the social sciences; co advise the government on their needs;
to keep under review the supply of trained research workers and o contribure resources
towards this eraning; ro give special consideration co che application of research in che
social sciences and o the dissemination of information about research, boeh projeceed and
compleced; and to give advice to the users of research (in government, local goverament and

in industry erc.)

The Science and Technology Bill had been drafecd in such a way as to allow an SSRC to be
included were chis recommended ™ The commiceee duly recommended that an SSRC be
set up under its provisions. Other research councils had charters, on which che new
research council could draw. I acknowledged that some of the disciplines covered by the
social sciences bordered on those served by other councils, and recommended that joine
committees be sce up m certain arcas. Ie also acknowledged che doubes of some of those
who had given evidence, The Minisery of Education part of the new DES had not been
convinced of che need for & council, and the report recommended a board be set up wichin
the machinery of the council with necessary autonamy o give expression co the special
needs of research in the educational fields. The Minisery of Housing and Local Government
had expressed the doubes of chose conneceed wich che buile environment. The repore
suggested that the rescarch councils concerned should see up a joint board o suppore
research, bue chae the SSRC should be responsible for gecting it started.

Having set our what the new council should do, the report went on to discuss che L,
¢hairman and members. It would be the responsibility of the chairman to escablish the = 83
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independence and integrity of the council . The chairman must, cherefore, be

independent, and be sufficiently eminent. It was fecommended that the appointment be

full-cime, or thar the appointee had a minimum of other commitments, The council
should have ten or 12 members, who could be part-time. They should be appointed by
the Secretary of State for Educacion and Science. There should be socjal sciencists who
had experience in commerce and industry, representatives of management and the crades
unions, and others, They should be drawn from all parts of the country.

The council should operate by means of commictees and sub-commictees, which would
enable a wide selecrion of people to secve on the council, The council must be
independent of central governmeat, although departmencal advice should be available.

The other research councils would provide examples. The new council could have
ASSESS0r5 as appropriate,

The report did not duck the question of finance, It acknowledged thac more would be
needed, but argued thar some of the increase would be mer by the SSRC taking over
payment of existing studentships. It estimared that che total expenditure of an SSRC in
Year one would be £600,000 and in year ewe £1,100,000, rising ro £2,250,000 in year
four. These were ac current costs, and separate provision would be needed for capital
expenditure. However, not all chis expenditure would be new, In year one it was estimated
that addicional expenditure would be only £150,000, rising to £500,000 in year two.

The report was exhaustive. Its main recommendation was thac an SSRC should be set up,
but ic went on to recommend exactly how it should be organised, to suggest who should
be on it, and, a crucial point, how it could be fitted inco a legislative cimetable.

By early 1965 government ceaction to the report began to be co-ordinared. It had been
decided thar the report should be submitted co the Sectetary of State for Education and

Science. On 4 February Turnbull minuted Sir Herbere Andrew, the permanent secretary at

the department, saying that he knew the main recommendarions of the reporr and asking

re-established after the general election held in Ocrober 1964 and combined with the post of
the Minister for Economic Affairs. This was discussed at a meeting on 10 March arrended by
very senior officials. Sir Lavrence Helsby, from the Treasury, was in the chair, with Sir
Williamn Armserong (Treasury), Sir Burke Trend (Secretary of the Cabiner), Sir Eric Roll
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(Department of Economic Affairs), Sir Herbert Andrew ;.md Sir ["mnk 'E:;nbullsi])bizz.slt was
decided at chat meeting that the DES should be responsible. '12115 u:; e :::ilom :e -
within the social sciences had a political content..lf was, there rel:,' cer o soca®

council to a department concerned with the provision of knowledge

iti ions j i ial affairs.
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for setting up an SSRC.

Other points commented on in the DES note included t!w rleationshnp biit.\‘.rtzf:l :::e;::::;l
and de;l;artments. The report did not expand on che distmctlrm; b.er:;f:;r: ::,tlr;; L
sed to research required by departments in the course of t lel'l' - . e
:)][i]sI:?nction was a classic one promulgared by thL‘. Haldane (.:o:emnt:ee ::t:ZOdwyi;l: .
some discussion of the organisation of the council. S-hould itbea se}l:a e Seem,ed e
departmenc? The lacter was not considered appropriate. The bj“- s?l ut:v n seemed fo be
the staff to be nominally the couacil’s own, but o be seconde uvll éewmnr;‘em i
services could be shared with another counc;l, l}:o;Slbly th;::ztﬂ:lle;: ponment Hesene
Council. The role of the Council on Scientific Policy rem e Po“.c us had been <<t
i 65, taking over from the Advisory Council o.n Sc1.ent1 ic A ’
rll:el:leclrir:;y of Stl:lte on all aspects of his respnnsil.)ihty with l:f.El‘El'(l)C: rt:sos;lrt;l:;el;tlst
main area of interest was research, and it was specifically to advise i
were to have a role with regard to an SSRC, then 1 woul-d be sens;1 f:r o R
scientists to it, The DES was cautious abour the sugge.stlon that t he ":[ d?:u S
have a co-ordinating role, by means of an nanuaI SCruciny. Ist was :d::fmked e
inevitably lead to a ceiling being imposer:l. Finally, the D;Z n:itse e et
chairmanship. Although it thought thac it was too early for this,

Trinity, was suggested.
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a working party of officials under Treasury

The meeting with ministers ook place on 25 May, Following
October 1963 a Labour BOvVernment was in power, 'and A I:&
State for Education and Science, was in the chair, 2 bt
Commuirtee repart written by the secretaries. 3 T.he
recommendations for the establishmenc of an SSRC,

the general election in

ny Crostand, Secrecary of

It had before it a note on che Heyworch
mecting discussed che Heyworth
sciences, and other particular recommendations. |r ncror mflre e e sl

It was agreed char chere was political interest e-s C o revmet e b an e
On the other hand, if they were not, the new ,{;o::c
councils, In discussion it was decided that if a parti
should report ro che Secretary of State for Edcht::

ially if research scations were set up.
il would be more limited than other
cular field were neglected ¢he SSRC
n and Science. It could then obtain
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When it came to government expenditure, it was agreed that the new council itself should
be asked to advise. At this point an increase would be accepeed, but without any figures.

This meeting was followed by a pasliamentary statement by Crosland on 2 June 1965,
when the report was published, which was also issued as a press release. ™ It said chat the
government accepted in principle the main recommendation of the commictee that there
should be an SSRC. Tt said that there was considerable scope for strong support for becter
co-ordination of research in the field of social studies, and chis could best be done with the
help of the SSRC, while maintaining support through the UGC and, where appropnate,
government deparements. [t went on to say thac the proposal raised a number of detailed
issues, including the tesms of reference, the scope, the membership, and arrangements for
budgetary contral. It was accepted that an increase in finance for social science research was
desirable. Further discussions would take place on the details. The Times commented on che
statement the next day, under the heading “The Social Sciences Arrive”. In the middle of
quite a detailed article it commented that che recommendation of an SSRC was “very

propetly accepred”.

A lot of detail remained to be worked out. A working parcy on the Heyworth repart, with
Sir Philip Allen of the Treasury in che chair, met on 8 _]uly'jj and again on 22 _]uly.'ﬂJ These
two meetings of officials resulted in a paper®’ which was discussed by a ministerial
meeting held on 3 Auguse, with Crosland in the chair.’® This paper identified four main
areas for decision: the functions and scope of an SSRC; the composition of the council;
arrangements for research in the built environment; and the relations becween departments

and the council.

In discussing the functions, the meeting on 8 July had before it a paper by the DES. This
said that the functions of research councils were normally defined in the charters by which
they were set up, and the detail varied. It was suggested that for the SSRC chere should be
a general phrase, “the Council is established to encourage, support, or carry out research n
the social sciences, to provide and operate setvices for common use and carrying on such
research, to make grants for postgraduate inscruction in the social sciences, and to
disseminate knowledge concerning these sciences”. Any limitations could be incorporared
in a directive from the secretary of state to the council. Such a directive could cover whac
the social sciences involved. It was suggested chac che council should interprer the phrase
“social sciences™ as covering the subjects referred to in paragraph 7 of the Heyworth
Committee report.'19 A directive should also limit the council’s use of resources to support
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Heyworth repore was slightly vague bue it was undesirable
meeting on 22 July agreed chac the governme
be confined to those activities defined in pa
immediate purposes the council should con
political science, and sociology.

to make it more explicit. The
nt’s financial suppore for the SSRC should
ragraph 7 of the Heyworth report, For ics

The paper before the meeting on 3 August went into some decail in discussing the
funcrions and scape of an SSRC. I¢ again explained char for other research councils these
were normally defined by the charrers by which they wete set up and practice had varied as
to the degree of detail included, The MRC had a broad remit for holding and dealing wich
money provided by Parliament for medical research. The Agriculcural Research Council
had a similar remit. The objectives of the SRC were 10 be more detailed, as were those of
the Natural Environment Research Council. The pa

Per went on to say chart in the case of
an SSRC chere was a difficuley in defining precisely its field of activicy. There was also the
question of whether the new council shoul

d employ research seaff jn establishments of jts
own, as it was not recommended thar the council should be debarred by charter from
cartying out research. The paper recommended that because of che political interests in the
fields of research the council should seek

government approval to employ such research
staff in its own establishments before doing so.

It was recommended that che SSRC should have a charcer like that of the SRC. It was
suggested thar the council should be establish
support by any means rescarch and develo,
operate services for common use;
sciences; to make g

ed and incorporaced to encourage and
pment in the social sciences; to provide and
Lo carry out research and development in the social

rants to students for postgraduare instruction; and to provide advice and
disseminate informarion. This was approved at the meetin

important change. It was agreed thac th
development, bue only research.
be endowed with considerable s

£ on 3 August with one
e council should nor carry our research and

This was 1o aveid giving che idea thae the council would
ums for development,

The charter was to he supplemented by a directive of the secretary of stace. This should
tnclude a scacement that the council should interpret social sciences as in paragraph 7 of

0 . ]
the Heyworth report.”? It should also include a statement that the government considered

that the council should, ac any race to stare with, use its resources for supporting research

centrate on the broad disciplines of economics,
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oo i | Government spoke a
ini f Housing and Loca
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as discussed

Finally, the question of the relationship berween depanmenft ) “r::ed":oi’::; :ﬂrt)' on 8

hree meetings. There was a paper by the Treasury before e
e a"i; iy mended that chere should be an inver-departmencal commicte f
julg.(. e n:ci:‘dies underraken or sponsored by departments on cheir own account. It
ordinace socia :]ed that the DES should be represented on the council of the SSRC as :jnb
- reco:ll:?et‘;lere should be no formal arrangements for deparcments to be represented by
A55€s50f,
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assessors. This facility should be available if che departments wanced ic. A furcher paper on Young had been secretary of che Labour Parcy Rescarch Department. ¥ He had recencly
this was before che meeting on 22 July.>® This repeated the need for an inter-departmental writeen a book, “fnnsvation and Research in Education’, The DES said its main theme was thar
commiteee which should also advise on policy issues. It should be chaired by a senior research should be harnessed to innovation and educational research must be supported by
it Treasury official. There should be sub-commitrees of the SSRC for separate subject areas, and involved in social science, The chapeer on organisation anticipared the Heyworth
and government representation on the SSRC should be achieved by an assessor from che recammendation on establishing an SSRC 62
il DES sitting on it. To ensure that che views of individual deparements were represented o
"'_' the SSRC, assessors should be on the boards and commirtees for the relevane fields of The day after Crosland's announcement The Guardian commenced on the appointment,
filt incerese. This was not, however, an absoluce commitment. saying char it was probably the most concroversial one thae Crosland could have made.
': It described Young as one of the stormiest petrels of educational and sociological
i In ¢he discussion it was suggested that deparements should supply lists of research direct to research, with many influencial friends and also some influential detractors, There
the S8RC, and draw on the council for information abour other research, rather chan would be ohjectors to his appointment, with doubes abour his academic “eminence” and
!E ! having an inter-departmental committee. political affiliations. He was not an establishment figure, and the DES would not be
_:. overjoyed. Bur, the article went on, be was a man of acrion as well as of ideas, He had
r The paper (MISC 68/4) was described by Turnbull, head of the science branch of the wide experience in seteing up and bateling for research organisations, so many would
|!: DES, as regrettably suspicious and hostile, He thoughe char it implied that deparements consider him the perfect choice, 93

were interested solely in keeping the council ac arm's length, and there was no mention

of co-aperation or the benefics deparements could derive from a council's activities, The SSRC was to be st up under the terms of the Science and Technology Act 1965. This

S—

However, the recommendarions in the paper were accepred ac che ministetial meeting on I gave effece to che recommendations of the report of the Trend Commicree, Under ic, the
| 3 Auguse,*® This meeting welcomed the representation of individual departments on f DSIR was to be dissolved, with its activities taken over by other research councils and
i boards and commictees established by the council in relevant fields of interest; i { government deparements. This obviously raised questions abour the work of the Human
! supported the recommendarion thar there should be an inter-deparrmencal committee E Sciences Commiteee, The DSIR itself had recommended thar in che evene of an SSRC
which was senior and compice, to collace information, and which should be chajred by being ser up, it should rake over che work of the Hluman Sciences Commieree.™ This it
! the Treasury; it thoughe thar an assessor from che DES should be on the council, ! i indeed did.
The main decisions had now been taken. The question of who should be chairman of the I When he announced Young’s appointment, Crosland also said thar 2 draft of an Order in
new council was decided by Crosland. Tommy Balogh, advisor on economic affairs in the Council was being prepared specifying the objects of the new body and declaring it a
Cabiner Office, had minuted Crosland on 25 February 1965, disliking the Heywaorth research council for che purposes of the Science and Technology Ace 1965, Section l{c) of
report but conceding chat an SSRC would be established, He thoughr thar appoinements | the Act would allow far any ather body.* However, the firs stage in che legisiative pracess
to the research council “would follow the well ordained cause of che establishment™, '! had to be the establishmenc of the SSRC by royal charter. This was granted on 29 QOcrober
Crosland replied, repudiating chis slur on him. “Just you wait and see!”7 A i 1965. The charter covered the administrative arrangements of the new council. There
memorandum by the DES on 5 July®® suid thac che Secretary of State had his own view would be a chairman, and not more than 16 nor less than ten members (paragraph 4),
i as 1o who should be chairman. At the ministerial meeting on 3 Auguse® Crosland » Paragraph 4 also covered the terms of appointment and arrangements for reappoinement
: reported that he had minured che Prime Minister abour the chairman, and that an ""‘.f‘
+ announcement was expected before the summer recess. This announcement followed on 5 L ,.:." * Any other body (i.e. not the other research councils) which s established for purposes
y ¢, Augusc when Walter Harrison, Labour MP for Wakefield, asked what action was being j connecred with scientific research and consists of persons appointed by a Minister of the
90 - faken to sec up an SSRC. Crosland was pleased co announce that Dr Michael Young had 3 Crown and is declared by Order in Council to be established as a Research Council for
~  agreed to become chairman, 50 : purposes of chis Acr,
| iy
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and pay. T i i
o Ee):_‘_‘er:;oun;ll would be able to appoinc commictees, and the persons on them need
e rs of the council (paragraph 7). The application of the seal was covered
(per graph 9), and arrangements for how the charrer could be amended or added to. Th
St . - . . ’ e
e noai,:cwas thedOrder in Council. Section 1(4) of the Science and Technology Act stated
ommendation should be made by H j
‘ y Her Majesty to mak i i
- ' : : e an Order in Council
eclaring a research council under section 1{c) of the Act unless a draft of ¢hat O :nc.
rder,

SPCCI"yI"g the Pl |||Clple Ublects Of that bod)' ad beell ]ald belote l alllﬂ"lell[ ﬂlld apploved
(] h

The charter itself had included th I
e principal ab; i
schedule of the draft Order. They were: ’ el they et fepened o che

Bl o encourag
ge and support by any means research in social sciences by an
other person or body; ’

without prejudi 1
p ;u.d1ce to che foregoing paragraph, to provide and operate services for
common use in carrying out such research;

. ) .
B o carry ourt research in social sciences;

to make grant i
I s to students for postgraduate instruction in the social sciences;
L)

to provide advice and d; i
isseminate knowledge concerning the social sciences. 5

Onl i
n 18 November Lord Snow*, in the House of Lords, maved thar the drafc Order laid

befc Vi i w
ore che HOUSE be appro ed. He said thac the new council WOuld be a Co Ol‘diﬂﬂtiﬂb b()d
- r Y,

with the same res ibilici Wi wev
ponsibilities for research as other councils; it would not, however, direce
T

rese;::ch irself. I would first decide its own programme of activities and methods of
wo i i y
Herwmg, and cll::ﬁne its sphere of operations. Lord Taylor was present, and spoke forcefull
as m i i - i : :
pe s ore than fllsappomted. he was “hopping mad”. The cause of his dissatisfaction \S\:as
new council had been introduced as only a co-ordinating bocly66

* C P Snow, the author.
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The debate on the motion to approve the Order was held in the House of Commons on 22
November 1965. Crosland opened the debate. He said that it was only che second time in
16 years chat such an Order had been made, and the speed showed the importance
attached to the subjece. He referred to the increase in the social sciences following the
Clapham report. In 1959-60 there had been an 11 per cent increase in the number of
undergraduates studying chem, and in 1964—65 a furcher 14 per cent increase. There was
also development outside the universities, in the research institutes. Industry and
commerce were financing and employing social scienrists. He referred to the composition
of the new council, and the subjects it would cover. He also stressed the importance of
liaison berween the SSRC and government departments.
There wete no dissenting voices in che House of Commons. They welcomed it. David
Price, Conservative MP for Eastleigh, an econamist who had been Pacliamentary
Secretary at the Board of Trade, talked about the importance of human skills, and of the
supply of crained research workers. Arthur Blenkinsop, Labour MP for Souch Shields,
who was on the MRC, welcomed the appointment of Dr Young. Richard Hornby,
Conservative MP for Tonbridge, was worried about the shortage of money and
manpowet, but hoped the SSRC would feed ideas and subjects to universities and other
bodies. Graham Page, Conservative MP for Crosby, a lawyer, whilst welcoming ic,
questioned the procedure: he pointed ouc that the royal warranc was not available.
Geoffrey Howe, Conservative MP for Bebington, a lawyer, later in the Cabinet, wanted
the council to look ac research in the working of the law.

With such unanimous support, Reg Prentice, Labour MP for East Ham and Minister of
State at the DES, winding up, had licde difficulry. He was able to assure Mr Page chart the
procedures had been properly followed, but that a copy of the royal charter would be

placed in the library.”’

The Order was made on 29 November, and the Science and Techaology Act 1965 came
into operation on 1 December. The SSRC had arrived.
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* THE BEGINNING OF THE SSRC: THE FIRST THREE YEARS*
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Neier Society, in its observation column on 11 November 1965, when the members of the
SSRC had been named, agreed thac they were “extremely distinguished people” but had
some doubs. It thoughe that they had made it a very respectable body: almost to
respectable? Individually che choices appeared right. Collectively they looked a bit
prediceable and elderly. [t said that they made the council a bit like an old Fabian reunion:
those on the moderate left, wich here and there the odd liberal.

It was never incended thac the membership of the council should be static. By the end of
1966 Bullock and Titmuss had retired, and Moser departed in Aptil 1967. Firth left
during 1968, and ac che end of that year the three-year appoinements of Lord James,
Lipsey, and Marshall came to an end. Young himself also retired ar the end of 1968, He
was succeeded as chairman by Andrew Shonfield, director of studies at the Royal Institute
of Incernational Affairs. By che beginning of 1969 the new members were Sir Roy Allen,
professor of statistics at che LSE, Professor T Burnes, professor of sociology ar che
University of Edinburgh, Mc M Chisholm, reader in geography at the University of
Bristol, Professor H J Habakkuk, principal of Jesus College and Chichele professor of
economic history at Oxford; Dr E R Leach, provost of King's College and reader in social
anthropology ac Cambridge, Professor R C O Macthews, professor of political economy and
fellow of All Souls College, Oxford, Professor J Tizard, professor of child developmenc a
the Institure of Educacion at London University, and Mr L Waddilove, director of the
Joseph Rowntree Memorial Trust. Despite these changes Lord James had some reservarions.
In giving his views to the council ac its meeting in November 1968 an the achievements
and shortcomings of the past three years, ac Young's request, he stressed the importance of
the membership rotating, and wrote of the risk of appeating an “in” group.? Cherns, the
scientific secrerary, left eacly on to become professor of social sciences at Loughborough
University. He was succeeded by Jeremy Mitchell.*

The first meeting of the council was held in January 1966, buc an informal meeting was
held on 11 November 1965.% Lord Heyworth atcended this meeting and spoke about the
council’s background. He stressed the need for trained research workers, and for more
training in actual reseacch techniques and mechods. He thought there should be a
consideration of existing specialisacions, and wanted less restricted careers for research
workers. He was interested in the application of research in the social sciences, and
hoped that the council would look at the use of research. He also emphasised the
importance of co-operation with the UGC and che other research councils. Ar the first
formal meeting in January, Crosland presented the council with its charter.]

One of the crucial issues to occupy the council in its early years was its actual role. It was
to provide supporr for research in the social sciences, and to keep under review the state of
that research. It was to advise government on the needs of social science research and keep
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under review the supply of erained research workers. It was to contribute resources o their
training. Ie was (o give special consideration to the

application of reseaech in the social
sciences, and the disseminacion of information

about rescarch thae was projected and
complered. It was also to give advice to users of rescarch such

governmeng, and induscry.” One of che points that had been ¢
which led o the establishment of che council was the political nature of che soctal sciences.
This could prove embarrassing should the council set up its own research units and make
recommendations which che government would be unable 1o accept. Crosland picked up
this point in a lercer to Young on 3 December 1965.% In this leeter he said thae chey had
agreed thac the research aceivicies of the counci would mainly concentrace oD supporting
research carried out in universities and research mscicuces. If ic were
che council’s own employees, then Crostand would have to agree.? This was followed up by
# paper by Young and Cherns pue before the council ar irs meeting on 21 January 1966,
This said that council policy could not and should not be to “direct” research, Research
initiatives should come from universicy staff cacher chan from the council. This was being
queried by Oceober 1966, when the financial esrimates initially suggested thar there
should be Separate provision for independent research institutes and commissioned
rescarch, This was dropped, for the time being.'? However, in Januacy 1967 the council’s
proposed forward expenditure included an amount for rescarch unics from 1968-69.'1 |
June 1967, in Tesponse o a paper from the Narional Instituce of Economic and Sacial
Research, che idea was floated that the Instituce mighe, in whole or in pare, become an
SSRC unic.!? Buc it was not uncil the meering in October 1967 chat a serious suggestion
was made thac che council might become more proactive. The government had turned
down an SSRC proposal thae the lacter shoul tzke over the social sutvey. The suggestion
was thetefore made that che SSRC should ser up tts own. Tius had been broughe up earlier
in che year ar conferences in Manchescer and Shefficld, and it had also come up in one of
the working groups ac the conference in Warwick which immediately preceded chis
meeting. e was suggeseed chac a list should be drawn up of topics for research units, for
which governmeng approval would be necessary. The possibilicy of having
rescarch unic in industrial refations was suggested. ' The minures pointed ouc thar an
indluserial relationg research unic was needed by governmen, by employers, and by crades
unions. It was agreed thac this should be discussed by the management commirtee, and
that the views of the sociology commitzee should be obtained, '

as those in government, local
eiterated during discussions

10 be done chrough

an industrial

A small panel chaired by Sir Roy Allen looked ar the costs of a social survey unic and
estimated chat ner expenditure for 1968-69 would be £11,750, rising co £23,500 in
1972-73. The panel recommended chat the council seek approval to esrablish a social
survey unit for an initial period of five years, and thac it should ask che DES to make
separace and adequace provision for j¢ !5 This recommendarion was discussed by che
¢ouncil at its meeting on 2 February 1968, buc the relevant page of the minures js
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important to support bread-and-butrer research in existing organisacions and not to spend

. . »
too much on units unless more funds were available.??

The usual question of whae topies should be covered came up ac che first informal meeting.
It was suggested thar social science coverage should comprise cconomics, political science,
social anthropology, psychology, sociology, social admenistracion, and social and econumic
statistics, including demography. The council should also be responsible for rescarch in
education and management. Ic would not yer concencrate on the overlapping disciplines,
such as economic and social history, and law (including criminology),”®

Another problem, of course, was not just which disciplines were covered, burt seraddling
the sciences and che humanicies, In March {968 che council discussed the draft evidence o
the Dainton Commiteee on libraries. > The minutes record Young's view that co splic
science and non-science would mean 2 splic down the middle of the social sciences and

cause chaos.’?

The question of who should be responsible for psychology was a somewhat vexed one. The
Hurman Sciences Commiteee of che DSIR had suggested char a working party should be sec
up to ook ac how it should be divided. It should consist of representatives of the MRC, che
new SRC, and the SSRC. The council, when formally consicuted, accepted chis
recommendacion. ! The working party suggested how psychology should be divided berween
the chree councils, The SRC should be responsible for rescarch into basic human
psychological processes seudied experimentcally. This would cover laboratory studics of sensory
processes, perception, learning, and aspeces of motivation, The MRC should be responsible
for psychological research wich reference to health in the broadese sense. The SSRC should
wover psychological processes involved in human interaceion and developmental psychalogy.
Ie should alse be responsible for aspects of psychology not covered by the other two councils.
The working party also reccommended chae i joine advisory commiteee on psychology should
be set up co keep under review developments in the whole field and che arsngements among
the councils, so thac there was adequate support for all aspects, This advisory commireee
should recommend o the councl ehe need for any further steps t encourage new lines of
rescarch, and ic should also allocace rescarch scudentships.

Mudh of the council's work was to be done chrough commiteces.®® This followed the
paceern of the other rescarch councils. In expeceation of this the council’s chareer made
provision for them to be set up. This was a priority for the council, and ac ies fest formal
meeting in January 1966 it had befose ic a paper wich a list of recommended committees
with proposed chairmen. These were economics (chaitman G D N Worswick); political
science (chairman Professor W ] M Mackenzie), social unthropology (chairman Professor R
W Firch); sociology and soctal administracion (Chairman Professor T H Marshall);
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psychalogy {chairman Professor ] Drever); social and cconomic seatiseics {Chairman
Professor C A Moser); and management (chairman Campbelt Adumson). The paper
recommended thae che subject commiteees should be responsible, under the council, for
reporeing the main trends in research by che winger of 1966-67. One further committee
was proposed. It was thoughe chat a Tot of the work of the council would be humdrum, and
therefore someching was needed thae was more creacive (and risky). It was cccommended
that & commictee be set up for this purpose: the committee on 1980, This committee
would be chaired by Michael Young >

This paper was introduced to the January meeting by che chairman, [t was agreed thac
subject commiceees should be set up as proposed, with the exception of che commiceee on
management, which would be discussed at the next meeting in February. The commiceees
would be responsible for studeneships and research granes. The commiteee on 1980 became
the commitece on the nexe 30 years. This committee was to consule users in industry,
commerce, government {including local government), and che social services about the
kind of problems chat might artse in the furure on which research might uscfully be done.
A paper with the names of chose who mighe serve on the commiteees, which included both
council members and oursiders, was before the mcecing on )] Fcbrunry,“ and :1ppmw:d.m
Ac the meeting in February ic was also proposed thae che management and adminiscracive
studies cammicree should be see up under Adamson’s chairmanship, and cerms of reference
were suggested.” This was agreed. ™ This commitree was later called the management and
industrial relations commicree. In July 1968 the council discussed a proposal from the
Nacional Economic Development Office for a council for grants in management studies,
The meering referred chis 1o the management commiceee. ™ The council agreed ac ics
mecting in December 1968 thar ie did not want to divorce management from other SSRC
d:scipllncs.'h

The council also sec up an Educational Research Board on the same lines as its other
subject committees. It differed from them only in that ic had to deal with ocher bodies
which were wholly or in part engaged in educacional research, The Heyworth repore had
recommended that such a board be see up, and chis was done in the spring of 1966 under
the chairmanship of Lord James. Lord James had ac firse grave doubts as to whether or not
the Educacional Rescarch Board had a funceion, because of the ocher bodics operating in
this field. However, having identified gaps in che existing seruceure where the
Educational Research Buard could help, he became convineed thae there was a useful
function for it to perform.

There was some disquict over che disciplines which had commictees. Professor Postan, o
professor of economic history at Cambridge and president of the Economic History Socicty, .
had threatened public action over the omission of economic history and had been told char ~ 101
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furcher consideration would be given in a year's cime.™ In che event the mareer came up
again much carlier. A paper before the eighdh meecng, on 14 Ocrober 1966, was on the
possible extension of che counail’s activities to other disciplines, On 28 September the DES
had written about the possible extension to human geography, economic history,
criminology, echnology, town and regional planning, and accountancy. M was agreed by
the council thac economic history and human geagraphy should be accepted, but thar che
others shauld be considered by the economics, sociology and social anthropology
commiteees. The chairman then wrote to the Economic History Society and the conference
of heads of departments of geography asking if they were happy for cconomic history and
human geography to be included as social science disciplines. They confirmed thae they
were,1? However, there were still doubes abour economic history. In discussion of a pupcr’i(J
before a council meeting on 13 January 1967 it was minured chac it muse be made clear to
the Economic History Socieey char council members did noe accempt to represent subjects
on the council. V7 By March 1967 the LSE had entered the fray and was urging chac a
commitcee be set up for cconomic and social history. ™ The chairman thought chere was a
good case, but the economics commirctee disugrccd.’w Then the Economic History Society
expressed che strong wish chat economic and social history should be seen as a social
science, and Young agreed to wrire o the seeretary of stace (seill Crosland) asking him to
approve the addition of an economic and social historian to the council and to ke over
from the DES the responsibility for granes, > Two monchs lacer, in July 1967, Professor
Habakkuk praposed chat there should be a separate economic and social history
commicree,”! and this was finally agreed by the council.®” Habbakkuk was to chair ic.

The same meeting char ageeed the sercing up of the economic and social hiscory commiteee
agreed also co a commitece on human geography. bt was suggested thae a a lacer dage
planners, and possibly another geographer, might be tnvited to become members of
council.™* This suggestion followed the recommendacion thae the council agree chac cown
and country planning be transfereed to the SSRC.>! In October 1967 names were
suggested for membership of the new committee for human geography and planning
which was to be chaired by Chisholm. These were agreed by the council.” Laer, in
October 1968, Chisholm wrote a paper for the council proposing that chis commirttee be
splic into twao, one for human geography and another for planning.s(’ The meeting
consicered three propositions: (1) char there should be a new planning commirree; (b) that
more planners should be added o the commiteee and separate sub-commiceees should be
see up for cthe allocation of awards, and also thac che whole question of the commircee
structure should be reviewed; and {¢) there should be delay for six months whilst the
committee structure was reviewed.®” The council agreed on (5).3

One further commiteee was set up late in 1967, This was che committee on social science
and government under the chairmanship of Sir Roy Allen. It was to examine che general
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availability from government deparements of information relevant to social science

tescarch; the relacionship between government deparemencs and other bodics; and che use
. - . 1)

by the public seceor of research in the social sciences,*”

The only ocher change to che disciplines involved in che commiteees’ seruceure was a
readjustmenc. It was suggested in December 1966 that economics and economic and social
statistics should combine, However, instead it wis recommended char econometrics should
be added o the economics commiteee, and chac che cconomic and social seatistics
committee should be renamed the staristics commireee. This was agreed.™ In addicion, the
council took an incerest in automation, quality studics, and cohore scudies.™

The question of assessors on bach che council and the commiteees was decided ar an carly
stage. A paper was discussed ar the firse meeting of che council™ and it was agreed that
the UGC should appoint an assessor and chae there should be an SSRC assessor on the
UGC. Papers would be exchianged beeween che two. The carlier proposal thar theee should
be an assessor from the DES on the council was not taken up, Instead copics of papers were
to be sent to i, and also to the other research councils. Finally, commitrees would be able
to INVite assessors to meetings as appropriace.%3 By April 1966 che Treasury had
cstablished an inter-departmental commiteee to collate information about social seudies.®
Young went to one of its meetings, which he reported o council as having been very
friendly. It was anxious to maintain lisison with the SSRC, and suggested that ic should
have an assessor on the council, as should the cconomic commitcee of the Deparement of
Economic Affairs. It also suggested that chey should be invited to meetings of the nexe 30
yeurs commiteee.? This was agreed by council. %

Two of che most importane jobs of the committees were to authorise postgraduate awards
and rescarch grants, At the informal meeting in November 1965 the council agreed thae
the first priority should be postgraduate awards and char a circular leceer should BO to
hieads of social science departments telling chem chis. The minutes do not record the
discussion or any disagreement. When it came to che scheme of the award chere were twi
possibilities. One was the quota scheme used by the former DSIR and by the SRC. Tlis
nvolved giving quatas of awards to universitics. They then selected seudents to be
nominated for the awards. The acher was the competitive scheme run by the DES, by
which awards were offered to the bese candidates regardless of subjece or university. The
Heyworth Commitcer had recommended the quota scheme, and this was adopted by che
SSRC. The offer of the SRC to co-operate in its running in the first year was accepred. It
was thought that student mobiliey should be encouraged. The paper also looked at suppore
granes. It was thoughe thac one was needed for each research scudentship, and chac £200
was a realistic sum. This would need Treasury funding, The paper also looked at the need
for special allocation for rescarch abroad for, in parcicular, anthropologists,©”
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The council continued to try to improve postgraduate studentship schemes. In February
1967 they discussed subject distribution of quotas and how to determine demand. They
wanted the distribution of awards to be related to the demand from eligible students, as
well as the craining capacity of the universities. One way would be to take the output of
new graduates in each subjece, but this penalised those studies with fewer undergraduaces.
It was agreed to take the distribution of awards for the previous year asa basis for the
subject distribution, although numbers for education were reduced and those for stacistics
were increased.®® Another aspect of the studentship awards was how to distribute the
quotas to departments. It was decided to keep the scheme whereby there was a balance
between the well-established departments, and the new ones.®! This scheme seemed to
work better. In June 1967 there was a report on the distribucion which had been made by
the commitcees, which said that there was not as much criticism by the universities as

. 3
there had been the previous year. 8

By October 1967 places were distributed to economics, 112; educacion, 14; management,
36; psychology, 40; politics, 110; social anthropology, 353; sociology, 111; and statistics,
2293 It was decided chat the 1967 scheme should continue for the following year, but in a
paper in March 1968 it was suggested that the national need should be taken into
account.B! Because of this it was agreed that there should be an extra quota granted to
economics and seatistics. There was a problem with planning, because of the difficulty in
distinguishing between planning and geography deparcments and courses. It was agreed to
seek from the DES an increased allocation for planning.” This foreshadowed the proposal
that the committee on human geography and planning should be divided

Improvements were also sought in the operation of the pool. Into the pool was put 10

per cent of awards for later allocacion to those who had not been successful in gaining

an award. It was seen as a valuable corzective to che quota distribucion. In July 1968 it
was proposed that a priority system as for che quora system should also operate ac the
pool stage.3? It was agreed that priority should be given to statistics, management ot
planning, but chat not more than 25 per cent of the pool should go to those subjects.
This seemed to work, although a report in October 1968 drew actention to the large

. 4
amount of work needed to operare it."”

838

Debate continued during 1968 on the use of students’ preferences. A detailed paper before
the council on 7 June 1968 set out the arguments for and against them. One of the
arguments in favour of them was chat at that time, one of student unrest, it was important
to allow for the feelings of “consumers”, It would be strange, and pethaps unwise, at such a
time to abandon a scheme of scudent consultation even if it were not wholly satisfaceory.
The paper recommended that preferences should continue to be the main guideline™ and
this was agreed.”! This was again discussed in July 1968, when it was again recommended
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that preferences should be recained as che main guideline, but that commictees should be

enabled to allocate 10 per cent of awards, or 5 per cent, whichever was the greater, ac their
- . ! -
discretion.” This was agreed.””

In order for university departments to qualify for awards they had to be approved. This was
a matter of some difficuley for the council. In March 1968 a UGC memorandum of general
guidance was circulated. This had implications for the council’s policy.? The council
acknowledged that there had to be recognition of courses, but it did not want to have to
spend less time on research because of having to spend more on considering courses. It was
agreed thar they should ask universities for information abour cheir courses in April or
May.95 A pilot exercise was carried out which on che whole met with a favourable response,
although it was chought to rake too much time.?® Some changes were introduced, and it
was suggested that the exercise should be carried out every chree years.®” By November
1968 draft instructions to commitrees abour the approval of courses were ready. Approval
was soughe for the suggested guidance and to a 20 per cent reduceion in the number of
approved courses.”® Some disquiet was expressed but it was decided to go ahead, and a
special meeting of the council was arranged for 18 December.?” Ac chac meeting it was
reporced chac che total reduction in approved courses so far was 36 per cent. A course would
not be eligible for an award if there were inadequate evidence of students being likely to
take the course; departments would be unlikely to have more than one course approved; the
standard of the course mighe be inadequate to count as a postgraduate one; the syllabus for
examination papers mighe be too narrow for adequate training; staffing mighe be
inadequate; the course might be aimed primarily at overseas students; and diploma courses

open to those with lower second-class degrees would not be approved when there was a
comparable masters or BPhil qualificacion.!%?

The whole system of administering postgraduace awards was questioned by che DES,
which in June 1968 had produced a paper on the possible centralisacion of all
postgraduate awards.'® The council thoughe it was better o have more than one source
for awards, but agreed to consider the macter again when the DES made furcher
proposals.'%2 There was a furcher paper before the council at its meeting in July 1968, It
had been proposed that the awards given by local education auchorities which were
relevant should be cransferred to the SSRC. However, these courses did not on the whole
demand a degree; if che council took them over it would introduce a new type of
function to the studentship scheme.'®? The council did not welcome the possibilicy of
taking over awards for which a degree was not an essencial qualification.'® Despire this
a report for the council on 6 December recommended that postgraduate awards should
be centralised from the academic year 1969=70 and that the DES and all research
councils should accepr responsibility for those within cheir own respective fields of
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i i ided in the end chac the
:1cti.v1ty.105 The council did not view this favourably, bur decided in e for
secrecary of state* should be informed that it was prepar.ed to accepe resp
postgraduate awards in specified groups subject to cerrain conditions.

15a6 there was a

Although the council had not liked centralisacion of postgr::ﬂdun:e nv;'zrds,“ e
L i it had proposea colla
th the SRC. In March 1968
successful collaboration wi o
i re there were combina
ing i n to each, particularly whe . -
training in areas of concer . ' binacions of
technology, economics and human relations, It suggested sercing ulp allt::] sy
’ o e

raining at postgraduate level. .
encourage development of broadly based ¢ ining : ego h[-:' e ot conncl
management and industrial relations commirteee liked this proposal,
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agreed to the new committee.

0[ er matters ¢ ncerning ﬂwalds ﬂIS(D came bE'OIE tlle COI.I[IC].I. Illey lﬂ(lked at overseas
h 0 1ng v
mateers. Were Postgladuﬂ[e ﬂwnl‘ds (enﬂble at Overseas uqurSItleS.: Ihe SUClal
[ltl"o OIO 7)’ QImmItee w llcd kllow l{ [ll fﬂllll 0' dlo Wolklﬂg overseas Cﬂuld be
S [{4] L+ IICS
a p 5 C ) ] SE
p o W [h th - ] requnled to gD averseas lo[ mote
gl‘ ed th as c1 5€
ald to E,U 1 em lt was agre at Vll rvant:
than 12 mOll[hS were pﬂld to Eake the" fﬂmlllES, [heﬂ the same Shﬂuld apply [he SDC'a'

i it ngaged in
anchropology committee also raised the question of additional costs of those engag

feldwork for things such as hard equipment, and the employment of field assistants. The

d
lacter could often be local people, being paid at a local rate. In th.e past thz'lt‘cl;e:::]:y an
Colonial Office had met these expenses, and the SSRC office was instructe

by the awasds.!'?
approval for these additional costs not met by the awasds.

i ked to

The council also discussed postgraduate student loans, which the SSF{C ofﬁc.e wa;a al.:n:

ursue.'!? Qualifications were another macter (o engage the council's attenu:im. e
1;ualliﬁcaticm was the equivalent of a good honours degret_:? The DE?. accEpt; nsnon :
committees were asked to discuss this''" and came up w:h; Iolng Isc;::;on e Law

i i i hartered Accountants, che final exam
associateship of the Institute of C . Eer
i i 1 £ Actuaries. The council decided ¢ y

Society, and fellowship of the Institute o : Lis
honouyrs in the diploma in rechnology would be acceptable, alchough the others cou

11
discussed as they came up.

Finally, the council looked at the length L:Flitudentships. Social anfh;‘op(::::.ilsti {:;ymany
cases needed a fourth year for a docrorate.” ™ A paper from the sgcni an o Eomr
committee was before the council in July 1968 and it was agree K ntla ; woyr'k .
studencship was necessary where pare of the work for a doctorate involve

i awards in
The office was to make an estimate of the cost and to seek authority to make

117 0
special cases for a fourth year. ;

* Gordon Walker had taken over as secretary of state in August 1967.
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Postgraduate awards had been the firse priority of che council, and the need to get the
allocarion of studentship quoras as equitable as possible meant chae much of the work of
the council was raken up with the universities and chejr awards. This did not mean that
the research institutes, whose omission from the Clapham cepore had been widely
criticised, were forgorten, Arrangemencs for research granes were discussed ac che firse
meeting of the council in January 1966. Closing dates for applications were agreed, and for
a single occasion, in March 1966, che former granes sub-commirree of the Human Sciences
Commirttee of the SRC* was invited to consider and recommend grants ro the council. The
chairmen of the subject commircees would aceend che meeting and take part, The SRC way
of working would be adopted. The applications would be divided into four groups. A
would be the highese prioticy; B was for research of 2 high quality, buc ranking below A if
money were short; C were promising applications, buc not acceptable as they stood; and D
was for rejected applicarions. There would be discussions with che research instirutes abour
support for their programmes of research, 118

A paper by the National Institute of Economic and Social Research was before che council
at its meering in March 1966, This drew actention ro their financial difficulties, and alsg
the development of their work, which was of interest o governmenc deparcments, 'Y This
was taken on board, and by che May meeting the chairman produced a report with positive
suggestions. He said thar, following the meeting in January, he had had discussions with
lots of institures. This had enabled him to identify particular difficulties, and he pue
forward suggestions as to how they might be addressed. One major problem was thar the
grants were tailored o university deparcments where overhead expenses were met from
univessity funds. The project grants awarded to insticutes left their overheads uncovered.
Young's suggescion was thae che SSRC should cover part of the overheads: the amount
should be proportionate 1o each programme project. Another difficulty was rime. Shorc-
ferm grants gave instituces no long-term security. It was suggesced thae applications for
programmes of work of up 1o five or more years should be considered. A lack of security
was also a problem for permanent scaff. Instivutes wanted to discuss with che SSRC the
possibility of pay for a couple of years after a grant ran our, Young thoughe chat chis
should be considered further. Insticuces also raised che question of inflation. It was
suggested chat if che university salary scales rose then a supplementary amount should be
provided to the instituces for the petiod of the grant, Another difficuley identified by the
institutes was the pracrice of grants being paid in arrears, It was thoughr that chis should
be continued bur there could be exceptions. All these suggestions won the support of the
council. On Young’s final Suggestion, thar the SSRC mighr offer management advice, it
was agreed thar Young should write to the institures.'*

* It is described as such.
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i i i scion of
The institutes seem to have found this satisfactary, bur in Deccmbl:: 19t-67 Te c:g:ns o
iliti i 12! There was an increasing number of applicati
research facilities again came up. e : or of applicacions
facilities, which had so far been refused.
help cowards the cost of research . : so o e ooy
he DES and in April it was reported ¢
approached the Treasury through t . e
hzz agreed rto special applications, but it would need a clolsg definition (];f thlegges "
“research facilities™ before ic would give general approval.” =~ By Nm;m er oo
. . i
Treasury had agreed to delegate o the council special powers for r:a .;203‘;3!25 o
ilici I ital expenditure was no more than .
research facilities provided that capita . . 0. o
same November meeting ic was agreed to consider paying established university seaff,

j i € ac that cime
seconded to work full-time on a project, out of research grancs. This was no

allowed, "2

i i i = at I:hf:
lhe question ﬂf I'ESEﬂl'Ch ﬂSSiStﬂn[S rl.‘ngl:l.'nng ﬁ)l’ hlghel’ degrccs 3150 came up l
i ‘n Dccember ].96.i 123 Ihe cuuncil ﬂgl’EEd thﬂt 1t Sl'l()'l.lld lﬂ()k maore la\'uumb Yy
mf.'etmg 1 - ) ‘ i
upon Such fequfs[s but that the Work Of rfseﬂrch assiscants on rﬁseﬂfch pl’OJCCtS Must noi
[}

be diminished.!2¢

i d

The National Institute for Economic and Social Researc.h was supported by tht.; SSR.(;;:dn
in June 1967 it put forward a paper with proposals for its long-term support. t |:1| l
out chat by September 1968 the two-year grant from the SSRC would !Iave’expll‘d . dt )

i 127 The council agreed thar the Inscicute’s standard o
wanted continuous central finance. fuies suandard of

i i k that could not be done by the universiries. }
work was high. It also did some wor ereices o

d chere was a danger if it became
lac of it was down to government deparcments, an ‘ ' ’
:lcpendent on the SSRC. Also, the sum needed was one-sixth of thc. SSRC’s l::acilieutl;Sidy .
i i1 hy, they did not want to give a gen

Although the council had strong sympachy, X
the km,:i wanced. Perhaps the Institute could pue forwar.d a programme of:zenrcil:.ul; was
also suggested that the Instituce, in whole or in part, might become an SSRC unit.

i in difficulcy was
The allocation of research grants seems to have worked quice well. The main o yThis
i iscipli than one committee was involved.
i isciplines, so that more
when applications crossed d : ne s 1o
meant thac in July 1967 the council itself had to take decisions. Cnmmlt;_ef9 eions
E in si jects, our of 19 applic .
i i to £10,000, and in single subjects, :
discretion to make awards of up ! le sub Bilase
they made 11 awards. However, when it came ro cross-disciplines, from 31 ]'.;[Iapllc
‘ i i I o agree.
only seven awards were made, and in 13 instances the committees were una fe o ag
i i m ten
The council had to approve awards over £10,000, and in che single sub)ectshro -
was
applications five had marks of A or B, and were granted awards. Howevelr, there N E,Bs
1 icati ree As or Bs.
a problem with the cross-disciplines. There were 16 applications, buc only t .
nue.
It was thoughr thar where there was no agreement, talks would have to conti

pp p umber Of
]IOWEVEI It was apparent [llﬂ[ ‘UI[I]CI steps W()llld h:lVE to bB tnkeu as t"lE n
*
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applications for grants rose. There were 55 applications in January 1967, and 111 in

anuary 196813 ing i
J ry 19 At the meeting in July 1968, ar which research Lrants were discussed, it

was not . _— L
e foc: ::etil:ztt:fl;elnn;rzasl;nb l::lumber of applications made it difficult for the commicrees
- It had been decided chat the way of deali 1 i
e el ol o e y ealing with this was to reduce the
going ro more than one committee; this

opposed to 55 per cenc?>! By Decembe i : ikl Lokl
. . r the proportion of applicati roing

one committee had been reduced to 32.5 per cent.!3? Frion gone

On i
[hi:;::::r to co_ncel.-n the council was the qualicy of research. Young prepared a paper on
e meecing in june 1968. He said that the quality of research grane applications

conti ) . oo
ontinued to be generally disappointing. The council's approval rate was 30-35 per cent of

applications (i i
cpp “ s {in monetary terms), compared with che SRC approval racing of 50— 55
l|inr. e recommended that two part-time scientifi .,
should be appoi i
o pp;)mted to dnlscuss Future research projects wich intending applicants and
! timulus and advice to research workers in their field.’3? In discussing chis th
;oun.cn did not question the basic premise, about the qualicy e applicat
ut ic was not iasti i
pucic v e:;thus.lasuc about employing consultants. The views of the economics
en i
- £ ; ht and sociology committees were sough. '3 They were not in favour, so Y"
roposed ctha i oy
ﬁdg:or ¢ th'e secrecariac should be strengthened by employing experts in tw::) or thne‘5
€econo i )
e m:cz, mnl?agement and sociology. Consultanes might be recained for some
- He agreed to keep in rouch with th i i
e committee chairmen abo is. 13
Do o - cn about this.””’ In
¢ DES decision was reported thac research consultants would have to count

againse office expenditure, which m \4 w v
) .
ok eant thac any appointments would have to be

¢ cansulrants, at a professorial level,

B .
al;t;o; ;I:P(l:io;::llfwas’set up concern I:lad been expressed thae chose who were on it would
- recm-v:d or gmnts: This wil.;;nde.ed the case and, for example, both Moser and
Wors substantial ones.” >’ This may have attracted comment, for in the SSRC
slecter number 6, of June 1969, there is a note on the membership rul’es. This said:

mo " i
funci:(;::?fbehrs gf the .'T:SRCs.Corrfmnrtees are academic because the two main
the Commirtees (judging granc applications and allocating
postgraduate awards) require academic expertise; there are also so . 3
research and non-academics among cthe members. e

Commi

Comm tr:e members are not debarred from applying for research grants -
e » Of course, present when decisions are taken on their own applicaci

o they see i
inform};d ‘nctohmll':ents on them. The Council needs the advice of chose most closely
in the bese research — and these inevi i
e inevitably include a proporti
: rrion of t
most likely to need and make best use of the SSRC's funds.” pere e

bur chey
ons, nor

to mote than

of research grant applications,
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Some applications for grants went as separate papers to the council. For example, there was
a request for payment to the Royal Institute of International Affairs of £15,000 over three
years to support the library of internacional press curtings. A visit to Chatham House was
organised by the political science committee and with Treasury approval the grant was
confirmed for 1968—69.'%8 Another applicarion came through the next 30 years commictee
for a granc for an Institute of Forecasting Studies. Michael Young introduced a paper on
this in October 1967,'* and the council agreed payment of £6,000 for nine months to
review reseacch already done buc thoughe that more information was needed before
approving the main application for the gmnt.Mm This grant was not taken up. In
November 1968 Young made a progress report on other possible sources of funding and
ideas about what kind of research projeces might be conducted. These were on topics such
a5 the diseribution of income berween income groups at various points in the future; the
future of international crade in technologists, scientists, etc. and the study of expecration in

decision making.m

The council discussed a number of other marters connected with grants and money. They
awarded fellowships: 11 in 1966-67. These were of two kinds. There were research
fellowships for chose who had completed postgraduate training, and fellowships for mature
students who had outside texperience.t‘i2 The following year senior research fellowships
were propased. This followed the Educacion Research Board suggesting two-year
fellowships should be provided each year for teachers who had been in post for about five
years. Lord James though thac chis was the greatese achievement of the board.""* They
could become good researchers with trining, and would be more valuable because of their
experience. The SSRC studentships did not give them enough money, and £1,500 a year
was proposed. The council liked this suggestion, and thought it should be extended ro all
disciplines in the social sciences. Treasury approval would be necessary.”" In February
1968 it was agreed that there should be ten senior research fellowships and ten research or
conversion fellowships for 1968.143 Conversion fellowships were for those who wanted to
move into the social sciences from outside, or who had gained a doctorate in one of the
social sciences and wished to transfer to anocher. In July 1968 it was reported that for che
senior research fellowships there had been 105 candidates and ten awards and for research
and conversion fellowships there were 11 candidates (two for conversion fellowships and
the rest for research fellowships) and eight awards were made. The quality of candidates for
the senior reseacch fellowships was seen not o be good; that for the research and
conversion fellowships was better. There was discussion as to how the fellowship scheme
could be improved, and in particular ac whom senior research fellowships were aimed.'?
This was discussed furcher in November 1968, when it was agreed that senior research
feliowships should be retained bur should noc normally be available to staff of universicies
or research institutes; chat a more flexible kind of craining for senior research fellows
should be sought; and chat conversion fellowships should continue. "4
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The council also loaked ac ochers offering grants in the social sciences. The Nuffield
Foundation offered small granes' and in 1968 announced a new scheme for social science
fellowships. " The Royal Commission for cthe Exhibition of 1851 rold the council char it
was interested in che social sciences and was contemplating extending ics fellowships and
scholarships to them. The council welcomed chis, and hoped that ic could ace in an
advisory capacity.’® The Bricish Academy told the council that it was offering a research
fellowship in the social sciences. !5 Finally the Ecole des Hauces Etudes, in Paris,
appointed a visiting fellow, Pecer Laslect of the Cambridge Group for the History of
Population and Secial Seructure,'32 on che nomination of the SSRC.133

In January 1966, although discussions wich the UGC abour taking over grancs had not yer
taken place, financial escimates had, of course, to be prepared. The council agreed thar as
the postgraduare awards were remaining wich their respective votes for 1965-66, there
were only adminiserative and cencral expenses, which were estimated ac £28,000, This was
working on the assumption that staff would build up to 20 by the end of March 1966. In
1966~67 administrative costs were estimaced ac £124,000, with a budger for research
grants of £250,000.

For postgraduace training awards and fellowships £401,000 was escimared, Heyworth had
recommended an increase from 220 studentships in 1964~65 ro 400 in 1965-66 with a
further 100 in 1966-67. His report had also recommended provision for post-experience
courses and at leasc 20 research fellowships. Because of the delay in the escablishment of
the council and because of the demand, it seerned reasonable to allow for 500 new awards
of all kinds in 1966-67, an addition of 235 to the 265 already estimated. These figures
were agreed as a basis for negotiation with the Treasury.”" By June the Treasury had
appraved the administrative estimares and the research grancs, and had granced the
£401,000 towards postgraduate trining.'’3 The main point of contention was support
grants. Each postgraduate student halding a research studentship had been awarded a
support grant of £200. The Treasury view was thar those enjoying the grant should
continue to receive it, bue new ones would have to be considered on merit with the sum
shown to be necessary, There would be a maximum of 25 support grants a year. The
council considered three possibilities, They could argue that a case be made for continued
support; they could restrice the grants to specific subjects; or, because it would be
invidious to give only 25 studencs out of 200 a grane, none should be given."® In the
discussion the chairman pointed out thar this was cthe same as other research councils, bue
the agreement was thar extra money must be soughe.!’7 However, it was later agreed char
the universities should be asked to make out a case for the grant.'%® [n cthe event the
council sought Treasury approval to disttibuce the money more widely than to just 25
students, and this was agreed. 1Y By February 1968 che Treasury was prepared to agree to a
flar race of £40 per annum provided thar the council had assurance from each department
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concerned chat the additional expenditure }md indeed been incurred. Students undertaking
. 160
fieldwork had an addicional granc of £45.""

In Ocrober 1966 a preliminary submission of estimates to the DI'ES Proposed an l-nc.ﬂ:;::t
from £772,000 in 196667 to £1,632,000 in 1967-68. Perhaps it is nor surprising

the DES suggested that chis was a higher rate of growth than was clllkely u:_{-\:l:e _
.:pprovnl.'(’] By January 1967 the council had prepated the forward expenditure propo:

62
for the next five years.!

1967-68] 1968-69| 1969-70| 1970-71|1971-72
(£000) | {(£000) | (£000) | (£000) | (£000)

Granes research 567 1,150 1,820 2,700 4,000

A studenr awards 479 780 1,106 1,306 1,389
0 85 92

B Fellowship awards 23 46 7
31 53 77 96 105

C Research, trining
and support awards

452
Headquarters administration 164 225 249 339

(including publications)

25 390 390
Research units 195 3

TOTAL 1,264 2,449 | 3,647 | 4916 | 6,428

This was agreed as che basis for forecasts. The Trea‘sury WEDLLLS enthu-slllafsnc. Its inicial
reaction was for 196768 to allow £900,000. It raised t.hl.S o £1.2 mi |0{r}1 :? .
condicion char for 1968-69 the grant would be £1.4 mllnlu:-m; for 1969 ':'I  £1. i
million; for 1970--71 £2.2 million; for 1971-72 £2.2 million. In theren it \;ar .
decided that che grane for 1967-68 \;DFICI be acc:eﬁ;;u:lllbt:{ ;lel:;lzl:fo::;:s;r:mre(j by
ars should be poscponed for a year. ra
fll::f:];::c‘;f :: protest at rhcpTreasury's parsimony. The chairman persuac'!ed t!}e:::ot
to pass it. He pointed ourt that their grounds for protest were n.otl str;ong, un:d e
applications had built up more,'™ By Cl)ctob;r li??gtheiﬁ?::c;’lu:nrh:::;:?ﬁ e r:ther
i -69 down to just less than £1.9 m s
:Ihlire;';;:ﬁr?;r: 9F?:i})ruagry 1968 itlwas agreed chat these were che ﬁgu:]es :I:!atosl;:(;u;d
go forward.'® Jn October 1968 the estimates for 1969-70 had been reduced t .

£

ol
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ap 167 . .
million.”™ To this council added an estimated £60,000 for expenditure on unjcs, '8

;I;thgle ;;er—l;-ht'he budger for 1968-69 was £1.7 million, rising to £2.4 million in
1963_69‘ : lss};va.s a very small sum compared with the other research councils. For
the SRC had a budget of £42.1 million; the MRC one of £15.3 million; the

Agriculeural Research Council one illi
of £13.5 million; Envi
Research Council one of £19.2 million.!%? HHionsand the Nacural Environmenc

I - .

r:ez;:l:ll:tmn to tixwards and grants, the main work of the committees was the survey of the
lp;“er ‘ sta:: of play. .At the meeting in March 1966 the council had before it a copy of a
pocer |fnr y the c.hn;‘rman t0 the chairmen of each committee suggesting what form the

reviews might take. They should be aware of i
\ the audience for thei i
was the council, the users, and i
. . younger researchers seeking guidan hae ki
research they mighr do. The review sh X S
: 3 ould take note of what was goi
reviews had already taken pl L be o Then
place. They should assess wh ed
Fd o ey sty taken p ac needed to be done. They should
ed and che sources of fina
o . . nce. They should also find our th
; ﬁ:ntgfs an:d :jzes of research organisacions.'”® The council thought thac m;re[thim
ould be ne to praduce the reports, bue th i i ’
. . e chairman was insi h
someching must be produced after on e
e year. Concern was expressed chat che re ig

be too large, and there was some discussion on how they should be published pors mihe

A year later, at che meering i
larer, g in February 1967, the ¢ i i i
the chairman, saying that he would like public: B e o

aci i j
cvent of the sovamd e 170 ot . ons based on the reviews to be the major
. € arguments in favour of their publication were that they

wlfl;:llic: be useful for social scientists and for chase in other disciplines, and also
SUb“C cllr:)il:gfnh;ci l;:e; ipe‘m‘ it would be appropriace for the informarion to [;e in the
) uly 1t was suggested chat they should be published i
monographs. The question of whether or n ished was aho ety
ot they should be published was also caj
ised. T
;?;:)n:tg}::fl:s were to ;ovir not only the surveys underraken by the subject commirrees b::
apics in which the council had taken an interest | ,
- _ - When the council
Llp 1:1 w:ls sugge;ted that it should take over the automation panel.!73 This hca'd ‘I‘::fenﬁmt un
Yy the Human Sciences Committee which had bee .
: n asked by the DSIR Counci] 1o |
:I;EG ;IE;C] f?r research in aspects of automation. The report of che panel was reacl]ytl‘: Dl\r(;k nltl
! uc 11[' (:v:u not dlsr:‘uss‘ed.unril June. Further discussion was then needed bec:useatrlf
su[;:l: f:; uded economics in its definition of the social sciences. A monogmp,h was also =
sested on poverty. This followed the agreement of th i
: . e council to che settin f
committee on poverty studies' 74 in Februa i iy
1y 1967, to review whar 1

about the extent and spread of t e

poverty. By June this commitree had alread ice.!?
A report of the poverty panel was submicted to council in March 1968.'76y s

because

set up

rhe Social Sciences arrfre

A third ropic on which a monograph was recommended was cohorr studies, otherwise
known as longitudinal scudies. These were studies of a sample of the population. SSRC
help with these had been mised in June 1966,'77 and it was later agreed that the
universities should make out a case.!”™ In January 1967 the National Federation of
Educational Research was commissioned to make a study on the policy and action of
future studies. There was an application for another four years of study for the Narional
Child Development Study (NCDS). This was a national cohore study of 17,000 children
born in early March 1958, under the joint direction of Dr M L Kellmer-Pringle, co-
director of the NCDS, and Professor N R Butler. A decision on this was postponed in
January unil the general issue of support for cohore studies was decided.!”? The report
had been received by July 1967, when it needed furcher study.'® By December it had
been decided not to support it. Young wrote to Kellmer-Pringle and Bucler, but they
were not going to accept chis decision easily. The meeting in January 1968'8! seood by
the refusal, and a revised application was submitted. This came before the council again
and was discussed in April. The chairman expressed concern at the amount of lobbying
that had taken place. The possibility of turning down the application because of this was
considered. This led to a discussion on lobbying. In the end the application was
considered on its merits, and an award of up to £65,000 was agreed.'8? A condition of
the grant was that there was an assessor from the council on the steering commictee.!®

The other three topics on which monographs were suggested arose from the work of the
next 30 years committee. This reported to the council in July 1967, Its brief had been to
consult users of research, and researchers themselves, on problems which might emerge in
the fucure in which social sciences might be useful. At their firsc meeting they had
identified six pressing problems which they thought would persist. These were how o
reduce the threat of war; how to reduce the growth in the population in developed and
developing councries; how to increase the rate of economic growth in both poor and rich
nations; how ro ensure more equal distribution of wealth between the poor and the rich;
how to create supranational auchorities (e.g. the Common Market) which would command
the loyalties which were otherwise attached to nations or states; and how to ensure thac
democracy could cope with these and many other problems of an ever more complex
society. The question of how to moderate “racial” conflicts was later added. They had
consulted widely, and a pilot survey had revealed a significant difference berween what
people wanted in che future and what people thoughr they wanted. Three groups had been
asked to advise on research necessary for war studies, internacional relacions, and race
relations. It was these three reports which were recommended as suitable for monographs.
The next 30 years committee report made the point that it would be a pity if reports on
their more interesting work did not get out of the files. Ir recommended a wider selection
of papers should be published. The next 30 years commiteee also wanted to award a
contrzct for a survey to be done of views of the future. The council agreed to publication of
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Committee on primary schools, of which he was a member at that nme. *

The year 1968 was one of student unrest, and the council ser up a working party to look at
this. It discussed establishing an independent grant-awarding commactee, to overlap with
che existing commitrees, but decided againse chus, Instead it recommended the
establishment of a research seminar to exchange ideas, observations, methods and results. It
recommeanded thac the seminar should look ac universities as organisations and socal
institucions; 1t should try to invent methods to allow undetstanding of che international
scope of the activities of insurgent youch, and see if ic were possible to disentangle the
elements of soctal contagion from these of common causes; it should also look at new
ideologies, arguing thac if cheir nature and scope were beteer understood then their
consequences for society, as well as for the universicies, would be clearer.!™

Marshall commented on these two issues when he reviewed the work of the council just
before his departure at the end of 1968. He asked if the council should keep clear of
political and coneroversial issues, and agreed that it should noc in principle, as thac would
limic unnecessanly 1ts concern wich the applicacion of che soctal sciences. He saw a danger
that such research might be rushed into with pressure to reach some sort of usable
conclusion, which would be bad. But if the research were conducted as if the issue were not
immedhate it could do good. He thoughe chat if che council acted wich caution, then an
intelligible and generally acceprable cede of conduce could be built up. 176

Because of the range covered by che council it had co Liaise with many other bodies.
Marshall thought chac the external relations of the council were pretry good wich the
academic and government worlds. Lord James was less sure about che academic world.
He thought that a meeting with two ot three vice-chancellors would have been
worthwhile, and he choughe char liaison wich the universities, something to which he
accached great importance, oughe to be developed. Both Marshall and James thought
thac closer links wich the UGC would have been desirable. Marshall did not chink that
the council had made much impace on the general public.'”’ Neither mentioned the
academic ltaison officers who had been ?ppoimcd by most government departments

concerned with social science research.'”

At an early stage the council had before it two papers charcing its future plans. The first
of these, written by Young, was before its first informal meeting in November 1965. Ic

was a priority list of matters which should be dealt with in the first year. Unforrunacely
it has not survived, '™ The minuces cell us chac paragraph 2 of that paper suggested thac

* Information provided by Lord Youny.
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commiteees should initially survey research in progress bu chat they should also do
more. This had on the whole been achieved, with an agreement that che surveys should
be published. Paragraph 3 of the paper drew attention o che Luropean Institute for
Advanced Study in che Social Sciences. The meceeing agreed that it would welcome such
a cenere in Grear Brican but more information was needed. It was later discovered thae
the insticution would be established in one of the Mediterranean COUNEries, SO 1€ was not
given high priotity, 2"

The second paper on future plans was before the meeting of the council on 11 February
1966.7°" This was also writeen by Young. The paper looked at granes and awards, which
were to occupy so much of the council’s time. One of the strengths of the arly meetings
was thae criticism was always taken seriously, and there were constane accempts o improve
che system. The main thrust of che rese of che paper was abour information. There was
danger of an information overload. Two suggestions were that an informacion developmenc
officer should be appoineed and also a research adviser, to advise on the problems (,:f_,
rescarch technique. Alchough chese two appointments were agreed by the council®®* there
is no record of the council approving appoinements before the end of 1968, l"t seems
probable diae they mecamorphosed into che consuleants proposed by Young.®®? Anocher
suggestion, thae SSRC fellows should be appointed, was suceesstully followed chrough,

The face chat Young wrote chese two papers is incicacive. Fle was an active chairman and
his strong influence on che work of the council is apparent from the papers he wrote and
the minutes. On one occasion a council member fele uncase about ¢the way the council was
being run. Professor Marshall wrote a note on procedure for the meeting in November
1966. He was wortied about the competence of the subjece commiteees vis-d-vis the
council. He was concerned that the council was informed thac Cherns had been replaced by
Mitchell as science secretary, with no consultation. 2" This may be because the relationship
berween Younyg and Cherns was somewhae uncasy.* Marshall was afso concerned that che
council was not given full information aboue administrarive expenses. He proposed thae
“the chairman be asked o prepare and submit to council proposals regarding che
procedures to be adopred to enable council ro discharge co ies full sacisfaction the
responsibilities placed upon ic by its Chareer”, It wusgtypic.ll of Young chat he took this on
board. In a paper befoee the meeting in January 196729 he see out in detail the council
and commictees” organisation, with full recommendacions on things Iikt_*’dc:lr:garinn of
financial powers. The council was in general agreemene with chis paper.”%

* Information provided by Lord Young.
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le was also typical of Young thac he asked the three members whe were retiring at the end
of 1968, Jumes, Lipscy and Marshall, to write 2 review of the past chree years. James wene
oue of his way to praise Young, and also che seaff of the council, in geteing che whole ching
started. He was deeply impressed by the achievement. To get a workable commiteee going
reasomably smoothly in so shore a time he thought was a firsc-class piece of adminiseracion,
Marshall agreed ehat the council had been well and eruly launched. He said that thanks to
Young's dynamic leadership and fercile mind there was never any risk thae the SSRC would
be a stolid and unimaginative body. Both James and Lipsey had some criticism of the
actual way the council ieself had operated. James felt chac che meetings were too shore and
perhaps oo frequent, whilse Lipsey thoughe that tao many issues had had co be
considered with nor ¢nough time for key problems. Marshall thoughe chae che basic
problem with ehe council was o identify its role. Was ic 4 passive one of a service, or an
acetve one of an influence on developmenes? Me thoughe char on che whole the correce
balance had been seruck, and ehac ic had been successful. James saw the council’s role as
chree-fold. It should allocace moncey for studentships and research projects fairly; ic
should judge che value of ocher people’s ideas; and it should stimulate others and initiace
ideas of its own. When it came to the firse of these, the allocation of money, Lipsey
chought chae most had agreed on a basic stracegy for the seudeneships. He had, however,
some concern about che units which had been ser up.*"7 Marshall choughe char che
commitree system, whereby the funds were allocaced, was clumsy. He thoughe chat
commireees had chree distine bue related roles. They had to fix quotas and in general
look after scudent awards, and for this che committees should reflece universicy
departments” sceucrure, They had to recommend granes for research and advise on
research policy, and for chis some multidisciplinary elemenc was necessary to avoid che
difference of opinion beeween che differene commiceees. Finally the commirtees should
represent chetr subjeces o the world ac large, which meant char che committees had ro
represent i discipline or subjece area, Judging the value of ochers’ ideas was someching
that continued to exercise the council. When it came co stumulacing ochers and
inteiacing ideas of its own, James choughe chae council i perhaps been too pedestrian,

All the poines made were suggestions as to how to improve what the council was already
doing, rather than identifying gaps. Operating with a comparatively smali budgee che
SSRC had achicved a greac deal in ics first three years, Wich a scrong chairman and
eminent members this is not perhaps surprising. In the draft of its second annual repore,
discussed in October 1967, i said thac the council had “unavailingly” ateempred ro keep
all options open for exploring lines of policy, ™ This may lave been so: che main purpose
of the council was the distribution of awards and granes, and this inevitably took up a
grea deal of time. But the council did nor lack direceion or purpose, and the praise given o
by James and Marshall, chat che council had searced so well, is eloguent.
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NOTES

EY 1/1 CP 9. The agenda, minutes and papers of the council are in EY 1. All have a
CP prefix.

EY I/1 CP17.
EY 1/25, a paper appended to CP 79/68.
EY 1/9 CP 102. See p.118.
The minuces for this meeting are in EY 1/1, CP6, bur che papers CP1-4 do not seem
to have survived. The papers of the SSRC are arranged by meeting, with a file for each
meecing. This means that EY 1/1 contains the agenda and papers for che January 1966
meecing, with the minutes of the November 1965 meeting. EY 1/2 should have the
agenda and papers of the February meeting, with the minuces of the January meeting,
these minuces incorporating maceers arising from the minutes of the November
meeting. EY 1/3 should have the agenda and papers of the March meeting, with the
minutes of the February meering, incorporating matters arising from the Jamnry
mecting. However, pieces EY 1/2 and EY 1/3 have been transposed, so thac EY 1/3
has the papers for the February meeting, and EY 1/2 che papers for the March
meeting.
EY 1/3 CP 20.
EY 1/1 CP 8.
EY 1/1 CP 8 Appendix 2.
See p.86.
EY 1/8 CP 82.
See p.113.
EY 1/16 CP 54,
EY 1/17 CP 78/67.
EY 1/18 CP 88/67. For the setting up and work of the committees see p.100fE.
EY 1/19 CP 9/68.
EY 1/20 CP 22/68.
EY 1/19 CP 10/68. Again che relevant page of the minutes is missing.
EY 1/22 CP 42/68.
EY 1/23 CP 52/68.
EY 1/23 CP 62/68.
EY 1/23 CP 62a/68.
EY 1/23 CP 62¢/68.
EY 1/23 CP 62b/68.
EY 1/23 CP 62d/68.
EY 1/24 CP 68/68.

EY 1/25 CP 79/68. The social survey became a governmene department in its own
right in 1967.
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| EY 1/26 CP 91/68.
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EY 1/26, 2 paper appended to CP 79/68.

This was slightly different from the Heyworth recommendations, see pp.74-T75.
EY 1/20 CP 26/28.

EY 1/21 CP 30/68.

EY 1/3 CP 20.

EY 1/1 CP 16.

The records of the committees will be in EY 3. They are not yet open to the public.
|EY 1/1 CP 10.

EY 1/3 CP 21.
EY 1/2 CP 28.
EY 1/3 CP 22.
EY 1/2 CP 28.
EY 1/23 CP 61/68.
EY1/24 CP 68/68.

EY 1/26, appended 1o CP 79/68. A report by Lord James on the first 18 monchs of
the board is in SSRC newsletter 2, February 1968.

EY 1/4 CP 28 (minutes of the meeting of 11 March).

EY 1/8 CP 84.

EY 1/10 CP 105.

EY 1/11 CP 109.

EY 1/12 CP 10/67.

EY 1/13 CP 25/67.

EY 1/14 CP 32/67.

|EY 1/14 CP 42/67 and EY 1/15 CP 45/67.

EY 1/16 CP 67/67.

| EY 1/17 CP 70/67.
| EY 1/16 CP 55/67 and EY 1/17 CP T1/67.

EY 1/15 CP 52/67.
EY 1/17 CP 72/67 and EY 1/18 CP 88/67.
EY 1/24 CP 74/68.
EY 1/25 CP 79/68.
EY 1/25 CP 79/68.

59 | SSRC newslercer 2, February 1968.

60
61
62
63
64
65

EY 1/10 CP 108 and EY 1/11 CP 2/67.

| See pp.114-115.

EY 1/1 CP 11.

|EY 1/3CP20.

See p.90.

| EY 1/4 CP 44.
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EY 1/5 CP 46.

CP I missing EY 1/1 CP 6.

EY i1 CP 12,

EY 1/1 CP 13.

EY 1/2 CP 32 and 33, EY 1/4 CP 36.
EY 1/4 CP 39.

EY 1/5 CP 47.

EY 1/7 CP 73.

EY 1/7 CP 65, EY 1/8 CP 77,

EY 1/8 CP 78.

EY 1/8 CP 79,

EY 1/9 CP 95.

EY 1/9 CP 96.

EY 1/10 CP 106, EY 1/11 CP 2/67.
EY 1/12 CP 14/67, EY 1/13 CP 20/67.
EY 1/13 CP 23/67, EY F/14 CP 30-32/67.
EY 1/15 CP 48/67.

EY 1/17 CP 75/67.

EY 1/20 CP 24/G8.

EY 1/21 CP 30/68.

See p.102.

EY 1/23 CP 54/68.

| EY 1/24 CP 68/68.

EY 1/24 CP 71/68.
EY 1/22 CP 46/G8.
EY 1/21 CP 52/68.
EY 1/53 CP 55/68.
EY 1/4 CP G8/68.
EY 1/20 CP 23/68.
EY 1/21 CP 30/68.
EY 1/23 CP 59/68.
EY 1/24 CP 68/68.
EY 1/25 CP 82/68.
EY 1/26 CP 92/68.
EY 1/27 CP 111/68.
EY 1/22 CP 45/68.
EY 1/23 CP 52/68.
EY 1/23 CP 56/68.
EY 1/24 CP 68/68.
EY 1/26 CP 97/108.
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106 EY 1/27 CP 110/68.

107 EY 1/20 CP 25/68,

108 EY 1/23 CP 66/68.

109 EY /24 CP 68/68.

110/ EY 1/7 CP 62.

111 EY 1/14 CP 39/67, EY 1/15 CP 45/67.
112/ EY 1/14 CP 40/67, EY 1/15 CP 45/67.
113 EY V/11 CP 8/67, EY 1/12 CP 9/67.
114 EY 1/13 CP 24/67, EY 1/14 CP 30-32/67.
115 EY 1/16 CP 61467, EY 1/17 CP 71/67.
116 EY 1/14 CP 41/67.

117, EY 1/23 CP 58/68, EY 1/24 CP 68/68.
118 EY 1/1 CP 14.

119/ EY 1/2 CP 31.

120/ EY /5 CP 49, EY 1/6 CP 44.

121 EY 1/18 CP 93/67.

122 EY 1/21 CP 30/68.

123 EY 1/25 CP 79/68.

124, EY 1/25 CP 87/68.

125/ EY 1/18 CP 93/67.

126/ EY 1/19 CP 2/68.

127 EY 1/15 CP 49/67.

128 See p.98.
129 EY 1/16 CP 57/67, EY 1/17 CP 71/67. In class EY 2 are preserved the files of all

research grants in excess of £50,000, a sample of 10 per cent of other research award
files of successful applicants, and a sample of 5 per cent of unsuccessful applicants.

Few are yer open.
130 EY 1/19 CP 8/68.
131 EY 1/23 CP 53/68 and EY 1/24 CP 68/68.
132 EY 1/26 CP 96/68.
133, EY 1/22 CP 48/68.
134 EY 1/23 CP 52/68.
135 EY 1/24 CP 68/68.
136 EY 1/25 CP 79/68.
137 Their files are not yet open. The newslecters list the successful applicants.
138 EY 1/21 CP 30/68 and EY 1/22 CP 42/68,
139, EY 117 CP 82/67.
140, EY 1/18 CP 88/67. 4
141 EY 1/25 CP BG/68. -
142 EY 1/5 CP 48, EY 1/6 CP 54. 1B
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EY 1/26, a paper appended to CP 79/68.
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EY 1719 CP 7/68, EY 1/20 CP 20/68.
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EY 1/9 CP 103,

SSRC newslecter 4, November 1968, p-19.
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EY 1/1 CP 15, EY 1/3 CP 20.
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EY 1/15 CP 47/67.
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EY 1/16 CP 56/67.
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* CONCLUSION -

There are many issues which this book does not address but which could profitably be
explored. Looking back, work in the social sciences had been going on long bcforeythe
Clapham inquicy. This early work, and its development, would be interesting, Looking
forward, chis book covers only the first three years of the council’s work becau.se the IaI:er

y - ’
lecc"ds are not yet 0[)8:! l“ ume dle more recent |II5tDly Of [he cou[lcll w]"
be :lble to be

Many of the issues which were mised before the council was ser up, and wete discussed b
it in its first years, conoinued, and still continue, to be debated. One of the recurring ’
u : :
sqc]::;::: lssc ::::;c;n;ntutes the social sciences? A wider question is how far are che social
efore it was set up the council was not always called the SSRC and the
usual inrunch was to list the subjects which it was thought te cover. The list did show
some variations. Pechaps che most obvious manifestation of how chis continued o exercise
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The muleidisciplinary nature of the social sciences has affected the way the council has
worked. At the beginning the council members were not meant to see themselves as
represenm-tives of disciplines. This was difficule, especially when so much of the work of
the council was done chrough its subject commirtees. The difficulty with agreeing the
awalrds for subjects in cross-disciplines suggests thac it was an ideal that was not readil
nchlevev.:]. It is interesting thac rhe organisacion of the council has since moved awa fro):-n
the subject committee structure. The records of the committees are not yet open by
study of their changing scructure would be worthwhile. A

The questmfl of what topics the council mighe address is a continuing ctheme. The next 30
years committee identified problems (see p.115) which remain as relevant today as the -I
were then. Other .l:opics could now be added to the list, such as the effect of the increa:ed
speed .m com.rnumcations and the role of the media. The council also reacted to matters of
more immediace concern, in particular educarional prioricy areas and studenc unrest. Thes
could I'E:we -brought it into conflict with the governmenc. Marshall warned of the r.In.n 1ers )
of msl.lmg tnto rescarch on contentious issues. It would be interesting to explore howkthe
councit reacted to other issues on which its views may have been unwelcome. It would also

be interesting © ine if i
o examine if it were constrained by bei
y being financially supported b,
governmene. e e

Continuing on this theme, governmeng-sponsored research can actrace criticism from those
wha think that it might compromise the independence of the research. Andrew Shonfield
discussed this in his 1972 Haldane memorial lecture “The Social Sciences in the Great
Debate on Science Policy™.! He argued that this was not a problem in the early years
because research projects were only referred to the council when their planning had reached
an advanced stage. The council was largely responsive. This started to change when the
SSRC set up its own research units and placed individual tesearch concracts on topics of its
own choosing. It would be worth exploring how this developed and hoew the SSRC reacted

to 1t

The quescion of what sort of research should be supported is also ongoing. Cohore studies
are an example: the council had nor solved the problem of what to do about them by cthe
end of 1968, This is part of the wider picture of what the priorities of the council should

be, and how they have changed over the years.

The council was eventually set up as a result of pressure from a number of interested
parties. These people thought of themselves primarily as economises of social
anthropologists (two disciplines chosen ac random) racher than social scientists. To have
broughrt them together to work cohetently as a council was no mean achievement. How
did the interplay of personalities affect che work of the council? Were there conflicts of
interest at an individual level so char, for example, the incerests of economists had to give

way to the interests of the wider social sciences.

The multidisciplinary nature of the social sciences meant that there were links with
numerous other bodies, The list of those who gave evidence to the Heyworth committee
gives a good indication of their very wide ranging intesests. This could lead to conflict
where interests were (and are) perceived to ovetlap. Examples are che initial opposition
of the MRC to an SSRC and the difficulcies felt at first by the Education Research
Board because of the large number of other organisacions which had an interest in the
field. The relationship between the council and central government would repay study
when the records of the Science Branch of the DES become available. The Colonial
Office was a player in che social science field through its grants to archaeologists
working overseas. It was not, however, involved in the events leading ta the
establishment of the council. Alchough international colleagues gave evidence to both
the Clapham and Heyworth Committees this book has not touched on che international

scene.
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The application of the research was a theme in the carly days, and continues to be so.
How was the research used, what effecr did j¢ have, and how could this be measured.
The quality of the research was also something thae was beginning to exercise the
council by 1968. This was not something unique to the SSRC, Since the 1960s many
organisations have put in place measures to ensure thac money has been well spent,
with resules delivered on rime. The careers of social scientists are of interest here. The
Heyworth Commirttee found industry, for example, making liccle use of social scientists
working as social scientists. How far has thac ehanged? Do mosc organisations employ
them? How far are their skills as social scientists used?

Finally there is the question of the perception of the social sciences. Marshall, in
summing up the work of the council after the firse three years, thoughr chae alchough jes
relacions with academics and government were relacively good, it had nor yet made
much impact on the general public. He suggested chat ic had made less impace than
New Sociery, He choughe that this would change. How far has it? The question of how
the social sciences and the work of the ESRC are now perceived by fellow professionals
and the general public is one chat would repay study.

NOTES
o Minerva, Vol, X, No. 3, July 1972,
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- APPENDIX -

ORIGINAL SOURCES

The grear majority of records used are at the Public Record Office (PRO). The PRO
houses the nacional acchive of England und Wales and the Unired Kingdom, thar is,
tecords created by the actions of central government and of the courts of law of England
and Wales, Most of the records preserved in the PRO are Open to public inspection after
30 years.

capital letters. This refers to a government agency, often the ane chat created che records.
This letter code is followed by a number representing a class, which contans, usually, an

The following classes have been used in this book,

CAB classes: records of the Cabinec Office, Committee of Imperial Defence, Central
Seatistical Office, and related bodies.

CAB 123 OfFice of the Lord President of the Council: Registered Files,
Correspondence and Papers

CAB 124 Offices of the Minister for Reconstruction, Lord President of the Council
and Minister for Science: Records

CAB 130 Cabinet: Miscellaneous Commirtcees: Minutes and Papers
(GEN, MISC and REF series)

CAB 132 Cabinet: Lord Presidenc’s Committees and Subordinace Committees and
Home Affairs Commicree, Sub-Commiteees: Minutes and Papers (LP and
other letcer series)

CAB 134 Cabiner: Miscellaneous Committees: Minutes and Papers (General series)

CAB 139 War Cabinet and Cabinec Office: Central Searistical Office:

Correspondence and Papers

DSIR classes: records created or inherited by the Department of Scientific and Industrial
Research, and of related bodies.

DSIR 1 Minure Books
DSiR 17 Registered Files: General series
DSIR 46 Council for Scientific and Industrial Research: Minures and Papers

The records are arranged alpha-numerically. There is a letzer code of berween one and four
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ED classes: records created or inherited by the Department of Education and Science, and
eelaced bodies.

ED 116 Commirree on Higher Education (Robbins Commirtee):
Agenda and Minuees

ED 117 Committee on Higher Education (Robbins Commirtee): Papers

CD 118 Commiteee on Higher Education (Robbins Committee):

Surveys and Evidence

ED 136 Baurd of Education and successors: Privare Office: Files and Papers
{series [1)

ED 144 Commicece on Social Studies (Meyworch Committee): Minuces,
Papers and Repore

EY classes: records of che Social Science Research Council and the Economic and Social
Research Council.

EY 1 Social Science Research Council:
Matn Council: Minuees and Papers

ID classes: records created or inhericed by the Medical Research Council.

Fi> 5 Mecdical Research Commiteee and Medical Research Council:
Registered Files, Policy and Personnel Macters {PF scries)
and relaced records

RG classes: records of the General Register Office, Government Social Survey Deparcment,
and Office of Populacion, Censuses and Surveys,

RG 25 Inter-Departmental Commireee on Social and Economic Research

T classes: eecords of dhe Treasury, Chancellor of che Exchequer’s Office, and Racing of
Government Property Deparement,

T 161 Treasury: Supply Deparement: Regiscered Files (8 series)
T 227 Treasury: Social Services Division: Registercd Files (88 and 25 series)

UGC classes: records created or inhericed by the Higher Educacion Funding Council.

UGC i Universicy Grants Commiceee: Minutes, Agenda and Papers
UGC 2 University Grants Commiceee: Agenda and Papers to 197)

e Social Sciences .orrire

UGC 6 University Grants Commicree: Reporzs and Anpual Surveys
LUGC 8 Universicy Granes Commirrec: Sub-Commitcees Minuees
UGCyo University Grants Commiccee: Sub-Commrrees Agenda and Papers

The privace office papers of Crostand (Secretary of Seate for Educacion and Science from
January 1965 1o Auguse 1967) have been destroyed. The records of the Science Branch
of the DES, which was responsible for the SSRC, are complerely unsorced and so are
nee yee avatrlable,

information abour the PRO tan be obeained by telephoning 0181 392 3200, sending an e-
mail to cnqury@pro. gov.uk or visteing the web sire ar hnp..“.Iwww.pm.gov.uk-"

Other sources used were records of the Bricish Academy, the Nacional Inscicuee of
Economic and Social Resgarch and Nuffield College, Oxford, all of which hald their own
records. Records of Partiamenc are held ae che House of Lords Record Office and the
Labour Party Archives are held at the National Muscum of Labour History,
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Aberdeen, Universicy of, 57

Actuaries, Insticuee of, 19, 107

Adamson, W O (Campbell}, 96, 104

Adrian, Lord, 50

Advisory Committee for Economics and Sociology see ntder SSRC
Advisory Council for Sociological Research see sndder SSRC
Advisory Council on Scientific Policy see ander Scientific
Agticulrural Research Council, 1, 3, 4, 5, S0, 57, 88, 114
Agriculeure, Minisery of, 18, 21, 48

Albu, Austen, MP, 52, 59, 56, 60, 3, 68, 78

Allen, Sir Philip, 87

Allen, Professor R G D, Later Sir Roy, 18, 97, 98, 102
Amalgamaced Weavers” Association, 49

Amann, Professor Ronald, vii

Anderson, Sir John, 1, 3,4, 5, 6, 11

Andrew, Sir Herbere, 84, 85

Annman, Noel, 68, 69, 73, 79

Appleton, Sir Edward, 2, 7, 14

Applicd Social Science, Commictee on, see ander Scientific Policy
Archacology, Instituce of, see wmder London, University of
Armstrong, Sic Willinm, 84

Assistance Board Larer Narjonal Assistance Board, 23, 26, 67
Association of Saentific Workers see narder Scientific

Attlee, Clement, MP, 1-8, 11

Balagh, Tommy, 90

Bank of England, 6

Barber, Anchony, MP, 65, 66

Barlow, Sir Alan, 2, 3, 8, 10, 15, 18, 19

Barnard, G P, 9, 25

Barcleee, Sir Frederick, 48

Bell, G R, 67

Beveridge, Lord, 50

Blenkinsop, Arthur, MP, 93

Board of Trade see under Trade

Bowra, Sir Maurice, 54

Boyd-Carpenter, Joha, MP, 68

Bristol, University of, 97

British Academy, iy, 6, 40, 41, 54, 55, 57,59, GO, 63, 78, 83, 112
Brieish Association for the Advancement of Science, 2, 10, 50, 54, 78
British [nstitute of Management see snder Management
British Sociological Association, 25, 36, 78

Brogan, Professor D W, 11, 29
Brooke, Henry, MP, 58, 59, 62, 65
Building Rescarch Stacion, 25
Bullock, Alan, 96, 97
Burnes, Professor T, 97
Bucler, De N R, 115

Bucler, R A, MP, fater Locd, 62, 65, 66, 68, 69, 73, 835
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Cabiner Office (inchuding War Cabiner), 5, 8, 61, 63, 90, 93
Ceacral Economic Section, 4, 3, 6, 18
Central Sracistical Office (CSO), 4, 5, 9, 10, 18, 27, 62, 67
secretary of, 84

Callagan, James, MP, G9
Cambridge Group for the History of Population and Social Strucrure, 112

Cambridge, University of, 6, 11, 12, 48, 97, 101
King's College, 68, 97
Trinity College, 50, 85

Campion, Harry later Sir Harry, ii, 9, 10, 18, 22, 40, 62-68
Cancerbury, 104

Cardiff, 80
Welsh Nationul School of Medicine at, 57

Care-Saunders, Sic Alexander, 6, 8, 18, 40
Carter, Profussor C F, 68, 69, 73
Ceneeal Feonomic Scccion see ander Cabinee Office

Cenceral Office of Informacion (COD prevaowsly Minisery of Infoemation, 13, 24,
46, 67,77, 79

social survey, 13, 46, 50, 77, 79, 98
Central Sracistical Office see wmder Cabiner Office
Chambers, Paul, 67
Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1,5, 12,15, 19, 25, 40, 47, 38, 59, 69, 66
Chartered Accountanes, [nsticute of, 107
Chatham House, 111
Cherns, A B, 49, 67, 73, 76, 81, 96, 97, 08, 118
Chester, D N, 18, 54

Childe, Professor V Gordon, 42, 43
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Chisholm, M, 97, 102
Clapham Commirece (Commiteee on the Provision for Social and

LCconomic Researchy, i, 1, 0-16, 18, 25, 29, 35, 40, 41, 46, 53, 54, 56, 57,
79, 81, 82, 83, 126, 127

repore, 11-16, 18, 29, 30, 32, 33, 35, 40, 41, 43, 44, 4%, 46, 47, 51, 52,
33, 54, 35, 57, 59, 61, 79, 81, 82, 83, 93, 108

Clapham, Sir John, 1, 6-13

Clacke, G M, 29

Clay, Sir Henry, 5, 8, 14, 29, 40

Cole, Professor G D H, 2, 29, 30

Coleridge, AN, 3

Colonial Office, 107, 127

Confederation of British Industry see snder Federation

Cotton Board, 1

Cripps, Sir Stafford, MP, 42, 45

Crosland, Anthony, MP, ii, 86, 87, 90, 91, 93, 96, 97, 98, 102, 131

Crowther, Geoffrey, 29

B

Darly Telegraph, The, 63

Dainton Committee on Libraries, 100
Dalton, Hugh, MP, 12, 15

Darby, Professor H C, 29

Davies, Colonel ] G W, 2

Dean, Sir Maurice, 79

Deedes, W E MP, 63 A
| ‘ ~ SED
Defence, Miniscry of, Directorace of Selection of Personnel, 13 -
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- Departmene of Scientific and Industrial Research (DSIR), i1, 1, 2,4, 6, 8,9, 14, Education and Science, Department of, 79, 83, 84, §5, 87, 89, 90, 91, 9¢, 08
15,25, 47-38, 62, 67, 73, 78, 79, 81, 82, 91, 100, 103, 1 14 99, 102, 103, 105, 106, 107, 109, 110, 113, 116 ’
] Minister of Stace for, 93
Advisory Council for Scientific and Industrial Research Jaser Council for s rster ursate :r ) o .
cretar ate ,",'.8,8.88,3,(),‘, 12, 107,
Scientific and Industrial Research (The Research Council), ii, 1, 2, 5, 6, cere :1 AR UG 2,90, 96, 1€ 7,131
7. 14, 48, 49, 51, 52, 56, 80 private office papers, 96
Commictee on Human Sciences in Industry, 49, 51, 52, 56, 67, 80, 81, Science Branch, 90, 96, 127, 131
91, 100, 114 Universities and Civil Science, 79
Committee of the Privy Council, 1, 7 ) _ )
Committee on Post-War Development, 6 Educacion, Higher, Committee and report on, see rnder Robbins
Industrial Grants Commireee, | Education, Institute of, see ynder London, University of
Machematics Division, 9 Education, Minister for, 58
Dilhorne, Lord, 62 Miniscry of, 4, 19, 20, 21, 49, 57, 58, 68, 79, 43
Dodds, Professor E R, 54 Educarion, Science and, joint Commiteee for, sce under Science
Drever, Professor J, 96, 101 Educational Research, National Federation of, 53, 115
Dudley, Beian, 63 Essex, University of, 96, 116
ESRC Daca Arcl at, 116
Durbin, E F M, faer MP, 5, 40 At firchive ac
: E ean loscituce for A : ie: : Social Science
Durham, University of (Newcastle Division), 6 uropean Instituce for Advanced Studies in dhe Social Sciences, 118
Feavearyear, A T, 11
Lastecfield, T E, 25 eavearyear,
F‘d o i fB itish L P, . P 2.0
Ecole des Hautes Erudes, Paris, 112 ederation of British Industry Jeser Confederacion, 2, 96
Industrial Research Committee, 2
Economic Affairs, Department of, 84, 85, 103 Bieldi y
NN ) {' 2
! Minisrer for, 42, 84 feichouse .
|
Firse Secre f Srate, 63, GG, 69, 73,
Economic History Society, 101, 102 (¢ Scereraty of Srate, 63, 66, 69, 73, 84
Office of, 67
Economic and Social Research, Interdepartmental Commireee on
(North Commitcee), i, 15, 16, 18-27, 29, 30, 40, 43, 47, 52, 54, 74, 116 Firth, Professor Raymond, 12, 29, 54, 55, 96, 97, 100
# Lconomist, The, 21, 26 Fletcher, E G M, MP, 60
Gt Edinburgh, University of, 96, 97 Florence, Professor Sargane, 10 N vl
I[ |3ﬁ~_ Food, Ministry of, 11, 18, 26 - 137
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15, 25, 47-58, 62, 67,73,78, 79, 81, 82, 91, 100, 103, 114

»

Advisory Council for Scientific and Industrial Research Jater Council for

Scientific and Industrial Research {The Research Council), ii, 1,2,5,06,
7,14, 48, 49, 51, 52, 56, 80

Commictee on Hurnan Sciences in Industry, 49, 51, 52, 56, 67, 80, 81,
91, 100, 114

Committee of the Privy Council, 1, 7
Committee on Post-War Development, 6
Industrial Granes Commircee, 1

Machematics Division, 9
Dilhorne, Lord, 62
Dodds, Professor E R, 54
Drever, Professor J, 96, 101
Dudley, Brian, 63
Durbtn, E F M, /ater MP, 5, 40

Durham, Universicy of (Newcastle Division), 6
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Education and Science, Deparement of, 79, 83, 84, 83, 87, 89, 90, 91, 96, 98,
99, 102, 103, 105, 106, 107, 109, 110, 113, 116

Minister of State for, 93
Secretary of State for, il, iv, 84, 86, 88, 89, 90, 96, 102, 107, 131

private office papers, 96
Science Branch, 90, 96, 127, 131

Universities and Civil Science, 79
Education, Higher, Committee and report on, see under Robbins
Education, Institute of, see nnder London, Universicy of

Education, Minister for, 58
Ministry of, 4, 19, 20, 21, 49, 57, 58, 6B, 79, 83

Education, Science and, joint Committee for, se under Science
Educational Research, National Federation of, 33, 115

Essex, University of, 96, 116
ESRC Data Archive at, 116

European Institute for Advanced Studies in the Social Sciences, 118
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Easterfield, T E, 25

Ecole des Hautes Erudes, Paris, 112

Economic Affairs, Department of, 84, 85, 103
Minister for, 42, 84

Economic History Saciety, 101, 102

Economic and Social Research, Interdepartmencal Commitcee on
(North Commictee), i, 15, 16, 18-27, 29, 30, 40, 43, 47, 52, 54, 74,116

Econamst, The, 21, 26

Edinburgh, University of, 96, 97

I

Feavearyear, A E, 11

Federation of British Industry Jater Confederation, 2, 96

Industrial Research Committee, 2
Fieldhouse, H, 23

First Secretary of State, 63, 66, 69, 73, 84
Office of, 67

Firth, Professor Raymond, 12, 29, 54, 55, 96, 97, 100
Fletcher, E G M, MP. 60
Florence, Professor Sargant, 10

Food, Ministry of, 11, 18, 26
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Hospital Almoners, Insticute of, 10
Flouse of Commons, 2, 3, 4, 12, 13, 51, 52, 54, 60, 68, 69, 93
House of Lords, 13, 47, 50, 52, 92

Housing and Local Government, Minister for, 58
Ministry of, 58, 67, 78, 83, 849

Howe, Geoffrey, MP, 93

Hughes, Hector, MP, 63, 70

Hughes, R P S, 73, 81

Human Redations, joint Committee on, 48, 49

Human Sciences Research Council see sder SSRC

rhe Social Sci

Institute of Education see wnder London, University of
Institure of Forecasting Studies see snder Forecasting Studies
Instituce of Hospital Almoners see wnder Hospical

insticute of Race Relations see uncer Race

International Affairs, Royal Inscicuee of, 97, 111
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ICI, 67

Imperial College of Science and Technology see suder London, Universicy of

Induserial Efficiency, joint Committee on, 48, 49
Industrial Psychology, Nacional Insticure of, 46

Industrial Produccivity, Committee on, ii, 47
Panel on Human Factors (Schuster Panel), 11, 47

Research Advisory Group, 47
Information, Ministry of, see srder Central Office of
Inland Revenue, 24
Innes, R, 43
Insticute of Acruaries s amder Actuaries
Insatute of Advanced Legal Studies see ander London, Universiey of
Tnscicuce of Archacology see snder London, University of

Insticute of Chartered Accouncancs see snder Chartered

Jahoda, Professor Marie, 52, 96

James, Lord, of Rusholme, 96, 97, 101, 11, 117, 119
Jenkinson, Sir Hilary, 19

Jewkes, Professor John, 29

Joseph, Sir Keith, MP, iv

Joseph Lucas Industries Lid, 48

Joseph Rowntree Memorial Trust, 97
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Kellmer-Pringle, De M L, 115
Kilmuir, Lord, 62
King, Dr, 21

Kingston on Thames, 8¢
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Labour, Ministry of, previously Labour and Nacional Setvice, Miniseey of, 9, 18,
21, 22, 24, 48, 49, 58, 67, 79

Statistical Deparement, 20

Labour Party, ii, 40, 41, 44, 45, 46, 47, it
National Executive Council, 45 /'4
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Policy and Publicity Commiteee, ii, 45, 46
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Miniscry of, 58, 67, 78, 83, 89
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Inscitute of Educarion see #nder London, University of
Insticure of Forecasting Studies see ander Forecasting Studies
Institute of Hospital Almoners see wder Hospital

Institute of Race Relations see wnder Race

Intecnarional Affairs, Royal Institute of, 97, 111
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Hughes, Hector, MP, 63, 70 :.!;.—
Hughes, R P S, 73, 81 i Jahoda, Professor Marie, 52, 96
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Human Sciences Research Council see #nder SSRC Jenkinson, Sir Hilary, 19
Jewkes, Professor John, 29
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Kellmer-Pringle, Dr M L, 115
Kilmuir, Lord, 62
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National Child Development Scudy, 115
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