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TO BE RETAINED AS TOP ENCLOSURE

Cabinet / Cabinet Committee Documents

Reference Date

C (P) (80) 2 8.7.80

C (80) 41 11.7.80
CC (80) 29" Conclusions, Minute 5 17.7.80
C (80) 46 22.7.80
CC (80) 30™ Conclusions, Minute 3 24.7.80
CC (80) 31* Conclusions, Minute 1 (extract) 31.7.80
CC (81) 15" Conclusions, Minute 1 (extract) 9.4.81

The documents listed above, which were enclosed on this file, have been
removed and destroyed. Such documents are the responsibility of the
Cabinet Office. When released they are available in the appropriate CAB
(CABINET OFFICE) CLASSES
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4 September 1981

Government Observations on the Fourth Report of
the Foreign Affairs Committee

Thank you for your letter of 2 September
to Mike Pattison, telling us that you propose
to publish this White Paper on 18 September.
This is to confirm that we have no objection
to publication.

W F S RICKETT

A.G, Harrison, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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GOVERNMENT OBSERVATIONS ON THE FOURTH REPORT OF THE
FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

1. We propose to publish as a White Paper on 18 September
the Government's observations on the Report.

2. You may recall that the Committee's Recommendations on
the BBC's External Services and their comments on the
linguistic abilities of Diplomatic Service officers
attracted wide-spread press coverage and in the case of the
BBC, interest in Parliament. o

3. I should be grateful if you, and those to whom I am
copying this letter, would kindly confirm that there is no
objection to publication.

\1rw~g eren

A G Harrison
Assistant Parliamentary
Clerk

M Pattison Esq
10 Downing Street

cc: D Heyhoe Esq
Office of the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster

P Moore Esq
Govt Chief Whip's Office
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SUBJECT:

-

FOURTH REPORT FROM THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMI?TEE

Session 1980-81

SUPPLY ESTIMATES 1981-82

(Class II, Votes Tl DA T 6)

Observations by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, the Secretary of State for
the Environment and the Chief Secretary to the

.- Treasury

The Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs, the Secretary of State for the Environment . and -
the Chief Secretary to the Treasury welcome the Fourth
Report from the Foreign Affairs Committee, Session
1980-81 (HC 343-1) on the Supply Estiﬁates 1981-82, and

make the following observations.

.../Recommendation 1




Recommendation (i)
We regret the misleading impression given by thé way in
which certain figures were presentéd: we insist that when

'comparative figures are given, like is compared with like,

or else the nature of figures or percentages being quoted

is made clear (paragraph 7).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwga%th Affairs

DR %

The recommendation is noted and will be borne in mind
when other information on the Estimates is being
furnished to fhe Committee. The Foreign and Commonwealth
Secretary regrets any misunderstandihg that arose from
the mate}iallprovidéd. There was no deliberatelintent

to mislead or confuse.

Recommendation (ii)

The estimating procedure, particularly for Vote i,'is
complicated and clarity is not a primary quality of the
- estimating process.‘ The House is not being helﬁed'With
its task of ﬁnderstanding;dhapgés‘in Estimates from
year to year by the way in which figures aré presented
‘(pafagraphs 7. and 8D, :

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign .and
Commonwealth Affairs and the Chief Secretary:to the Treasury

The Government is concerned to make the Estimates more
comprehensible and informative to the House. It.put
certain proposals for improvements to the Treasury,and
Civil Service Committee when they were considering the
mattef in the 1980-81 Session. In their Sixth Report

. the Committee welcomed the proposals and made suggestions

/for
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for certain further changes*. The Committee accepted
,that éxtens1ve reforms could not be made in a single
step but wished to see a good start made for the

1982-83 Main Estimates. The Government will be replying
in due course to the Committee's Report.

Recommendation (iii)

We recommend that if manpower cuts are being considered

it should be borne in mind that the toperational' staffs

do the bulk of the work for which the Diplomatic

Service exists (paragraph 10)

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affalrs :

i " The importance of not reducing 'operational' staff unduly
is accepted. As the Committee have recognised, cuts
are still being made and the future pattern is not yet
clear,

'-However, the figure of 6.8% mentioned in paragraph
1L0fof the Report relates to the total DS/FCO payroll.
This ekcludes Passport Office Communications Division
and GCHQ, but 1ncludes a swgnlflcant number of other
support staff (eg Secretarial Grades, Security Offlcers
and officers concerned with administration) as well as
'operational' staff.

The Communications division consists of four FCO
departments. Of fhese,'ohe has been ihSpected in the
normal way and cuts have been made accordlngly ‘
'Examlnatlon of the other three has been awaltlng an
Inspection this year: the’ results of that Inspectlon are

" now being considered'and are expected to result in cuts

/at
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at least at the level of those made elsewhere.

In the longer term, it is expected that the

introduction of new technology, including a message

handling switch, will lead to further staff economies
in the Communications Division.

Work at the Passport Office is demand—felated.
Passport issues have increased from 1,637,000 in
1978 /79 to 2,186,000 in 1980/81. The 1979 Inspection
recommended 1,004 staff to deal At h AT millipn
passport issues. As a result of greater productivity
the Estimate for 1981/82'prOVides fon 1,005-permanent
staff to deal with 2 million passports. There is
provision for an increase in the staff (permanent,
casual, or a combination of both) of the Passport
Office if passport igsues rise above 2 million.—'as

indeed they did in 1980/81.

£9280 Dd 532113 200M 2/79




Recommendation (iv)

- We recommend examination of the possibility of having
an oral lanéuage test for candidates for the Diplomatic
Service whether entering at Grade a0}, or_8 (paragraph
SO

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs ’ § ki

We are initiating the examination recommended and

will report the results to the Committee.

Recommendation (v)

We recommend that the Diplomatio Service Language
Centre be inspected by an expert from outside the FCO

and that consideration should be'given to the balance

between the‘FCO's‘own facilities and the use of

language schools (paragraph 134999

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs

We accept this recommendation. We are working to
determine eppropriate terms of reference for the
inspectioniand considering the selection of alsuitable
person or organization to carry out'the task.

Recommendation (vi) _ _ o SNt

We believe that a tighter grip of estimating and
planning is needed by the FCO on its computer projects
(paragraph 14)

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs

With the active help of the Director of the Central
Computer gnd Telecommnnications Agency, we are;huildig
~up a stronger cadre of experienced computer'staff and
this.process is continuing. Within the limits of the
competent staff available, computerisation is indeed
/being
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being tackled with greater urgency than in the past.
(VlSlts will be paid in the near future to friendly
" countries with experlence in the application of
computers to diplomatic work. :

The Department's internel machinery for the
control of computerﬂpolicy has been revised, and is now
in the hands of a small working ‘group chaired by the
Director of Communications and Technical Services.

The FCO is aniious to get on with the computer-

WHose of : ;
isation of allL}ts act;vities.which can be done more
efficiently and cheaply in that way. But ifhafter
thorough investigation through a professionel project
Adefinition study, we conclude that our first thoughts
need revision, it would be irresponsible to press
ahead regardless of whether the expendlture was cost
effective. Although our views on the way‘to tackle
the Passport'Office, for instance, have‘changed as a
result of our studies, we remain determined‘fo'A
introduce computers as quickly as possibie:‘

Recommendation (vii)

We welcome the fact that consultants Will.carry out a

study of the FCO's computing requirements in 1981

(paragraph.l4)'

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs :

Messrs P A Consultants and Telecommunlcatlons Ltd
(PACTEL) started work on 17 August on the strateglc
" study of the FCO'S'computing requirements. °

/Recommendafion (viii)




Recommendation (viii)

We hope that the provision of micro-computers to
assist with commercial record keeping at overseas ¢
posts,  1f successful, will be rapidly extended
(paragraph i4).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and -
Commonwealth Affairs v

Agreed

Recommendation (ix)

We express the hope that any assistance required by

the FCO to recruit compufer staff will be readily

given by the Civil Service Department (paragraph 16).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs

A detailed étudy conducted earlier this year. of the
FCO's ADP staffing requirements concluded that more
experienced computer staff should be recruited from
outside the FCO/DS. The Central Computer and
Telecommunication Agency endorsed this conclusion.and
have agreed to assisf with recruitment. They havé
pointed out however that as there is a general
shortage of ADP staff in the Civil Service it may not 1
easy to persuade other departments fo release suitable
officers for long periods.

Recommendation (X)

There is a requirement to recruit computer staff at
the Grade 5 and Grade 4 levels (paragraph 16).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs.

Agreed. We intend initially to recruit one or more
specialists from the Home Civil Service at Grade 5 or

58 level.

/Recommendation (xi)
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Recommendation (i)

Major reductions in the escorted bag service traffic
i

are unlikely (paragraph L)%

Observation by fhe Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs _
The comments in paragraﬁh 17 of “the Reportlthat :
escorted bag services are necessary and that major
reductions are unlikely is accepted. The Secretary
of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs Will
continue to monitor developments in International Air
Transport and will apply promptly such developments as

will enable him to reduce the costs of this service.

Recommendation (xii)

We recommend that secure facsimile transmissioﬁs'should
be introduced when it is cost-effective to do so
(paragraph 1855

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs :

The-fecohmendation is accepted.

'Recommendafion‘(ﬁiii)
| We fecommehd thatithe FCOvénd the.PSA should-éoﬁmence
action to effect a change in the procedure which bars
the use of receipts from unpfedicted-éales of |
Diplomatic Estate properties (paragraph 19). .
Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, the Secretary of State for the
Environment and the Chief Secretary to the Treasury
.The recommendation, which is complex and involves
accounting procedures,.is being considered by the
Treasury. : NI Pt ) ‘.,w 2

/Recommendation (xiv
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Recommendation (Xxiv)

The capital expenditure programme for improVing the
BBC's External Services has been cut too often and by
too much (paragraph 21).

Observations by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs

The Government are determined to proceed with an
investment programme to improve audibility within the
financial constraints which prevail.

Recommendations (xv) and (xvi)

-~

We recommend the construction of .a relay station in
Hong Kong to give improved audibility for BBC
transmissions to China, Japan and Korea, and that as
this ‘is an urgent requirement money should be provided

from the Contingency Reserve (paragraph 23).

We recommend the construction of a relay station in the
Seychelles so that audibility in East Africa can be
improved and that, as in the case of the Hong Kong
stations = themoney. shoﬁld come from fhe Contingency
Resérvé.(paragraph 24).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs :

The BBC's present capital programme for the External

Services envisages new relay stations being established

to co&er East Africa and the Far East. Seychelles and
Hong Kong are possible sites for such stations. As

Mr Ridlej indicated to the House on 25 June,- the speed
with which these stations can be constructed will depend

/in




in part on the BBC's willingness to divert a certain
aﬁount of money from current to capital expenditure.
Provided the "BBC does this, the Government has stated
its willingness to mgke a substantial increase inithe
Grépt—in—Aid for implementation of the capital programme
from 1983/84 onwards. Within the capitgl prog?amme,
however, priprity'must_be given to_the const?pct;on of
two major new transmitter stations in the UK and an
enlarged programme to modernise Bush House, wheré
expenditure has had to be increase&to cope ﬁith an

unforeseen health hazard.

Recommendation (xvii)

We recommend that the FCO should‘make strong

representations to the MOD on the -excessive delays in
objecting to the siting of transmitters (paragraphv25).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs

" PCO are in close touch with MOD on the implications
‘which high-powered transmitters might have for military
flying operations - much‘mdre is involved than local
‘radio interference, or the physical'obstruéﬁién'éf tall
masts. In certain circumstances the tranémittéfé'
field strengths could interfere with the avionics
systems on the aircrafty inqluding those contr011ing
the release or detonation of explosive Qevices. ‘This
is a complicated matter justifying careful study‘becaﬁ:
the safety of the general publicirzhe.aircrews and G-
possible loss of expensive aircraft ;;rinvolved.

» Because of the varying electronic transmission

hazard that transmitters represent they are all subje

/to
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to avoidanceAdistances calculated according to the
typq{of transmitter

As regards the sp601fic-case of Henstridge the
BBC were invdlved in some research which was carrled
out inte possible effects ot high—poWered transmitters,
including.the ones proposed there, and the Ministfy of

Defence very much welcomed this co-operation. It was

partly because of this work and the fact that Rampisham

was not near an airfield that the Ministry of Defence

was able to respond more gquickly in the latter case.
As regards Orfordness, the agfeement of United
States Air Force was conveyed to the.BBC in July.
We are confident that if proper'procedures are
followiﬁg’the Ministry of Defence should be able to
reply expeditiously in fCITes

Recommendation (xviii)

.The_question of whether or not the BBC should run ali
: the stations used by the External Services, at present
a 301nt BBC/FCO responsibility, 1S neitiean urgent one;
completion of an FCO.report is awaited (paragraph 46)

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs
s an-S

The—Gevefnment-ﬁete‘ILe Committee's view thet~tirts”

guestion 1S Not an argent-one. The results of the FCO
enquiry'are still being analysed.

Recommendatlon (x1x)

We draw attention itothe op1n10n of the House that there
should be no cuts in the External Services of the BBC
(paragraph'ZS).

/Observation




Observation by the gecretary of State for Foreign and

Commonwealth Affalrs
The Government note this point

Recommendation (xX%)
v of /the cost of VIP fa0111t1es a

A scrutin t the London

airports should be put into effect without delay

(paragraph 290k

y of State for Foreign and

Observation by the Secretar
Commonwealth Affairs
n and Commonwealth Secretary welcomes the

The Foreig

views of the Committee. A detailed investigation into

London

the cost of providing vIP facilities at the

airports is now being carried out.

ReoommendetiOn'(xxi)

We fully endorse the excellent record of our Armed

Forces in training and disaster relief overseas

(paragraph 3291,

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and -

Commonwealth AR faars

The comments of the Committee are noted and have been

drawn to the attention of the Ministry of Defence

Recommendation (xxii)

We believe that the purpose of the European Discussion

Centre should be clarified (paragraph 34).

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign»énd

Commonwealth Affairs
The purpose of the EDC was to encourage the creation

of an 1nformed publlc opinion 1n member countries of

the European Community, and to promote ‘greater mutual

/understandlng
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. :

unden§kanding between member countriesvby offering
those who influence opinion in those COuntriesuthe'
opportunity to exchange views on political, eCOnomic
and social questions of common interest.

Although the EDC has amply fulfilled these aims,-'
there have been signs'that it has outlived 1ts role as 2
separate entity. From the beginning of 1982, therefore,
the EDC ccnferences will be merged with the better
known Wilton park conferences, which are regularly
open to participants from all OECD countries, apd
sometimes_include participants from Eastern Europe€ and
the Third world. The wilton Park programme is to be
expanded, and will include conferences on specifically
European themes. We believe that the value cf the
discussions on EBuropean problems will be enhanced by
airing them in the wider forum of Wilton Park. Some
financial savings will‘also be achieved by the merger of
the two series of conferences.

Recommendation (xxiii) |
We recommend that sight should not be 16st of the fact
that small reductions in the larger grants to non-
governmental organisations can produce useful savings to
be used to help 2 wider range of those organisations
requiring'dhly small sums | (paragraph 36) . A

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and

Commonw%alth Affairs
\

We note the Committee recommendation and will remain

' Jalert




alert to th}s possibility. Prior to the preparation
of ‘the Estimates, we undertake an annual review of
all grants made by the FCO to non—governmental
organisations and of all bids for new grants. In
reaching é decision on how best the iimited funds
available should be distributed, we take into account
211 the relevant factors including the government‘s
policy on public expenditure and the particular
circumstances of each organisation.

Recommendation (xxiv)

We do not believe i Sust or reasonable for the
United Kingdom to carry one—fifth of NATO's civil
pudget; we intend to scrutinize the guestion further
(paragraph 3. )%

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs

The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary notes the
yviews of the Committee on the percentage share of
NATO's Civil Budget borne by the United Kingdom and
will be glad to co-operate with the Committee in its
further scrutiny of‘this question.

Recommendation (XxXV)

We are not satisfied about aspects of the FCO's
policy of working towards zero growth in real
terms in the budgets of international organisations

and intend to look further into the matter(fnaragra
j 38

Observation by the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs :

We note the Committee's intention to consider this
matter further.

/ReCommendation (xxvi)
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‘RecF"mendation (xxvi)

" We welcomed evidence of the FCO's resolution to

maintain the freedom of the media in the face of

thebactivitiés of some members of the UN
(paragraph SO |

the Secretary of State for Foreign

Observation by
and Commonwealth Affairs

Noted.

Recommendation (xxvii)

The proposal to have a single Senior Grade in

e is welcomed. The salary

the Diplomatic Servic

f an individual in the grade should not

ph 41).

of State for Foreign

point ©
be publicised (paragra

Observation by the Secretary
irs

and Commonwealth Affa
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Caxton House Tothill Street London SW1H 9NA

Telephone Direct Line 01-213 6400 GTN 213
Switchboard 01-213 3000

Rt Hon Francis Pym MC MP
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and
Paymaster General
Privy Council Office
Whitehall Place :
LONDON  SW1 | ' 19 August 1981
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REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES

You sent me a copy of your letter of 21.May to Willie Whitelaw
asking for personal views on the Departmental Select
Committees. I have only appeared before the Employment
Committee, although my officials have experience of several

others.

I think it is too early to reach any firm conclusions on whether
the Committees will fulfil the aims we had in mind when they
were set up. As far as the Employment Committee is concerned,

I do not feel that as yet they have had any major impact on
inereasing public awareness and the level of debate, or on the
course of policy making and decision taking.

The Committée have not brought to light any new sources of
factual information. Their requests for evidence, both oral
and written, have in some cases been unclear and led to
nugatory work. While no new officials have had to be taken on,
those in my Department and more particularly in the MSC who
have been devoting time and effort to writing papers for the
Committee have necessarily been diverted from other work to
which I would in other circumstances allocate greater priority.

The time and resources of the Commlttee - and of my Department -
could have been better used had the Committee discussed the scope
and obJectlves of their enquiries in advance with relevant
officials, glven greater indication in advance of gquestions to

be covered 1n oral ev1deace and not regarded both Ministerial and




RESTRICTED

official appearances as gladiatorial contests in which to score
maximum points off witnesses.

I have asked Richard O'Brien of the Manpower Services Commission
and Bill Simpson of the Health and Safsty Commission for their
personal views of the Committees. Copies of their responses are

attached.

I am sending copies of this letter to all members of H Committee,
other Ministers in charge of Departments, the Attorney General

and Sir Robert Armstrong.
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"The Rt Hon James Prior
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REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES

In your letter of 26 June you asked for my personal views on the
working of Select Committees since they were established about

18 months ago. :

Most of our dealings have been with the Commons Select Committee

on Employment but we have also given written and oral evidence To
the Lords Select Committee on Unemployment and to the Commons
Select Committees on Scottish Affairs, Welsh Affairs, Education,
Science and the Arts and to the Home Affairs sub-committee on race
relations and immigration. I have myself given oral evidence only
to the Employment Committee of the House of Commons and the
Unemployment Committee of the House of Lords.

.I must admit to a sense of overall disappointment with the outcome
so far of the work of the Committees which I know. Frankly, there
is little sign that there has been better-informed discussion in
Parliament or elsewhere. Whilst the Lords Unemployment Committee
(which has yet to publish its report) was certainly concerned with
fundamental issues and some Commons Committees were eager to seek
facts, there has been little sign that Committees wished to debate
fundamental issues in such a way that a constructive approach to :
policy could emerge or a better understanding be achieved in
Parliament of the limitations on policy and the difficulties (and
also the opportunities) which confront policy-makers in practice.

No important new sources of factual information have to my
knowledge emerged though some detailed probing of the costs of
some of our activities has brought into sharper focus information
which we already possessed. Similarly I doubt whether public
accountability has significantly changed - the PAC already
exercises a proper scrutiny of our activities: needless to say,

none of the above applies to the PAC.

The breadth and depth of topics chosen have varied immensely:

the reports issued so far relating to the work of MSC have been

of little significance. It would, I think, be preferable for
topics to be selected by Committees after discussion with Ministers

/and
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and Opposition spokesmen particularly where the work of a Committee
might serve to illuminate an area or aspect of policy which was, by
onsensus, agreed to be ripe for review. Another promising
approach - and one taken by the Employment Committee in its current
study of the activities of Government Departments in the field of
job creation - would be for Committees to study issues which cross

he boundaries between Departments. :

he quality of Committee membership has varied but overall has not
been impressive - and on occasions it has become all to evident
poth in questioning and in reports that a bi-partisan approach to
in issue has not been achieved. The power invested in Select
ommittees is great but, if I may say so, this power has not in all
ases been exercised with proper humility. ) Ry

y'officials have formed cordial felations with Committee staff who
ave been courteous and helpful. : g0l ot

o this I must add the following. An immense amount of officials'

ime at many levels has been spent on the preparation of evidence

or the various Committees with which we deal. Offiecials will

lways do what is asked of them and the work has been well done.
would all be justified if it led to greater understanding of

olicy and practice, improved accountability and a deeper insight

y all of us in MSC of our own affairs. None of this has happened
a scale (there have of course been marginal benefits) to justify

e time spent. :

p far, then, the Select Committee operation has not, in my view,

cen cost-effective. I regret this, but it may have been inevitable
the start. I strongly believe in the desirability of effective

arliamentary control of the executive and nothing I have said should

> taken as implying that I doubt the need for Committees of this

nd. On the contrary, I very much hove that they will establish
important role for themselves - and the chances must surely be

1at given time they will succeed in doing just that.
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THE REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES ggr47

In your letter of 26 June you invited me to give you my personal
view on the general effectiveness of the Departmental Select

Committees.

The Commission has so far been involved in the work of two
committees - those for Employment and Energy.- As my comments
may have some bearing on the work of both committees, I am

copying this letter to David Howells.

Although we have given evidence, both oral and written, to both
of these committees, we have so far not yet seen any reports,
and my remarks must therefore be based on a fairly limited and
incomplete experience of the work of these committees.

* The range of subjects chosen by the Employment Committee touch-
" 4ng on health and safety shows no evidence of careful thought,
‘and has included such disparate subjects as nuclear safety,

dispersal of the HSE to Bootle, and the safety of home workers.
One suspects that subjects have been chosen because of the
particular interests of members arising perhaps from political
pressures, rather than from a broad review of health and safety

issues.

We have, of course, not yet seen any results from the appointment
of Briam Harvey as adviser to the Committee. Perhaps he will in
time encourage the Committee to conduct rather more serious
investigations into the principles on which policy is based.

Our experience of the Energy Committee has been more favourable,
perhaps because their consideration of nuclear safety has formed
a logical and necessary part of their programme of investigation
“into the future of the nuclear power programme. 1 would however
point out that there is already some indication that the
Employment Committee regards nuclear safety as their concern
also. Because our responsibilities as you know extend across
the work of several Departments, we may increasingly find




ourselves having to give evidence on the same subject to
different committees, unless the Committee Chairmen can be
persuaded to put their heads together and prevent this kind of
overlap. This might also help to make the best use ‘of the

dimited number of members who are interested and knowledgable
about our work.

.

Yours sincerely

8{\\'. £

W J SIMPSON
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My ref: H/PSO/14779/81

Your ref:

REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter of,21 May to
Willie Whitelaw.

I entirely accept the value of your proposed review of the work of
Departmental Select Committees. However, as you suggest, the
experience of any one Department may not be typical. The Environment
Committee has been particularly unproductive and has concentrated
mostly on housing. Only three substantial reports have so far been
published on housing public expenditure and council house sales.
Despite these reservations I have endeavoured to deal with the
questions and issues in paragraphs 5 and 6 of your letter - a list

of my-responses is attached as an annex. In addition, my further
general comments on the Environment Committee are as follows.

The Committee's decision to consider the housing implications of the

" Expenditure White Papers was sensible. However, their other enquiries
have not been well-chosen. The Council house sales enquiry was badly
timed and too contentious. It was only narrowly approved (by a
majority of one) after a gap of nearly a year from the Committee's
last session of oral evidence. An inordinate amount of written
evidence was requested for the private rented sector enquiry which
will be out of date by the time it is followed up. The West Midlands
enquiry was unwieldy and in the end of little importance.

In addition the Environment Committee's work has failed as yet to
produce any significant benefits in terms of more informed debates,
good new evidence from other sources or recommendations that might
assist with the development of better policies - all of which I
would welcome. The scope of its enquiries has been too narrow, and
their pace too slow to earn it the role of 'eyes and ears' of the
House as anticipated by the Procedure Committee. It has therefore
little to show for itself in any direction. ;

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours..

Tows ?\'Aurdkj
0P Chorn n»«\

MICHAEL HESELTINE
(agreed by the Secretary of State
and signed in his absence)




paragraph 5

i) How far has the establishment of the Committees improved
Parliamentary control over the executive?

The Environment Committee has had only a marginal influence on the
Department's activities: this cannot have contributed significantly
to an 'improved Parliamentary control'.

ii) To what extent have the Committee's reports and published -
evidence resulted in better informed discussion in Parliament
and elsewhere?

Only three substantial reports (on the housing implications of the
1980 and 1981 expenditure White Papers and on council house sales)
have been published by the Environment Committee and it is doubtful
that these will result in any better informed discussions.

iii) Have the Committees brought to light significant new sources

of factual information that have been of value to Departments in
taking policy decisions?

No new sources of any value have emerged: the Department is the main
source of housing data and much of the material used by the Environment
Committee had already been published. :

iv) What evidence is there that the Committee's reports led

directly or indirectly to important measures which would not have
been taken otherwise?

No important measures have been prompted by any of the reports. The
recommendations of the recent Council House Sales report, despite a
comprehensive analysis, are mainly limited to proposals for further
reviews, monitoring and research,




v) Has the public accountability of Departments to the Committee
led to improved officials performance?

No.

paragraph 6

i) How far have the advantages of improved Parliamentary Control
or scrutiny justified the additional work and pressures on Minister
and officials that have been entailed?

As 'improved control or scrutiny' has been negligible, no signficant
advantages have accrued and therefore the significant additional

work, especially for John Stanley and his housing officials has not
so far been Jjustified. '

. ii) Has the membership of the Committees been too limited?

There is no case for expanding the membership beyond 11.

iii) How far has their choice of subjects for enquiry made the
best use of time and resources?

The Environment Committee appears to have been particularly inept

in the choice and timing of its enquiry topics: its emphasis on
housing has proved troublesome both for the Committee and for the
Department. This has been particularly true in the case of the council
house sales enquiry which dragged on for nearly 18 months amidst
rumours (proved to be correct) of strong dissent amongst committee
members,

iv) Has the level of support staff proved appropriate?

It has not been the level of the Environment Committee's support'
but the kind of advisers and the way in which they have been used
that has proved to be inappropriate. The issue here is that these




paid advisers, to justify their existence, and their personal
political dispositions, can send off limitless requests for informa-
tion, statistics etc, to a Department generating a great amount

of work for officials and Ministers eg what we produced on the
private rented sector none of which has seen the light of day.
Effectively these paid advisers have far more ability to increase a
Departments workload than any backbencher who simply gets the reply

that the information cannot be made available except at disproportionate
cost. -




DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE

ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON, SE1 7PH
TELEPHONE 01-928 9222
FROM THE MINISTER OF STATE

Barney Hayhoe Esq MP

Minister of State

Civil Sexrvice Department

Whitehall

LONDON SW1i 4 Avgust 1981

Eerg

OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COMMITTEES

7
1. Thank you for copying to Mark Carlisle your letter of 10 July to Francis Pym
about arrangements for supplying Select Committees with lists of departmental
publications. I am replying in Mark's absence from the office.

2. The kind of statement you suggest is quite acceptable to me. The Education,
Science and Arts Committee receives copies of a wide range of publications
produced by my Department, including all ma jor documents, Circulars and press
releases. I have arranged for the Committee to receive copies of our publications
lists as they are issued. However, we do not provide the Committee with copies
of all documents we produce and I therefore support Francis Pym's suggestion in
his letter of 15 July that some scope for departmental discretion ought to be
preserved by the omission of the words "all" (publications) from the statement
you have in mind.

3. I am copying this letter to recipients of yours.

G

~
/ G el

BARONESS YOUNG
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OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COMMITTEES

In Keith's absence in hospital I am replying to your letter of
10, Ay to Francis Pym proposing a statement on the arrange-
ments for keeping Departmental Select Committees informed of
publications by their related Departments.

I support Francis Pym's suggestion that it would be desirable
to omit "all" from any undertaking. )

The Industry and Trade Committee seems content with the
arrangements we have made to keep it in touch with Department
of Industry publications, but I think it would contest the
implication that we have introduced special arrangements for
the Committee. The Committee does get copies of Press Notices
and we would draw publications affecting current Committee
inquiries to the attention of the Clerk, but in general the
Committee relies on the lists of publications in the
Department's published magazine "British Business", which is
available to everyone. The Committee Clerk asked us for advice
about how to keep in touch with publications almost as soon as
he was appointed and the Committee might feel that the
initiative was taken by the Committee rather than by the
Government, though that hardly seems worth arguing about.

There would be no risk though if your statement could be that
*the Government has taken steps to ensure that the Committees
are kept regularly informed of publications issued by the
Departments with which they are concerned". Or you might
prefer something like: "the Government has taken the initiative
to check arrangements in order to ensure that the Select
Committees are kept regularly informed etc."

NORMAN TEBBIT
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Fromthe Secretary of State
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OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COMMITTEES

You wrote to Francis Pym on 10 ly about a statement on the. .-
arrangements for keeping Departmental Select Committees informed
of publications by parent Departments. |

I agree with Francis Pym that it would be preferable to omit “ail"
 from any undertaking; we can never be sure that every publication
is caught up in the lists of Department of Trade publications.

Although we would draw the Trade and Industry Commlttee s attentlon'yﬁ“
partlcularly to any publlcatlon bearing on current Commltfeel*b
1nqu1r1es, the arrangement we have is that the Committee links in

to our. pre-ex1st1ng arrangements for notifying the world at large
of Dubllcatlono through the Department's mavazlne. The Commlttea
would probale object to a suggestion that we had estaollbhed '
special arrangements for it. Moreover, the Committee Clerk -
approached us about this before the Committee was off the ground,
so it may be arguable about who took the initiative in settlng up
the arrangements.

It would be more exact and safer if your statement could simply say
that "the Government has taken steps to ensure that the Committees
are kept regularly inforned of publications etec". Or, if you wani




From the Secretaryof State

to keep the idea of an initiative, perhaps you could say
like: "the Government has taken the initiative to review the
arrangements to ensure that etc". Departments will no doubt have

riswed arrangements as a result of your lettel.

I am copying this to recipients of your letter.

JOHN BIFFEN
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REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES

I have been thinking about your letter of 2LMay to. Willie WVhitelaw.
In it you indicated the intention to conduof this review at both

Ministerial and official level. The official review is, I underst:
now well under way and my Department will be responding in due cour
What follows is my response to your request for my personal commen
on the effectiveness of the Select Committee system.

My comments on the guestions you put are as follows:-

A How far has the establishment of the Committees improved
Parliamentary control over the Executive?

I consider it is too early to answer this question fully.
Committees have been more effective than Parliamentary
Questions or general debates in getting towards the root
of problems. Perhaps because the Scottish Office is not
the main functional Department in any but a few areas th
Scottish Committee has found more difficulty or shown le os
inclination to investigate in depth.

To what extent, for example, have the Committees' Reports
and published evidence resulted in better informed
discussion in Parliament and elsewhere?

There have been some specific examples of this ha DpCDlPP
but in general I am not persuaded that debates have been

better informed because of preceding interrcgation of
officials by the Committee.

Have the Committees brought to light significant new
sources of lactual information of vqluﬂ to Departments in
taking policy O“C"’lﬂﬂ“'

»r
INQ




What evidence is there that the Committee's reports
led, directly or indirectly, to important measures
which would not have bheen taken otherwise?

The Scottish Committee's report on inward investment

helped, by focusing attention on the role and record

of the Scottish Development: Agency in this activity, to

secure an organisation that might have been less

readily established otherwise, although the Select Committee's
actual recommendations would have been totally impracticable
to implement. On dispersal to Scotland -~ a still more

recent inguiry - the Committee would no doubt claim with some
Justification that they have been successful in keeping up
the pressure.

Has the public accountability of Departments to the
Committees led to improved official performance?

I see no evidence of this. Senior officials don't need

a Committee to remind them of potential Ministerial and
Parliamentary interest in any of their activities or of the
Government's political stance in Scotland. If the question
refers to uncovering error or deficiencies, the answer is
also 'No', not because I want to claim that mistakes are
never made in my Department but because I doubt whether the
Select Committee is designed to pick them up.

How far do the advantages of improved Parliamentary control
or scrutiny Justify the additional work and pressures on
Ministers and officials that has been entailed?

Here again, see my answer to D. I would like to think that
the explanation of issues and problems has been helpful in
acquamting 1% backbenchers on both sides with the realities

of public expenditure, administration, etc; but even with

the best support, the other demands made on the MPs who form
the Committee must limit the number of inquiries that they
can usefully conduct. ZExperience suggests that the most
important factor is the effort which the members are prepared
to put into the work of the Committee together with the
support they are able to recruit. In my opinion the standard
of questioning and the apparent quality of briefing of members
of the Committee has usually been deplorable. In some respects
that makes life easier for Ministers and officials appearing
before the Committee as witnesses, but it certainly does not
contribute to the usefulness of the system.

Has the membership of the Committees been too limited?

I do not think Ministers should sit on these Committees, but
the other conventions about selection of members (no Opposition
spockesmen, no PPS's) undoubtedly limit the effectiveness of

the Committees, (though it is almost certainly the Government
which benefits from this).




How far has choice of subjects for enguiry made best use
of time and resources?

The answer depends on what the Committee is trying

(or sees itself as trying) to achieve. The Scottish
Committee tends to dash about from subject to subject;

and in some cases it has held one day inquiries resulting
merely in the publication of evidence unsupported by a
report. It would have done better to attempt to cover the
range of functions of the Scottish Office systematically
instead of concentrating on politically attractive subjects.

Has the level of support staff proved appropriate?

I have no real complaints as regards the Scottish Committee.
The present Clerk and his Assistant, though mindful of their
Committee's prestige, are helpful, and we maintain close
official liaison. Qccasionally the Committee has had
difficulty in getting a suitable specialist adviser

(most recently on the inquiry into the White Paper on
Public Expenditure) but I do not think this has been
because of any lack of appreciation on the part of the
Committee or its officials of the importance of specialist
support staff. Their policy of seeking different specialists
for different inquiries is surely the right one, given the
wide range of specialisms covered by the Scottish Office.

On occasion former Scottish Office officials have been
employed as specialist advisers.

In trying to assess the effectiveness ‘of the Scottish Committee,

T ought to comment on the case for sub-Committees. The Scottish
Committee is the largest and, in terms of subject matter, probably has
the largest potential canvas to cover. Difficulties have arisen from
both these causes, and this to some extent lies behind the Committee's
request - reiterated in April in its Second Special Report - for the
power to appoint sub-Committees. The Committee says its size (for which
of course the Government is not responsible) makes it unwieldy, and its
wide area of reference requires the flexibility which sub-Committees
would bring to its method of working.

T accept that there is some force in the arguments adduced by the
Scottish Committee for the right to appoint sub-Committees.

In particudar, the very wide remit of the Committee makes it difficult
for its members to build up expertise in the subject areas with which
they are dealing. It has been suggested to me that, if the sub-
Committees were to specialise, less time would be spent as the members
femiliarise themselves with the topic of inquiry. This argument could,
of course, be applied to justify the establishment of sub-Committees
by all the Select Committees, but I recognise that the remit of the
Scolbtish Committee gives the argument particular relevance there.




With 1% members the Committee is undoubtedly unwieldy, but I do not
accept the argument that because it is too large, more work must be
taken on to justify its size. If it were to be given power to appoint
a sub-Committee and used this power in such a way that only the
sub-Committee took evidence and deliberated, that would be an
improvement on the present arrangement. But they can probably do this
anyway at the moment if they wished; and I have to accept that,
insofar as the Committee really know what they want, in seeking power
to appoint sub-Committees, they want to expend their activities in a
way which would add to the work falling on particular areas of my
Department and would do this in ways which T would not consider
acceptable unless I felt able to increase, rather than decrease,
manpower at senior levels. The creation of one or more sub-Committees
would accentuate the present uneven incidence of inquiries across the
Scottish Departments, despite the Committee's protestations to the
contrary. In any event, uneven incidence is a problem, but not the
main problem. This is the extra work created for Ministers and

senior officials, not so much in preparing initial memoranda for the
Committee, giving evidence and monitoring the conduct of the inquiry
(though the burden is greater than. the Committee allow), but more
particularly in considering reports and determining the nature of
responses, especially where co~ordination of the views of a number of
Departments 1s involved. For these reasons I do not think we should
concede the case for sub-Committees for the Scottish Select Committee.

I am copying this reply to the other recipients of your letter.

GEORGE YOUNGER
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OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COMMITTEES

Thank you for copying me your letter of %Q/ﬁzly to Francis Pym
about arrangements for supplying Select Committees with lists
of departmental publications.

My Departments have generally followed the practice of bringing
to the notice of the Treasury Select Committee all important and
relevant publications. (Indeed, a good deal of material is now
published by the Committee or in connection with their enquiries.)
We aim to improve on these arrangements by compiling a
comprehensive list of Treasury publications which will be
periodically updated and sent over to the Committee. Customs
and Excise and Inland Revenue already make satisfactory
arrangements. I am therefore content with the formulation

you have in mind subject to Francis Pym'g amendment and also,

I think, to the caveat you suggest about publications of a

minor routine nature.

I am copying this letter as you did.

GEOFFREY HOWE




01 211 6402

Barney Hayhoe Esq MP 23 July 1981
Minister of State

Civil Service Department

Whitehall

London SW1A 2AZ
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OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COIVIIVIITT?S

I have seen your letter of 10 July to Francis Pym about the need
to ensure that Select Committees are kept regularly informed
of publications issued by Departments.

I am very much in favour of keeping the Committees informed

and my Department makes every effort to keep the Select
Committee on Energy up to date through the regular despatch

of the Department's Press Notices and daily oress summaries., In
addition, copies of Energy Papers and of our annual "Brown Book"
on UK oil and gas developments are sent to the Committee as and
vhen they are published. But we do not send everything we
produce, and I therefore agree with Francis Pym's suggestion in
his reply of 15 July that "all" would be better omitted from

your form of words.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours,

D A R HOWELL
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OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COMMITTEE

You copied to me your letter of ;Bﬁé'July to Francis Pym
prepared to undertake

proposing that the Government should Ye
that individual Departments will keep their Select Committees
regularly informed of all publications they issue. I have noted
Francis' view about giving hostages to fortune: I too have
reservations.

As my Private Secretary has already mentioned in earlier
correspondence, the range and number of publications of my
Department are very much greater than that of any other Department,
covering fg; example technical publications of interest to the
defence indﬁstry, reporég_EZEIEEEEEfﬁy R&D establishments, documents
produced for the Armed Services, and hydrographic charts. The

compilation of lists and their regular up-dating, would involve
additional effort, and cost, which I think could be better directed.
Each Committee's requirements are different and I can see
no advantage in proffering further servi vhich - certainly
in the case of tﬁ;‘5EfEﬁEE”CBﬁ@EEEE;—:yigii:iot been requested.
A general undertaking is likely to lead to wasteful practices of
the sort we as a Government are trying to eliminate.
I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, the other
members of the Cabinet, the Chief Whip and to Sir Robert

Armstrong. )
qzs\u.ﬂ €150,

&y

ohn ‘tt

Barney Hayhbe Esq MP
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OPEN GOVERNMENT: SELECT COMMITTEES

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter of 10th July to

Francis Pym about supplying Select Committees with lists of
departmental publications.

The practice in my Department has been to supply our Committee
with the more significant MAFF publications as they appear.
However, I am arranging that in future the Committee will be
sent in addition our departmental catalogues of publications as
they are issued. The kind of statement you have in mind to mak
would therefore be acceptable to me.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, members
of the Cabinet, the Chief Whip and Sir Robert Armstrong.

PETER WALKER
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You wrote to me on lg/guly proposing that the Government should
be in a position to say that arrangements have been established
to ensure that select committees are kept regularly informed

of all publications issued by the Department they are marking.

I agree with what you propose. As you point out, however, we
might be giving an unnecessary hostage to fortune if we
unreservedly undertook to inform select committees of "all" such
publications. Some scope for departmental discretion to
exclude items unlikely to be of interest would seem desirable.

Perhaps "all" might simply be omitted in any undertaking.

I am copying this to the recipients of yours.

W~

/

s

FRANCIS PYM

Barney Hayhoe, Esqg, MP

Minister of State for the
Civil Service Department

Whitehall

LONDON
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You may recall my correspondence with Christopher Pricel"”

earlier in the year, about facilities to enable the public
in general to know what Government publications are
available.

In the debate on 6 February on Frank Hooley's Freedom of

Information Bill, I emphasised the significance of the
departmental Select Committees in the context of our policy
of open government. I think it would be a further step
forward if we were in a position to say that the Government
has taken the initiative in establishing arrangements to
ensure that the Select Committees are kept regularly informed
of all publications issued by the departments with which they
_are concerned. —

I understand that a number of departments already supply their
Committees periodically with lists of their publications (as
well as, of course, drawing special attention to those of major
immediate interests. However, each Committee is different,

and there are also substantial variations in the range of
individual departments' publications. Any arrangements made,
and any statement about them, will need to reflect these
differences. It may be necessary, for example, to refer to
"all publications, other than those of a minor routine nature".
And it must be for individual colleagues' Judgement how
frequently the information should be brought up to date.

Unless, however, you or any of those to whom this letter is
copied see any insuperable difficulties, I think it, would be
very helpful if the Government were in a position to make the
kind of statement that I have outlined. I would not suggest
any special announcement, but the point might be brought out
on the next occasion when either open govermment, or Select
Committees, are discussed in Parliament.




I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister,
members of the Cabinet, the Chief Whip and Sir Robert Armstrong.




© RESTRICTED

SECRETARY 'OF STATE FOR ENERGY
THAMES HOUSE SOUTH
MILLBANK LONDON SWiP 40U
TELEPHONE: O]-21] 3000

01 211 6402

The Rt Hon Francis Pym MC MP , :
nggggé%gi of the Duchy of 4 June 1981
Privy Council Office

Whitehall

London

SW1A 2AT

.

'/,55(22\ %g:ﬁﬁ—uuﬂ

~—

REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES

‘Thank you for copying to me your lettef of 21 May to Willie Whitelaw.

I certainly welcome the review of Departmental Select Committees
which you have in mind. I think the new Select Committees have

a potentially valuable role to play. But if our experience with

the Energy Committee is at all typical, the Committees still have a
great deal to learn and it will be some time before they achieve the
objectives which Parliament had in mind when they were set up. 5

The Energy Committee devoted almost the whole of last year to its
inquiry into the Government's proposed nuclear power programme and
has consequently had little or no time to exercise its scrutiny and
monitoring role. More recently, the Committezhas been investigating
Industrial Energy Pricing,- and has now launched into 0il Depletion
Policy and Energy Conservation = all highly toplcal issues. But it
has so far been a bit slow to respond: there is usually a long delay
between the taking of evidence and the issue of the final report.

In the case of Energy prlclng, for example, evyents have been moving
so quickly that there is a danger that the Committee's Report will
be out of date before it is even published.

The Energy Committee has in my view had little influence on policy |
and decision making. - I do not think the Nuclear Inquiry report :
presented any new facts, although it might have influenced attitudes
within the Department. The inquiry brought to*light a rather wider
range of views than was prev1ously available to us, which has been
helpful in causing us to look again at certain aspects of our. pollcy
"to ensure that 1t is. stlll soundly based. .




More generally, the Energy Committee has so far tended to put

the Department "in the dock" as it were and to concentrate on
testing out on us the views (and prejudices!) of various pressure
groups without always subjecting our critics or the alternative
courses of action they put forward to the same vigorous scrutiny.
From our experience, the Committees must develop a more balanced
and objective approach to their investigations if they are to
succeed in promoting better informed discussion in Parliament and
outside. : :

An undoubtedly worrying feature of the new system of Select
Committees is the additional work which its activities have generated
for staff in my Department. For small 'policy' Department such as
ours, this imposes a real burden on resources which are already
overstretched. \ . ; e

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.

D A R Howell ' J C(/\)
; ; Tm— :
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
- 01-233 3000

9 June 1981

The Rt. Hon. Francis Pym, MC., MP.,
Chahcellor of the Duchy of Lancaster

B

REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES

Thank you for sending me a copy of your Zk’May letter to
Willie Whitelaw.

The idea of a review is a good one and the Treasury will

obviously be ready to co-operate in the official level study
which, I understand, will be launched shortly. I shall want

to have some discussion with colleagues here before I give you

my own views - which may well cover some of the practical

issues as well as the interesting wider questions you mention.

I would hope to let you have my views later this month if at all
possible so that you can get an assessment together for September.

I am copying this letter to all members of H Committee, to other

Ministers in charge of Departments, the Attorney General and Sir
Robert Armstrong.

GEOFFREY HOWE
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REVIEW OF WORK OF DEPARTMENTAL SELECT COMMITTEES /9z¥249/

15 The Departmental Select Committees have now been established
for about eighteen months. That, of itself, suggests that it would
be useful to make some assessment of their work. There are two
other reasons why I think we need to do so over the next three or
four months. First, I expect that the House will wish to debate
the work of the Committees either during the spillover in October
or fairly early in the new session. We need to have formed a
Government view before such a debate, considered any changes that
we might wish to propose to the House and decided how to respond

to the pressures from the Committees, particularly the pressure

for the establishment of more sub-committees. Second, it seems
likely that the present Select Committee on Supply Procedure, which
still hopes to report before the recess, will propose that the
departmental Committees should have increased powers as part of
improved procedures for the scrutiny of the estimates.

28 The purpose of this letter, therefore, is to let you know
how I have it in mind to collect some of the material needed for
a general assessment of the work of the departmental Select
Committees, and, second, to seek your help and that of other
colleagues in making the assessment.

3. In the first instance I have asked officials to bring together
such factual material as is readily available to departments and to
the House authorities. This includes information about the number
of enquiries undertaken, the scale of official evidence, the number
of Government replies, etc. As regards costs, CSD have, as you
‘know, made a broad assessment of departmental costs and you might

be interested to see the attached table showing some of the expenses
incurred by Select Committees in the 1979-80 session. The second
table gives the number of Committee meetings in that session and

the attendance records of members. -

The Rt Hon William Whitelaw CH MC MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department

RESTRICTED
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4. Second, I am asking for departments to be consulted, at
official level, about their experiences of working with the new
Committees and about any particular problems which have arisen.
No doubt these official comments will be submitted to Ministers.
Beyond that, however, I should be very grateful if you and other
colleagues could let me know your personal views on the general
effectiveness of the Committees in achieving the objectives which
we had in mind in supporting their establishment. I recognise
that different people have inevitably seen the purpose of the
Committees in different ways and that the Committees themselves
have differed in their interpretation of their role. Indeed,
one conclusion we may come to is that no generalisations apply
equally to all the fourteen committees.

5. Nevertheless, I suggest that the primary question is how

far the establishment of the Committees has improved Parliamentary
control over the executive. To what exftent, for example, have the
Committees' reports and published evidence resulted in better

informed discussion in Parliament and elsewhere? Have they

brought to light significant new sources of factual information

that has been of value to Departments in taking policy decisions?

What evidence is there that their reports led, directly or indirectly,
to important measures which would not have been taken otherwise? -
Has the public accountability of Departments to the Committees led

to improved official performance?

6. We have to form some assessment - recognising that opinion in
the House and in informed academic circles may well form a different
assessment - on how far the advantages of improved Parliamentary.
control or scrutiny have justified the additional work and pressures
on Ministers and officials that has been entailed. Other general
issues on which you may like to comment are whether the membership
of the Committees has been too limited; how far, in your view,
their choice of subjects for enquiry has made the best use of time
and resources; and whether the level of support staff has proved
appropriate.

s I hope you do not think this somewhat formidable list of
questions adds unreasonably to colleagues' burdens at a very busy
time of the year, but I would like to be able to bring some
considered and informed assessment before colleagues in September.

8 I am copying this letter to all members of H Committee, to
other Ministers in charge of departments, the Attorney General

and Sir Robert Armstrong.
* N lfﬁ‘
FRANCIS PYM

5 -
RESTRICTED
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CHANCELLOR OF THE DUCHY OF LANCASTER
68 Whitehall London SWIA 2AT
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COMMITTEE IMEETINGS 1979-80

Nos. of Percentage
meetings attendance

Agriculture 24 &4

Deferce 43 75

Eduzation é&c. 45 79

Employment 52 ; 74

Energy ) 55 77

Environment 57 69

Foreign Affairs 34 81

OD Sub-Committee 27 87

Home Affairs 32 21

R R & I Sub-Committee 91

Industry & Trade 84

Scottish Affairs : 5 &7

Social Services 78

Transport 73

Treasury & CS 92

‘T & CS Sub-Committee ; 75

Welsh Affairs 82

European Legislation &c.

PCA

PAC

Selection

Sound EBEroadcasting

Statutory Instruments
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Rt Hon Francis Pym g

Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster
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 SELECT COMMITTEE REQUESTS

In Geoffrey Howe's absence abroad, I a eﬁlying to your letter
of May in reply to his letter of Aprll. I have also seéen
a copy of Mark Carlisle's letter of 11 May. '

I am glad we are agreed that the normal procedure in dealing with
requests from Select Committees to departments other than those
they mark sheuld be to send in a consolidated reply from the lead
department. I am sure this is necessary to minimise the risk of -
crossed wires between departments. I had hoped we might persuade
the Committees themselves to work through their lead department.
However, I accept your judgment that now is not the time to make
a formal approach to the Liaison Committee, though this is a
possibility we shall have to keep in mind should be encounter
difficulties in getting committees to accept consolidated replies.
In the meantime I am grateful for your’ proposal to mention the ’
Treasury's particular difficulties to Edward du Cann. We can but
hope that he will be able to influence his fellow Committee
chairmen.

Mark Carlisle has emphasised that, to a considerable extent, it

is within our own hands to ensure that the Government does not
inadvertently speak with more than one voice in its dealings with
Select Committees. There will undoubtedly be occasions (though we
should seek to minimise them) where departments other than the .lead
department will be required to submit evidence directly to one
Select Committee or another. In those instances not only should
we ensure proper consultation with the lead department before
submitting evidence but we must particularly beware of Committees
intruding on the sensitive area of interdepartmental discussions.

Copies of this letter go to other members of thé Cabinet and to

Sir Robert Armstrong. :
: \1\, s

LEON BRITTAN

)

b it
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12 May 1981
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You wrote to me on 11 May about Geoffrey Howe's letter to me
of 16 April concerning instances where Deparimental select
commitiees seek evidence Irom Departments other than the one
they mark.

As you will have seen from my reply to Geoiffrey Howe of 14 May,
I agree that in cascs where a select committee approaches more
than one Department for evidence in connection with a particular
enquiry we should normally seek to reply in the form of a
co-ordinated reply with a single Department in the lead and
responsible for ensuring the overall consistency of the reply.

I am confident that Departimental Liaison Officers are alert to
this problem. As you point out, however, difiiculties can arise
if it is not apparent from a select committee request for evidence
that more than one Department has been approached. The House
authorities have been reminded informally of the Government's
concern in this matter, and I hope that Clerks will in future
remind their committees in such cases that each Department needs
to know which others have been approached for memoranda.

I am sending copies of this to the recipients of your letter.

FRANCIS PYM

The Rt Hon Mark Carlisle QC MP

Secretary of State for Education and Science
Elizabeth House

York Road
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Private Secretary to
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PRIME MINISTER

Several Departments have expressed con-
cern about the continuing volume of work
required for Select Committees. The
Chancellor is particularly anxious to limit
the number of occasions on which several
Departments are asked for evidence on matters
in which they do not take the lead. The
Treasury is, naturally, the main victim of
this practice.

You should perhaps be aware of the attached
exchange of correspondence. The Chancellor
asked the Leader of the House to suggest that
the Liaison Committee should try to achieve
some limiting of this practice, but Mr. Pym

hopes to achieve some improvement by more

S—

informal approaches.

—_—_—/

i

15 May 1981




Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster 14 Lda.y 1981

(Z)ZO‘ @w&uj
)
You wrote to me on-&ﬁ/xiril about the problems which could
arise, particularly for the Treasury, if Departmental

select committees made a practice of asking for evidence from
Departments other than those they mark.

I share your concern over this and I appreciate that the
Treasury, in particular, is vulnerable to demands from the
committees that mark other Departments. Of course, there
are bound to be instances where a committee must inevitably
seek evidence from more than one Department. But I am sure
it is right, as you suggest, that, wherever possible, a
consolidated reply should be sent in by the lead Department.

On the other hand, I have considerable misgivings as to whether
a formal approach to the Liaison Committee to introduce the
guidelines you suggest might not have the opposite effect

to what we want. In strictness, the Liaison Committee has no
formal power over the Departmental committees, who can each
independently interpret their terms of reference and decide
from whom they wish to seek evidence. If we ask the Liaison
Committee to impose new guidelines, the committees might well
close ranks against what they might regard as an attempt by the
Government to limit their methods of enquiry. In any case each
committee is bound to be suspicious of any other committee which
appears to be encroaching on its territory. To that extent we
can reasonably rely on the committees acting to some extent as
a check on each other in this respect.

I would prefer therefore, at least at this stage, and unless, for
example, committees persistently refuse to accept consolidated
replies, to avoid making a formal approach to the Liaison Committee.

Cont.../
The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe, QC, MP
Chancellor of the Exchequer
Treasury
Parliament Street




I understand that officials have already taken up informally
with the Clerk of Committees the need - where a committee has
asked more than one Department for evidence - for the committee
to ensure that each Department knows which others have been
asked for memoranda. I hope that this will lead to more
consistent practice by committees in this respect. In
addition I would propose to seek an opportunity to mention

to Edward du Cann the Treasury's particular concern that
committees should not make a standard practice of asking for
Treasury evidence unless there is a clear necessity for them
tordol'so.

I am sending copies of this to the recipients of your letter.

novs M

jmﬂ‘\

FRANCIS PYM

(-




DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE

ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SE! 7PH
TELEPHONE 01-928 9222
FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

The Rt Hon Francis Pym MCMP

Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster

Privy Council Office

Whitehall

LONDON SW1A 2AT || May 1981
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SELECT COMMITTEE REQUESTS

o
Geoffrey Howe wrote to you ont;ﬁ/gpril expressing his concern about
approaches by Select Committees to Departments other than that which
one might expect to be in the lead on a particular enquiry.

The Select Committee on Education, Science and the Arts have
recently written to the Departments of Industry and Employment
inviting them to submit memoranda, and requesting officials to give
oral evidence, on their enquiry into!the secondary school curriculum
and examinations. DES Ministers and officials are, of course, in
the lead in giving evidence on this enquiry, The Committee approached
these other Departments without informing my Department. The letter
of invitation ambiguously referred to suggestions I had made in a
totally different context at a certain stage about possible areas
of enquiry by the Committee and as an apparent justification for
their approach to these other Departments. My officials will be
holding' discussions with these colleagues to ensure the consistency
of the Government's evidence on this enquiry.

I share Geoffrey Howe's concern and support his proposal that
Committees should normally approach only their lead Department,
specifying other Departments they might wish to consult. But we
also need to act within Whitehall to reduce the risk of Government
inadvertently appearing to speak with more than one voice.




-

+ First, we need to make quite sure that the network of nominated
Departmental Liaison Officers picks up all cases where a Select"
Committee seeks evidence from a Department other than the lead
Department.

Secondly, I believe we need to be ready in particular cases to
decide whether it is appropriate for a department to agree to
submit memoranda or give oral evidence on a topic where another
Department is obviously in the lead. It will not always be easy to
distinguish those occasions where a Department is asked to comment
on policy which clearly falls within another Department's area of
responsibility (to which I believe it should not agree) from those
where a Department is asked.to judge the effect of another
Department's policy on its own area of responsibility (where I
would not see the same sort of objection). There will also be
circumstances where a particular topic is related to the
responsibilities of more than one Department. But we shall be

most likely to reach a sensible decision on this type of case if it
is agreed that when a Department is asked to submit evidence on a
subject where it is not the lead Department it should agree only
after consultation with the lead Department, the Ministers concerned
being brought in as necessary.

Copies of this letter go to other members of the Cabinet and to
Sir Robert Armstrong.

CNAAAVY e

) el

MARK CARLISLE
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29 April 1981

The Chancellor of the Duchy was recently
approached by the Speaker about the tendency
of some Ministers to turn their back on

the Chair when at the despatch-box. The
Speaker was keen to emphasise the need for
Ministers to address the Chair when speaking.

The Chancellor of the Duchy would like to
bring this matter to the notice of his
colleagues and I am therefore sending copies
of this letter to the Private Secretaries

to Members of the Cabinet. I would be
grateful if they in turn would draw it to
the attention of other Ministers in their
departments.

Copies go also to Murdo Maclean and David
Wright.

( Rl

{l&—‘-’-—" t‘ i”vk

D C R HEYHOE

Nick Sanders Esq
10 Downing Street
LONDON SW1




Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
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The Rt Hon Francis Pym MC MP
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster
Privy Council Office

Whitehall

LONDON SW1A 2AT

SELECT COMMITTEE REQUESTS ce (%1

Following our disucssion on Select Committees at Cabindf
last Thursday I understand that you will try to speak to
Edward du Cann in the near future. I think it would be
timely if you could engage him, qua Chairman of the
Liaison Committee, on a particular point that has been
causing difficulty not only for the Treasury but for
other Departments as well.

You may recall that our settled policy has been that
approaches from Select Committees should be fielded where
possible by the lead Department which would then be
responsible, in consultation with other Departments as
appropriate, for presenting a unified Government response.
Apart from the desirability of avoiding the unnecessary
work entailed in individual Departments liaising with
different Committees, we must aim to preserve the unity

of Government policy and minimise the risk of (no doubt
unintended) differences in tone and approach being
presented to Committees on the same subject .by different
Departments. The Committees themselves will certainly be
looking out for these, particularly in cases where they
think they can detect an inter departmental dispute. A
further particular consideration on my part, of course,

is concern to ensure that the Treasury are not deluged

by requests from other Committees on the grounds that in
some sense the Treasury have an interest in almost anything
they happen to be.enquiring into.

/0ver the past year




Over the past year the Treasury have several times been
approached by other Committees. I wrote to Norman.St John
Stevas about this on 12 March and 29 May last year. But

it was then clear that an approach to the Liaison Committee
to urge that Select Committees should normally deal with
the Government only through their own Departmental counter-
parts would not be appropriate. However, I suggested that
requests to the Treasury from Select Committees other than
the Treasury Committee itself should be handled as far as
possible by the Department in the lead in consultation with
the Treasury.

The arrangements have not worked too badly. However during
the last month we have received a deluge of new requests -
from the Energy, Employment and Industry and Trade
Committees. (I understand that the Employment Committee
have, in fact, written in similar terms to a large number
of other Departments.) This seems to mark a worrying new
pattern and one that threatens to generate a great deal of
additional work in time-consuming inter-Departmental
discussions as to how particular requests are to be handled.
In the event my officials have so far referred both the
Energy and Industry and Trade Committees to the lead
Departments with a view to-their preparing the Government’s
response in consultation with the Treasury. The Energy
Committee have accepted this but we await the Industry

and Trade Committee's reaction.

The Employment Committee's requests may prove more difficult
to handle since the Treasury are only one of many

Departments approached. The Committee appear to have

written round to various Departments essentially to ascertain
how employment considerations impinge on their activities

and decisions. My officials are suggesting that if possible
a unified Government response should be presented through

the Department of Employment. But it is not yet clear
whether this will prove feasible. We may find ourselves
putting in at least some separate Departmental responses.

In this event we shall certainly want to avoid the impression
getting around that this will constitute the normal
Government reaction in such cases.

I doubt whether we should either want to or, indeed, prove
able to suggest formal guidelines governing Departmental
responses to Select Committee requests of the type discussed
above. But if our informal procedures of consultation between

/Departments are not




Departments are not to break down under the strain of
divergent and unco-ordinated Committee requests it would
be helpful if we could provide at least some informal
guidance to the Liaison Committee about the best way to
approach Departments.

The main thrust of our guidance should, I think, be that
Committees should wherever possible approach only their
lead Department specifying, if they wish, other Departments
they would like to be consulted. If they followed this
advice they would not lose anything (since, after
considerable effort on our part, this is what they
generally get now anyway) and the task of co-ordinating
the Government's response would become an easier, more
orderly and more efficient one. If approaches to other
Departments seem to them absolutely unavoidable, they
should also make clear to any Department approached which
other Departments are similarly being approached.

Of course, we shall need to present this to Edward du Cann
in a positive light in view of the Liaison Committee’'s
sensitivity to any suggestion that the Government are
trying to restrict Select Committees' access to information.
You will no doubt have your own views on how this might best
be done. But might I suggest that you might emphasise to
du Cann that the Committees gain nothing from the present
practice since, even if replies originate from different
Departments, there is no question of playing off Departments
~against each other. We are bound to present a unified
Government response. Moreover, a more systematic approach
by the Committees could work to their benefit: showering
the Government with unco-ordinated approaches and requests
is a waste of time and effort which might be better spent
actually trying to answer the Committees' request.

I hope you will see your way to pursuing this with Edward

du Cann. Although it is only one aspect of our relations
with the Committee, it has to be seen in the context of the
total burden placed on Government which has been particularly
heavy here in the last few weeks. You may not wish on this
occasion to mention the wider question of the overall burden
of work entailed by the Committees. But it is, of course,
the background to the concerns I express in this letter. It
seems to me that wherever possible we must seek to lighten
the load and the Committees, in their own interests as well
as ours, should be asked to help us to do so.

In view of our discussions yesbtexrday in Cabinet, I am copying
this to Cabinet colleagues and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

j/,,/

GEOFFREY HOWE




14 April 1981

Thank you for your letter of 8 April about the
recommendations in the second and fourth reports of the
Select Committee on Education, Science and Arts.

The Prime Minister has seen the proposed response, and
in particular the section dealing with the recommendation
about Ministerial responsibility for information policy.

She is content that this should now be published as
a White Paper.

I am sending copies of this letter to Nick Huxtable

(Chancellor of the Duchy's Office), David Wright (Cobkinet
Office) and Jim Buckley (Lord President's Office).

M. A. PATTISON

Misg Mary Giles,
Department of Education and Science.




i i Elizabeth H York Road
Department of Education and Sclence L apan. kTS

Office of Arts and Libraries /4 N m 6" Telegrams Avristides London SE1

From the Minister for the Arts o Tel: 01-928 9222
Y showid S, ' pdrlicudan,
/zm 7~ 7 an monss Lacil

C A Wl}itmore_Esq M / a{wa /‘mﬂ
Principal Private Secretary

10 Downing Street ; :ﬁ e Cz nd ‘ /
mNDSKnlng ree ( W & ; : OKﬁL (/“« é—

S April 1981
zmd dq/ﬁa. 6 ,
42§¢z, évﬁéuéi /e;Acaf

W,

The Second and Fourth Reports of the Select Committeeson Education, Science and
Arts contained conclusions and recommendations concerning a number of matters
relating to the British Iabrary end to Government policy in respect of library
and information services. woince the Fourth Report was published last October,
we have been considering, with the other interested Departments, the form of the
Government reply.

I now attach a draft of the reply proposed by Mr Channon after consultation with
other Ministers concerned; he would like to publish it as a White Paper as soon
as possible, in view of the time which has elapsed since the Fourth Report was
published, and I write to seek yourauthorisaetion for this. We do not consider
it necessary for any special arrangements to be made for the reply to be debated
in the House.

Mr Channon &grees with the Select Committee that the handling of information,

and the provision of access to it, is of importance to all aspects of society,

and to our economic well-being, and that this importance is becoming widely
recognised. The reply proposes a modest step forward in dealing with these issues,
but it may be necessary to consider further steps later.

I am copying this letter and the draft reply to the Chief Press Secretary and to
the Private Secretaries to the Leader of the House and the Secretary to the Cabinet.
I am also copying it to the Private Secretaries to members of the Cabinet, for
information.

s s

MISS M§E GILES
Private''Secretary




INFORMATION STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL IN THE
BRITISH LIBRARY SERVICE

Observations by the Government on the Second and Fourth Reports
from the Select Committee on Education, Science and Arts

Session 1979-80

Introduction

1. In their Second and Fourth Reports of the 1979-80 Session the
Select Committee reached conclusions and made recommendations
concerning a number of matters relating to the British Library
and to the storage and retrieval of information. The Government
have given careful consideration to these conclusions and
recommendations.

Second Report

Conclusion

That the services provided by the British Library to its users at

home and abroad will substantially and rapidly deteriorate unless
a decision is taken very quickly to proceed with phase 1 of the
new building. '

5. The Government announced on 28 November 1980 that a start
would be made on this scheme as soon as possible.

Fourth Report

Recommendation

The problem of the implications for copyright of the new technology
should be treated with the necessary urgency

%3, As the Committee have stated, the responsibility for copyright
matters rests primarily with the Department of Trade. It is the
view of that Department that the copyright issues raised in ‘the




Select Committee's Report can only be dealt with satisfactorily
within the context of the overall review of copyright law which is
now in progress. These issues will be discussed in a Green Paper
shortly to be issued by the Department. The Government share the
Select Committee's view that the development of information provision
should not be hampered by copyright problems; the matter will be
examined urgently by the Office of Arts and Libraries in consultation
with other Departments and organisations concerned, and with the

help of the Library Advisory Council.

Recommendation

The report on the future development of libraries at present being
prepared by the Library Advisory Council (England) should be
published as expeditiously as possible to aggigt the achievement

of a national library policy

4, The Council hopes to submit its next report on this subject in
a few months' time. The report will be published as expeditiously
as possible.

Recommendation

The issues concerning the relationship between the cooperative
library groups and the British Library should be given renewed
attention by the parties concerned, and should be a subject for
consideration by the network advisory commission which we recommend
below

5. The Cooperative Libraries Group has been wound up and a new

body, the Cooperative Automation Group, has been formed whose
membership includes the British Library, the library automation
cooperatives, the Standing Conference of National and University
Libraries, the Library Association, the Committee of Polytechnic
Libraries and ASLIB. Its terms of reference are broadly to secure
the most effective articulation of the services provided by the
British Library and the library automation cooperatives and of the
plans for future development of these services. Progress so far
has been promising; among other developments the British Library has




reviewed its policy in respect of royalties on computerised
bibliographic records and henceforth will make no charge for

the copying and re-use of these records by individual libraries,
groups of libraries or bodies supplying services to libraries,
subject to certain conditions being satisfied by those organisations.

Recommendation

An automated information network system should be developed, and

coordinated on a national basis

6. The various automated information services that already exist,
or are being developed, are evolving in response to specific
information needs in particular fields or sectors of the economy.
As the Select Committee recognises, different methods and
approaches will be appropriate to meet different needs, and one
essential requirement is that means should exist to link the
various services into a system which permits ready movement by
users between one service and another. In some instances the
linkages are best provided centrally, in others the adoption of
flexible arrangements by the user may be more efficient and
economical. In either case the development of appropriate

computer programs (software) is possibly the most important

factor in achieving the necessary interconnection, and a good deal
of effort is already being devoted to this with the support of the
departments primarily interested in the fields concerned. The
British Library has a general interest in watching and encouraging
this process, and the Office of Arts and Libraries intends to take
up with the departments and interests concerned any serious
difficulties identified by the Library so as to ensure that
special attention is given to them without delay.

Recommendation

As soon as possible the Government should appoint a Minister of

Cabinet rank to take responsibilities for information policy, and

should provide him with the necessary staff, as far as possible by
appropriate secondments from within Whitehall departments




7. The term "information policy" is very wide and has no precise
definition. In the context of this reply to the Select Committee,
it is taken to exclude policy on such matters as the arrangements
for the presentétlon of Government policy and access to official

I —
records.

8. The Government intend to follow as far as is practicable this
principle running through the Select Committee's report, that
libraries and information services should be regarded as a single
area of concern. While many such services have grown up within
libraries or sprung from them, others have developed more directly
from the special needs of user institutions, for example in respect
of scientific and technological information. Government responsibilit
for services of the latter kind clearly ought to remain closely
linked to that for the related technological services. A number
of departments are ian;veaj-includzhg the Department of Industry
where the Prime Minister has designated a Minister of State to be

responsible for information technology. It would therefore be

P

inappropriate to concentrate executive responsibility in the hands
of one Minister. Close consultation will however be required

between the Ministers and Departments concerned on policy for the
development and operation of both kinds of information service.

9. In the view of the Government any national policy on information
services must be of a very general and flexible kind, allowing the
maximum freedom to individual departments to maintain and develop
services for particular groups of users in the most appropriate

way and in the light of a close knowledge of users needs and the
information resources available. It foltows that individual
Ministers must remain free to take whatever decisions they consider
necessary in their parﬁzgﬁlar fields. To the extent that it may

be necessary from time to time for an initiative to be taken on a
matter not within a defined Departmental interest the Government
will look to the Minister for the Arts to raise the matter with
those of his colleagues who appear to have an actual or potential
interest in the matter so that appropriate action can be taken.

In order to provide the Minister for the Arts with expert advice




in this respect, steps are being taken to supplement the services
of the professional staff of the Office of Arts and Libraries.

Recommendation

The Government should set up as a matter of urgency a Standing
Commission representative of the wide range of interests concerned
with the provision of information particularly by telematic means,

to example on a continuing basis the problems of developing a
national information network, to formulate national requirements,

to relate them to international developments, to investigate possible
solutions, and to make proposals for their implementation by

appropriate bodies.

10. The Government accept that authoritative advice from those
concerned with the provision of information, together with a
continuing examination of the relevant problems, are essential

to ensure a properly-considered Government approach to the future
of information services. It would not be appropriate, in the

view of the Government, to establish for this purpose a new and
separate body dealing only with information services. The Library
Advisory Council for England, which already advises the Minister
for the Arts on a wide range of matters in the library and
information fields, and is engaged on an urgent study of future
development problems including those of cooperation and the use of
new technology, appears to the Government to be capable of adaptation
to provide comprehensive advice on the functions now under
discussion. The Government intend therefore to review, and extend
as appropriate the membership and functions of the Library Advisory
Council. Its title will be changed to reflect more fully the

range of its functions. The Council will be encouraged to establish
machinery for expert consideration of special problems in the
information field. Its work will be complementary to that of the
Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee on Scientific and Technical
Information, which has a particular concern for specialised
information advisory services both within and outside Government,
in the areas of interest of member Departments. The Committee will




be encouraged to extend its concern to services other than those
provided by Government, within the areas of interest of member
Departments. Arrangements for considering matters in this field
on a coordinated United Kingdom basis where necessary are being
discussed between the Departments concerned.
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Dapartment of Education and Science .
Elizabeth House York Road
London SE1 7PH
Telegrams Aristides London SE1 ‘/

Telephone 01-828 9222 ext ’Z,kkgﬁz ﬁ1j

E B C Osmotherly, Esq.,
Civil Service Department,
. Whitehall,

London, SoW.l.

13%th March 1981

Do ledsmreani

SELECT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND THE AKRTS: SCIENCE SESSICN ON
25th MARCH 1981 :

I now attach two copies of the supplementary briefing which we have prepared,
and vhich is going into Mr Neil Macfarlane's week-end box.

I think a good deal of the material covers, in fact - and this arises from
all the indications we have had of the Committee's main sphere of interest -
matterse in the field of the machinery of government broadly defined; and I
should be very grateful for your careful scrutiny accordingly. Perhaps I
might ask you also to be good enough to obtain any clearance that may be
necessary from Sir Ian Bancroft's office. As you know, I was present when
he gave evidence to the Lords Sub-Committee on Science and Government on
25th February; and I think I have substantially followed the lines of his
evidence. Where, in one or two specific instances, I have wentured to go a
little further, it has been with the intention of putting Mr Macfarlane into
a poscition of being able to give some genuinely new information without breaking
any con¥eptions or reticences which really matter. But no doubt you will
tell me if I have erred.

And so, I hope, will D. J. Wright, in Sir Robert Armstrong's office, to whom
a copy of this letter and the briefing also go, so far as the Cabinet Office
angle is concerned. y

In addition, copies go to Nick Sanders at No. 10; to John Aghworth at the
CPRS ~ with grateful acknowledgment {ox, in particular, the material on
foreign comparisons, which is largely drawn from his briefing for Bancroit;
and to Perry Goodman at the Department of Industry.

We are having a briefing meeting with Mr Macfarlane on Wednesday, 18th March,
at % pm; s0 a line or word on the telephone before then would obviously be
most helpful. I will on the other hand take silence as denoting no comment.
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SCESA Session on Science, 25th March 1981

SUPPLEMENTARY BRIEFING

General

The Parliamentary Secretary and DES officials will be joined at the Committee's

session by Mr Norman Tebbit, Minister of State with responsibility for (inter
alia) research and development matters in the Department of Industry, and D.I.
officials. A copy of the D.I. memorandum for the Select Committee, is attached

for the Parliamentary Secretary's information. ZZhnex AA7

Focus on the supplementary briefing

S The indications are that interest among members of the Select Committee
may concentrate on Section F of our memorandum (paragraph 22 onwards) on the
organisation and co-ordination of scientific research within the U.K. Government
machine. The main part of the following nqtes is therefore directed to
specific points which may be raised on that Section; but there are also some

other notes.




(i)

Qc

¥Why is there no longer a specific nen-departmental Minister

performing the co-ordinating role in relation to science policy

which was undertaken by the Lord Privy Seal in the previous

adninistration?

ZF.B. Some members of the Committee may be misled by an erroneous
organisation chart produced in the Science Section of the House of
Commons Library into believing that the Lord President (as the
Senior Minister in charge of the Civil Service Bepartment, still

performs this functionlé7

The organisation of the machinery of government on this, as on other,
matters, is essentially one for each administration, and more
particularly each Prime Minister, to arrange as seems to it best and
most convenient.in the particular circumstances of the time. The
particular significance of the role in this matter in the previous
administration of the Lord Privy Seal was that he was a senior
non-departmental Minister, and that he had day-to-day responsibility
for the department - the Civil Service Department - which is charged
with machinery of government matters. In the present government my
right hon. Friend the Prime Minister has decided that it is
preferable that she herself should, where ultimately necessary, assume
a co-ordinating role; and of course it'is the case that, uniquely,
she adds to her ultimate responsibility for machinery of government

issues her own scientific training and expert knowledge in the field.




Your memorandum says, in paragraph 30, that no occasion for the
Prime Minister to exercise her co~urdinating function has arisen

in the nearly eighteen months gnce she announced (in October 1979)
that she was assuming it. Is it not therefore a theoretical rather
than a real function?

The fact that an occasion for my rt. hon. Friend the Prime Minister

to intervene directly in science policy matters has, as you correctly

say, not arisen in the last eighteen months is by no means an

indication that the function is not there, or is not real. It seems

to me, if I may say so with respect, rather to be an indication that

the system of departmental Ministers having each his own responsibilitie:
as described in paragraph 22 of our memorandum, is working smoothly and
well.




&

(dad) Q. I find your description of our present system, as set out in Section F
of your memorandum, distinctly complacent. Is it not, for examole,
the case that no less a figure than Lord Todd, the late President of
the Royal Society, criticized it quite strongly last December?

Zﬁ.B. A copy of Lord Todd's Anniversary Address to the Royal Society,
given on lst December 1980, at the end of his five-year period of
office as President, is at Annex B. It should be noted that Lord

Todd was Chairman of the former Advisory Council on Scientific Policy

from 1952 to 1964, and thus fully identified with earlier
organisational patternq57

I have of course studied Lord Todd's anniversary address last December
to the Royal Society with great interest. These are matters on which
it is clearly possible to have more than one view, and when Lord Todd
says - as he does - that he believes that it would be in the best
interests of science for responsibility for it and for the Research
Councils to be removed from my Department and to be transferred, with
other matters, to a senior and influential Minister without Portfolio,
then I am bound to say I disagree with him. I do so with great

respect for his eminence and for his experience - but I would add that
one major argument which Lord Todd adduces in support of his view -
namely, that science must inevitably under the present arrangements play
second fiddle to education in my Departmenty I simply do not accept.

My own specific Ministerial responsibilities in the Department which
lead me to be here before you to~day; the recent administrative
reorganisation at very senior level within the Department; and the
steadiness of the figﬁres for the Science Budget as shown in paragraph 8
of the Memorandum, at a time when there have to be substantial cuts
acrose the whole of educational expenditure, all, to me, bear clear

witness to the contrary.




(iv)

Qo

Is not there a strong argument for reviving - as Lord Todd's

Anniversary address to the Royal Society last December indeed
implied - the office of Chief Scientific Adviser to the Government?

I know that this is quite a widely held view. But I think that patterns
of organisation must have regard to the individuals and personalities who
have to operate them as well as to formal frameworks and structures; and
one has then to draw what may from time to time be the most suitable
balance. And so I would merely say that I think that wpat seemed most
apt to the contribution which Lord Zuckerman made as Chief Scientific
Adviser between 1964 and 1971, and then his successor, Sir Alan Cottrell,
between 1971 and 1974, would not necessarily be most suitable to the
circumstances of 1981. Indeed, it seems to me noteworthy that, even as
long ago as 1974, the decision was taken to replace Sir Alan not by
another Chief Scientific Adviser but by a Deputy Secretary, in the
Cabinet Office (Dr Robert Press) responsible for Science and Technology.




But Dr Press was replaced on his retirement in 1976 by the Chief
Scientist in the Central Policy Review Staff at only Under Secretary
level; and now it has just been announced that that individual,

Dr John Ashworth, is to become Vice-Chancellor of the University of
Salford. As far as the advice to the Government is concerned, is it
not down-hill all the way?

I don't think you should assume that at all. I think that the
contribution which a particular individual can make in these matters

is much more related to his abilities, experience and knowledge than

to his formal position or rank or grade. But, that said, let me pay

a sincere tribute to the work done by Dr Ashworth since his appointment
in 1976. I am delighted that it has been recognized by his
appointment to the Vice-Chancellorship of a major new university such
as Salford. I am sure that it will not be easy to replace him
adequately at the CPRS.




Other countries, in particular France, Germany and Japan, have
Ministries of Science and/or Technology. We used to have a Ministry
of Technology, btut do so no longer. What in your view makes our
present practice right, and that of the other countries wrong?

The first, general, point I would wish to make in reply to that is
that cross-national comparisons always carry their dangers in any
sphere of administrative practice; and the science and technology

area is no exception. o e

The French certainly have a very centralised system, which culminates
at the top in the person of Mr Pierre Aigrain, who is functionally a
Minister for Science. He has under him what is called a Delegation-
Genérale for Research, Science and Technology; and also, at one remove,
the National Centre for Scientific Research, which is equivalent, in

effect; to our Research Councils.

But I have discussed these arrangements quite recently with M. Aigrain =
he was our guest in this country last month, and I saw him again in

Paris only last week. The fact is that, in part, the French arrangements
vork well because of M. Aigrain's own personal position, and his close
relationship with President Giscard and other French Ministers, including
in particular the Minister for Industry. Secondly, the French argin

fact now themselves also in process of working towards a greater degree

He
of decentralisation, in particular on the lines of(Fustomer/contractor

principle.

Germany has it is true a Federal Ministry of Research and Technology,
with a substantial Budget for large capital projects of its own. But

it has also, of course, the Max-Planck Society and the German Research
Society which receive funds from the Ministry; and it has the eleven
Linder governments which also help to finance research and technology.

So the essence there is a complicated system, and one which takes account

of the Federal nature of the government in West Germany.

While I am referring to Federal systems, perhaps I can also briefly.
mention the United States. There again - although, of course, the

/pattern




pattern of administration in science matters under President Reagan has by no
means yet finally settled down - the nature of the Federal Government makes it
likely that the decentralised system which has hitherto operated will continue.
It is in many ways not dissimilar from the United Kingdom one, though some of
the major departments, such as Health and Human Services, do themselves fund
programmes in support of the basic sciences in their respective fields on quite
a large scale.

4
-

Finally, Japan does of course have a Ministry for Internationai Trade and
Industry which, through its Agency for Industrial Science and Technology, in
particular, exercises a very powerful eentral influence in the Japanese Government
structura, and permeates much of Japan's industrial performance. Whether that

is a good or bad thing I would not care, here, to speculate; the major point

seems to be the fundamentally different administrative and cultural ethos which

.
effectively distingui 7 Ja anese society from almost any other in the world.
p

Thus, the overall lesson which I would draw from the overseas comparisons which
you have asked me to make is that there is no single pattern in these matters
which is necessarily right, or effective or better than another; everything
depends on the particular circumstances, and administrative practices and
traditions, as well as personalities, of the country concerned. But I certainly
do think that our own arrangements are ones which suit us; and that they work
effectively.




You have referred in paraecraph 28 of vyour evidence to an inter-
departmental committee at Permanent Secretary and Chief Scientist
level which exercises a general strategic oversight. Can you tell
us more about this?

Zﬁ.B. In her letter to Mr Ian Lloyd MP of 20th August 1979, which was
subsequently substantially published in the 'New Scientist!", the Prime
Minister said that 'since 1976 a cémmittee of permanent secretaries and
chief scientists has provided interdepq;tmental co-ordination of
science and technology matters at high official level:.i.'. The
Committee - the Official Committee on Science and Technology (STO) -

meets rarely; its last meeting was early in 1980./

I would not of course wish to go outside the normal conventions in
replying on this matter; but I think the existence of the Official
Committee is quite well~known. The terms of reference are very broad -
basically to co-ordinate and keep under review the scientific and
technical aspects of government policies. The Committee operates under
the auspices of the Cabinet Office, and reports to Ministers as
appropriate. It is under the chairmanship of the Secretary to the
Cabinet.




You refer in paragraph 28 of your memorandum to "ad hoc interdepartmenta’
machinery being established where this is required for particular
PUrposese' . Could you give us any examples?

Certainly. ILet me cite, for example, the fact that a Group at

senior level was established under Dr Duncan Davies, the Chief Engineer
and Scientist at the Department of Industry, for the purpose of working
out the Government's response to fhe report on Biotechnology which had

been jointly made last year by the Advisory Board for the Rgsearch

Councils, the Advisory Council for Applied Research and Development and

the Royal Society. The work of the Group resulted in the White Paper
on Biotechnology which the Secretary of State for Industry presented
to Parliament at the beginning of this month. Again, there exists a
Chief Scientists' Committee on Energy Research and Development. As

a third example, there was a senior level working group established,
under the chairmanship of the Permanent Secretary at the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, whose deliberations covered the
commissioned research relationships between that Department and the
Agricultural Research Council. The results are set out in paragraph 17
of our Memorandum. Or, as a final example, there is a senior level
official committee charged with responsibility for information

technology matters.




You refer in paragraph 27 of your memorandum to day-to-day interaction
and informal co-operation at working level of those concerned with
scientific research. Does this really mean anything, or is it just

a recipe for things falling between all the stools?

I think what we say on this point in the memorandum represents a vivid
reality which all of us, both Ministers and officials, are involved in
and experience all the time. In particular - and this is where I

epeak at the very first hand ye my contfagts and. those of my officials

with the five research councils are continuous and comp}ehensive. And
another factor which I would stress is that informal co-operation does
not in any way mean lack of onus for taking the initiative more formally
on wider matters. There is throughout Whitehall the well-established
doctrine of the '"lead" department - that it is to say the department
with the primary or greatest functional responsibility for a particular
subject being charged with the task of initiating, and co-ordinating,
and seeing through, action on a particular item of business, with the
other departments concerned co-operating and feeding in their
contributions. A good example is the recent White Paper on
Biotechnology Zfb which I have already referred/. 1In relation to that
the Department of Industry was the lead department, and so it was the
Secretary of State for Industry who presented the White Paper to
Parliament.




How do you view the role of the ACARD?

I have no overall responsibility for ACARD, which operates from the
Cabinet Office, and whose reports are made to Ministers collectively,
with the oppointments to the Council being made by.the Prime Minister.
Nonetheless, of course, I am conscious of the important role played by
the Council in the field of the application of the results of research
and development, all the more since this is a field in which there can
be no gainsaying that our performance in the U.K. is from time to time
less than first-rate.

For this reason, I attach considerable significance to the Council's
reports. We mention eight which it has made over the past three years
in paragraph 29 of our memorandum - and I look forward to the Council's
further contributions. I see its work, in the sphere which it covers,
as being very much in parallel with the work done by the Advisory Board
for the Regearch Councils in the sphere of basic scientific research;
and the Committee will be aware that one practical means of liaison

is cross-membership. The chairman of ACARD is also a member of the
ABRC; and the chairman of the ABRC is also a member of ACARD.

ZFLB. The formal terms of reference of ACARD are set out below:-

"To advise Ministers and to publish reports as necessary on:
i. applied R & D in the United Kingdom and its deployment in
both the public and private sectors i accordance with

national needs;

the articulation of this R & D with scientific research
supported through the Department of Education and Science;

the future development and application of technology;

the role of the United Kingdom in international collaboration
in the field of applied R & D.'.




What is the present state of the Rothschild customer/contractor

Erincigle?

I think we have dealth with this in Section C of our memorandum

on commissioned research. The customer/contractor principle
remains an important - indeed, a fundamental - part of our
arrangements, as it has done since it first became operative
following the 1972 White Paper - by a Conservative Govermment -

on the framework for government R & D. And- of course the principle
was endorsed again in the 1979 White Paper of the la;t Labour

Government; so this is not a matter of party political controversy.

Perhaps I should add, in case there is any doubt about it - and
perhaps this is partly what you had in mind in your question -

that the principle is clearly one which needs to be applied with

a degree of common sense and flexibility, and regard for particular
circumstances. This is why we have had, following Public Accounts
Committee recommendations, the reviews referred to in paragraphs 16
and 17 of our memorandum. In the one case - that of the Department
of Health and Social Security and the Medical Research Council =
there has been a transfer back of money for bicmedical research -
about £14 million -~ from the DHSS to the Science Budget, and hence
on to the MRC; in the other case, that of the Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food and Agricultural Research Council - the decision
has gone against any transfer of money. As I say, I think I would
call these sensible applications of the principle, rather than

a modification of it or a departure from it in any real way.
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What is your view of the present status of the .Haldane principle?

I do not think that I can usefully say much on that topic. I am
not -« and my Departmeht is not - and indeed no-one in Whitehall
really is at the present time - operating the Haldane principle,
if by that you mean, as I believe you do, the proposition that
scientific research and development is to proceed as an activity

of its own, and in its own right, entirely untrammelled by any
departmental interference or policy édnsiéer;tions. 1 do not

think we have in fact ever had that doctrine-which vas, after all,
enunciated as long ago as 1918 - in its pure form, though we have
perhaps from time to time been a bit nearer to it than we are now.
But the policy which holds the field now, clearly, and rightly in
my view, is that set out in paragraph 25 of our memorandum.

Applied science and technology are not ends in themselves but means
of helping to achieve policy objectives and therefore associated
with all the other policy strands which Ministers need to take into
account in working towards those policy ocbjectives.
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We are aware that the Report of the Committee, under the
chairmanship of Dr Holdrate, which received the Scientific
Civil Service, was published six months ago. What has
happened since?

This does not of course lie within my departmental responsibility,
but rather with my colleagues, the Ministers in charge of the Civil
-Service Department, Perhaps, however, I can briefly tell the
Committee that the Government have not yet made a formal reply to
the recommendations in the Report. The Civil Service Department
asked those departments which employ the majority of scientists

for their reactions and on the basis of the replies which have been
received, the Science Management Committee, which overseas the
Scientific Civil Service within the government machine, has given
advice on priorities to the Civil Service Department. No doubt
those priorities will form the broad lines of the Government's
response in due course. Beyond that I do not think T ought to

go to-day.

/ NB. Please sce Annex C for further details as supplied by the

Civil Service Department. 7
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(xiv) Q.
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How is "demand" conveyed to the research organisations under
the system which you have described?

The brief, but I think, comprehensive answer to that question

is that, under our free, diversified and deliberétely devolved
system, scientific research is generated from the ground upwards,
rather than centrally downwards. It responds in large measure

to the capacities, invitatives and interests of the individuals
working in what remains one of the leading scientific and academic
communities in the world; and standards of excellenc; and peer

group judgment are major factors in all that goes on.
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(xv)

Q.

You refer in paragraph 6 of your memorandum to the decisions by successive
Secretaries of State on the allocation of the Science Budget, in relation
to the view of the ABRC that funds should be redeployed from what you call
"big" science to more applied fields such as engineering. Can you
elaborate on this?

#Yes. Perhaps I can Best do so by referring to the published Third
Report of the ABRC, which appeared in 1979. This said (in paragraph 48)
that the Board had been concerned since its inception with the balance
of support between 'big' science (high énergy physics, astronomy, space
and radio research) and other disciplines and had,since 1974'followed

a policy of redeployment from 'big' science. The effect it describes

is that SRC domestic expenditure on high energy physics and space
sciences fell by some 33 per cent in real terms between 1973/74 and

1977/78. This had led amongst other things to the closure of the

" two UK accelerators for research in high energy physics, so that

future work in this field would be concentrated in overseas facilities,
principally CERN. It was intended that the work of other Research
Councils should receive benefit from this redeployment policy, and
also some aspects of the SRC's own work outside the 'big' science

area. Thus, the Third Report. points out (paragraph 50) that the SRC
Engineering Board's share of total Science Budget expenditure increased

by about 15 per cent per annum over the three years up to 1978.

To be held in reserve

{gome impediments to the policy - particularly so far as benefits

were concerned - arose from the financial constraints to which the
Report refers, and from which the Science Budget was not immune in

the years in question, before the present Government's day. But the
policy was followed for a period of years. More recently, as the
memorandum says, it has been ended: the Board and the SRC considered
that 'big' science expenditure could not be reduced further if the UK

was to maintain a stake in these important areas. Guidelines announced
last May for the period up to 1983/84 on the basis of the expenditure
plans of Cmnd 7841 showed for the SRC a small projected positive growth
rate in its base allocation of 0.1 per cent in 1981/82 and 0.6 per cent
in 1982/83. The Board and we had to look again at the figure for 1981/82
in view of the changed expenditure plans jand the Board will be looking
again at the later years in its forthcoming forward look. But the
guideline figures serve to round off the illustration I was giving of the

implementation of policy./ Fareeats




(xvi)

Qo

Your memorandum says nothing at all about scientific research for
defence purposes. Is this because it is an entirely separate

activity?

I think the first point to be made on scientific research work for
defence purposes is thaty, by its nature, including its security and
confidentiality implications, and by its purposes it must to some
extent always be sui generis. Secondly, and following from that, I
think that much the largest part of it is in practice probably applied
research and development as much as, if not more than, fundamental
scientific research. Thirdly, however, where the work does concern
fundamental scientific research, the presence as an Assessor on the
Advisory Board for the Research Councils of the Chief Scientist of

the Ministry of Defenee - that is Professor Sir Ronald Mason - serves

to bring about co~ordination.

If I may just elaborate the point about the R and D aspects, I think

{t would be true to sgy that the overwhelming proportion of what the
Ministry of Defence spends in this particular sphere is in fact devoted
to financing development processes which are largely carried out in
industry, and which are concerned not only with developing, but also
with testing and documenting designs of equipmemt which is subsequently
manufactured for defence use. That is clearly a very different kind

of business from that which the Research Councils are in.

[FZB. The above represents the public line. The Parliamentary Secretary
will however be well aware that, in practice, defence research very

largely remains a law unto itself within Whitehall./




ANNEX A

PARLIAMENTARY SELECT COMNTITEE ON FDUCATION, SCIENCE AND ARTS:
ENQUIRY ON SCIENCE POLICY

MEMORANDUM BY THE DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRY

INTRCDUCTION

1. The nation's science and technology (S&T) activity extends
from education in the schools and universities, through basic
research, applied research and development, to industrial
production and marketing. The Department of Industryvis mainly
concerned with the application of science and technology to
industry. But it is also concerned that enough basic research
should be done in the universities and elsewhere to support the
development of new technologies. Our schools, technical
colleges, universities and professional institutions must
provide the pzople necded by British industry to exploit science
and technology for the greatest benefit of the UK economy.

DoI's interests therefore touch most parts of the S&T chain -
and in some areas there is very close involvement with other
Government Departments, particﬁlarly the Department of Education
and Science (DES). . :

2. This memorandum sets out the recent history of fthies o
_development of Dol's S&T résponsibilities and activities.

- g

ﬁitﬁin the‘context of the organisation of Government S&T in the
U It describes Dol's policy on S&T and refers briefly to
the Department's major activities undertaken as a result of
this policy. Itrefers to DoI links with Government
Departments, the Reoearch Councils sand the Universities,

: ¥ Flnally, it describes Dol's
participation %n S&T policy formulation in the U.X. and in the
international fora. The Memorandum has been seen in draft by
the Science Research Council (SRC) and by the Natural
Environment Research Council (NERC).

SRIEF HISTORICAL PACKGROUND

3§\ There are a numher of comprehensive historical accounts of




‘ the way in which the organisation and management of Government
science and technology have developed since the 1900s. An
excellent published source is the "Government of Science in

‘Britain".* The next few paragraphs, therefore,‘only sketch
some of the significant events leading to DoI's current
responsib;lities for S&T.

4. The early foundation of Government involvement in science

had been laid in the nineteenth century and early part of the
twentieth century with the setting up of the Laboratéry of the
Government Chemist and the National Physical Laboratory. The
period folloﬁing the first Vorld VWar saw very rapid growth in
Government influence with' the opening of further Government
labératories and the creation, with Government support, of the
industrial Research Associations. At this time it was widely
accepted that scientific research flourished hest in an
atmosphere free from political direction. Government science
vas administered through the Department of Scientific and
Industrial Research (DSIR) which reported to the Lord President,
The guiding philosophy derived from the Report of the Machinery
of Government Committeec chaired by Viscount Haldane of Cloane
(Cmnd. 9230, 1918). The "Haldane principle" said that
responsibility for supervising research of general use should
be "in the hands of a Minister who is in normal times free

from any serious pressure of administrative duties, and is
immune from any suspicion of being biased by administrative
considerations against the application of results of the researchtt,

S Increasingly, over the next 20 to 30 years, and particularly
after the Second World War,_it came to be recognised that
science, effectively applied to the development of products

ang processes, could be a major factor in economic growth,

Close links with market needs vere desirable if the best use

was to be made of the results of scientific work. In this
context, the Trend Committee in 1962/63 reviewed the
organisation of civil science. It concluded amongst other

*Edited by J B Poole and Kay Andrews, House of Commons Library,
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1971,
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things, that DSIR's responsibility for promoting scientific
research in the universities and its responsi:ility for
promoting industrial research and development would become

"too heavy a charge". The Trend Committce judgéd that these
two responsibilities although interconnected, were inherently
different-in nature and purpose, and they recommended that

this difference in function should be reflected in a difference
of organisation. In the reorganisation that followed, DES toolk
over'responsibilities for basic science,.While Goverﬁﬁént
applied science functions were distributed over a number of
Departments in accordance with their general responsibilities.
Policy and support for industrial research was placed with the
newly formed Ministry of Technology which included the United
Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority, the National Research
Development Corporation and the former DSIR Research Establishments.
A subsequent merger with the Ministry of Aviation brought in
the aviation and some electronics laboratories. A Council for
Scientific Policy advised on.the Research Council system; an
Advisory Council on Technology dealt with the work in the
Ministry of Technology.

6. Departments administered their S&T responsibilities in a
variety of ways. There was no overall philosophy of Government
applied R&D. But in 1971 the Rothschild Report on the
organisation and management of Government research and development
(Cmnd. 4814, 1971) focussed attention particularly on the role

of the Government as a customer for R&D. It proposed the
customer/contractor principle as the basis on which all applied
research should be éonducted. Simply stated this was that:-

"The customer says what he wants; the contréctor does it
\ (if he can); and the customer pays",

This principle was already reflected in major arceas of
government R&D ; its extension to all government applied R&D -
was announced in a White Paper (Framework for Government
Research and Development, Cmnd. 5046, 1971). The policy was
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. generally reaffirmed following a review in 1979 (Cmnd. 7499).
The same review describes (pages 22-24) Dol's organisation
for S&T activities, which is essentially the same today
although some restructuring of Dol's Requirements Boards is
now being undertaken to enable them to operate more
effectively.

DOI'S CURRENT POLICY FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

7. Dol's policy for science and technology has evolvéd within
this broad framework of government policy. It recognises that

. industrial research must respbnd to markets and will be
carried out prlmarlly by 1nduotry But DoI can assist this
process Dy -

i) wundertaking and supporting research necessary to
~ underpin regulatory functions :

developing and accelerating the introduction of new
technology; '

supporting work at the early Stages of R&D where
there is uncertainty about who will recoup the henefits;

iv) encouraging industrial innovation.

There is in the U.K. no nationally allocated sum of money with
the title "Covernment Budget for Science and Technology" over
which Dol fights for its share. Bids for funds for the support
of industrial science and technology form part of the ‘
estimates of Dol and other departments. Spec;fically,DoI is
responsible for the Scientific and Technologlcal Assistance
Vote and authority for the use of these funds derives from

the Science and Technology Act (1965). There is some
additional support to industrial technology under the Industry.
Act (1972). The allocation of funds to individual programme
areas is determined, subject to constraints imposed by
Parliament, within Dol "and approved by the Secretary of

State.




. The funds are used for programmes which are broadly of

. 'Lhrce kKinds: -

i) suvport for specific areas of technology or for

particular industries (e.g. the Microprocessor

Applications ProJject, the Microeclectronics Industry
Support Programme, space technology and civil
aeronautlcs)

supnport for more general schemes covering all areas

of technology (e.g. the Requircments Boards, the

Preduct and Process Development Scheme).

iii) support for encouraging greater awareness of existing

technology and its applications

Annex 1* describes the programmes in more detail.

10. Support for projects in industry is generally on the
basis of grants of 25 per cent of the cost of the work oy
less commonly, by cost shared contracts at a higher level of
assistance. The emphasis is on the application of technology
to products and processes, selected by firms, which can
rapidly find a place in thé market. The Microprocessor.
Applications Project and the Microelectronics Industry Support
Programme are particularly designed to accelerate the ,
introduction of these important technologies. The Product and
Process Development Scheme is more generally available to
encourage companies to invest more resources in de wlopment

vork and to launch innovations more quickly and effectively.

11. For work with a higher research content, the allocation
of funds is made on the advice of the Research Requirements
Boards. They cover a wide range of sectors and technologies.
They are normally chaired by senior industrialists and have
strong industrial representation. This ensures that industry's
priorities and needs, as determined by the market, are
reflected in the propgrammes of the Poards. They are the
Departmental 'customers' (in the Rothschild sense) for the

work which Dol commissions on behalf of industry. They spend

*"Re*earch and Development Requirements and Programmes. Reper
. 1979-80. Department of Industry"1980. .
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about one-third (£55’mi11ion) of the S&T budget and the
money goes to support specific industrial projects;
research of general value to industry in areas such as
measurement technology, standards and quality control;
and DoI's regulatory work. The contractors include the
Department's own research establishments, the industrial
"Research Associations, individual fifms, the Research
Councils and, to a small extent, the universities. In

recent years the Boards have put increasing emphasis on

Placing work in industry.

12. The Department has the sponsorship responsibility for
Britain's space industry and provides the Whitehall lead in
this field. DoI expenditure on space research is mainly
directed through the European Space Agency (ESA). Dol and
SRC provide the UX delegates to ESA and work closely together;
DoI currently contributes £33 m. per annum to ESA and a
further £8.7m comes from SRC. The U.K., as a member of ESA,

is able to participate in programmes beyond the means of a
.single European country. UK firms receive ESA centracts for
satellite and other work. In addition to expenditure via
ESA, DoI is also spending £3m ber annum on a UK national
Space programme aimed at increasing the competitiveness.of
UK industry. Until recently, Dol's support of space research
vas of a preparatory nature. But with the rapidly increasing
applications of the technology in the communications field
real customers and real requirements are now appearing,

~13. The Department supports a programme of research and
demonstration in Ministry of Defence Research Establishments
and in aeroengine, airframe and avionics firms for civil
aircraft applications. The objective is to maintain a
technological competence on which industry can base its future
activities.

14, Dol Sponsors the National Research Development Corporation
(NRDC). One of the NRDC's main activities is to exploit




inventions derived from UK public sector sources
(UanCTthieu, Research Councils, Government establishments).
It has a current portfolio of 6,000 British and overseas

patents derived from these sources and from indugtry. The
Corporation is expected to operate as a profit raklhr

though not profit ma :ximising, organisation; and it has been
profitable for many years.

15. The National Enterprise Board is now oporailng under new
guidelines which define, anongst other thlng° its role in the
development and exploitation of advanced technology. Wherever
possible the Board will seek maximum private sector
participation in its investments and 1t is required to
dispose of its holdings “to private ovnership as soon as
commercially practicable. A recent example of the NEB's role
in exploiting theresults of work by the Research Councils has
been the setting up of the joint NEB/private enterprise
company Celltech which will exploit discoveries made in
biotechnology by the lMedical Research Council.

16. In addition to the generation of new knowledge and the
development of new products and processes, it is vita 11y
important that the best use should be made of existing
technology. Dol pursues this policy in a variety of ways.
Programmes to improve awareness of the potential of micro-
electronics and microprocessors are included in the Micro-
electronics Applications Project. DolI's laboratories have
numerous contacts with industry, they publish reports, hold
seminars and participate in exhibitions. The Technology
Reports Centre provides search and enquiry services. The
Manufacturing Advisory Service provides assisted consultancies
to help small engineering firms make the best use of

manufacturing technology.

17. All these arrangements are designed to meet the current
emphasis on the exploitation of science. The movement in the
UK, and in other industrialised countries, has been to improve
ways In which science and téchnoldgy are directed at wealth
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'generation. The I'rench have a word for the process:
"Valorisation" - which means getting the full value out of
something. As a nation we need to get the full value out
of science and technology. : '

THE DOI'S CONTRACTOR ROLE

18. The Department operates six research laboratories,

details of which are provided in Annex II.* . These
establishments support statutory and regulatory responsitilities
and provide standards. In recent years they have been getting
closer to cﬁstomers by s - '

undertaking more contract work with and for industry

improved dialogues with Requirements Boards to identify
market needs especially for R&D with long lead times

moving towards some “"privatisation"
Overall, a quarter of the laboratories!' work is done in

partnership with industry and a further fifth is for paying
Government customers.

DOT'S INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS ,
JHE RESEARCH COUNCILS AND UNIVERSITIRG

19. Earlier paragraphs referred to the decentralised nature

of Government's S&T activity. Such arrangements clearly require
‘machinery to ensure that there is no harmful overlap between
Departments' R&D programmes and policies, that no gap arises

and that policy questions with a major scientific or
tec?nological content are considered interdepartmentally.

*"Department of Industry. Research Establishments Review 41280"




20. A Committee of Chief Scientists and Permanent Secretarics,
chaired by the Secretary of the Cabinet, has an overall view
of R&D and other scientific matters at top official level.

In addition to this forum Dol has numerous day-to-day contacts,
formal and informal, with other Departments and agencies.,

21. One of Dol's particular concerns, within this broader

sceno, is to ensure that basic research =hould, where appropriate,
be influenced by industrial needs. To this end, Dol has close
and growing links with the Research Councils. The Chief
Enginecer and Scientist (CES) of Dol sits on the Advisory Board
for the Research Councils, on the SRC and on the NERC. There
is DoI representation at Under Secretary level on the SRC
Engineering Board. Interaction between SRC and Dol has
increased very significantly in recent years and there are now
a number of examples of joint initiatives and co-operation,
particularly where these will lead to improved application and
understanding of modern industrial technology and materials:-

i) The Teaching Company Scheme is run Jointly by SRC and

DoI. It aims to develop closer understanding and

Joint purpose between universities and manufacturing
industry; to advance manufacturing methods in British
firms; +to attract able graduates to careers in
manufacturing; and to develop the universities!
understanding of manufacturing engineering through
experience of practical industrial problems. Under the
Scheme, individual universities and polytechnics co-
operate with companies undertaking substantial changes
in their manufacturing activities. The company and the
university jointly select graduate "Teaching Company
Associates" who work within a Jjoint company/academic
team, while senior academic staff contribute by
arranging supporting courses, seminars and, where
needed, laboratory work. The costs are shared hetween
the Department and the SRC.

.
t

In the computer aided engineering and automated small.




. Latch production fields, SRC has provided
representation on sub-groups of the Department's

Mechanical Engineering and Machine Tools Requirements
Board. These groups have repularly scrutinised research
applications subtmitted to the SRC in their respective
fields, and have advised the Council on the industrial
relevance of the work proposed. A third sub~group, the
Engines and Vehicles Workine Party, has from time to
time provided advice to SRC on pértibuiar applications
and has referred to the Council work of fundamental
character which was felt to e more appropriate for
Council than for Departmental support.

In the robotics area there is a joint DoI/SRC Robotics
Committee, chaired by DoI, which has developed and

now has oversight of a programme of Government support.
The SRC presence has ensured that the two organisations!
activities in.the field complement one another and
there is a valuable exchange of views on projects.

There is a clear possibility of joint funding of
industry/ university robotics projects.

The SRC's Polymer Engineerins Directorate is aimed at
stimulating industrially related polymer research in a

number of universities. Dol has been represented on
~the Directorate's Méhagement Committee and has recently
indicated that it would like to see more co-ordination
between SRC and Dol programmes in this area,
Discussions are taking place on future cost sharing of
the Directorate,.

In information technolory, steps are being taken to

ensure a greater complementary between SRC and Dol

throuch
programmes/improved liaison and joint funding of

appropriate projects.

Feeny i In connectiog with the'joinﬁ'activities, Dol provides
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. about 40 representatives - mostly from its research
establishments - for SRC committees, sub-committees and
working parties. Individuals at the research establishments
frequently act as referees or advisors on individual grant
applications received by SRC, :

23. Dol also commissions work from NERC. The re-organisation
which followed the acceptance of Rothschild's recommendations
resulted in the transfer of funds from DES's' science budget

to DoI and other customer Departments. This was effected

over a three-year period and Dol was allocated £2.5 m out of

the NERC budget of £15.3 m. at that time. This money was to

be used to commission applied research at NERC. Although

there were some early difficulties in operating this customer/
contractor principle a good working relationship was estabiisbed,
Programmes currently supported include the Mineral
Reconnaissance Programme, the Mineral Exploration'and Investment
Grant Advisory Service and the Mineral Intelligence Statistics
and Economics Programme. Doi's arrangements with NERC, and the
programmes, are now running satisfactorily although constraints
on Departmental expenditure have led to some cuthack in the
level of support, particularly from Requirements Boards.

24, In a few cases Dol supports university institutes directly
zas distinct from support for university research programmes

via the Requircments Boards). The Department is providing
£800,000 over 4 years to set up the Cranfield Product
Engineering Centre at the Cranfield Institute. This centre will
aim to help small engineering firms to update existing products
and introduce new products. |,

DOI PARTICIPATION IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

25. Dol's science and technology policy forms an integral part
of the Department's industrial policy. It seeks to strike
an appropriate balance between work aimed at national wealth

by
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generation and the broader needs of soclety in, for example,
the health, safety and environmental protection fields.

The policy takes into account the views and

recommendations of bodies such as the NEDO Se.tor Vorking
Parties and the Advisory Council for Applied Research and
Development (ACARI), Many of ACARD's reports have dealt with
topics wnich come within the Dols area of ruspon51bllity and
the dlqlogue has been helpful and influentlal Dolts® pollcy
is-also influenced by its working arrangements and overlapping
interests with other Governments and agencies., The picture is,
therefore, one of close_aﬁd dynamic interaction.

26, The Department Has a responsibility for international
aspects of science and technology policy. It co-ordinates,
within Whitehall, views on questions of civil science and
technologsy policy which arise in a2 number of international fora
including the European Community, OLCD and the United Nations.
.The Department frequently provides the UK representation at
meetings of these orpanisations. An example of this activity
is the work of the European Community's Scientific and
Technical Research Committee (CREST). CREST meets about monthly
with 2 or 3 sessions a year devoted to wide-ranging

discussions of Community S&T policy. For these latter
discussions the UK is normally represented by the Chief
Scientist of the Central Policy Revicw Staff (CPRS) accompanied
by Dol officials. Dol also deals with the industrial and
general issues arising from the OECD Committece Tor Scientific
and Technological Policy which frequently provides the forum

at which S&T policy experience is di'scussed by OECD member
countries

27. More generally on the overséas scene, Dol has a co-ordinating
responsinility for providing Counsellors (Science and Technology)
at overseas posts with an indication of UK market needs for

information on S&T'; and for organising the UK dissemination
of information from the Counsellors.
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Supp!wncnl o Royal Socicty News, [ssue 6, December 1980

%NNIVL* SARY /\DDPLSS A TR PRRESIDEN T

At the Anniversiry Meeting of the Socicty held on | December 1989, the
0.M., F.R.S., following the presentation of the medals for 1980, continued:

President, the Rt Hon, the Lord Todd,

When [ was clected to the the position of the Royal Society

In four previous Anniversary
Addresses I have touched on a
varicty of problems of curent
interest and importance  which,
although matters of public concem,
were in some of their facets of
peculiar  moment to  scientists.
Today in delivering my fifth and
final Address to the Society as its
President it is perhaps natural that
I should loek back not simply on

my period of office but also on the,

thirty-eight years that have passed
since I was elected to the Fellow-
ship and reflect on some of the
changes which have occurred and
on our situation today. For changes
have certainly taken place in the
Society as in the world outside it!
At the time of my electionin 1942
there were 460 Feliows and 48
Foreign Members; the number of
Sectional Committess was 8, of
National Commiittees 9 and the
total staff nuinbered 15. Today
we have 900 Fzliows and 85 Forcisn

Members with 12 Sectional Com-
mittees, 27 National Committees
and our staff numbers approx-
imately 100. In the same period tie
number of Fellows elected annually
has risen from 20 to 4C. This
enormous grewth is of course a
reflexion of the increasing tragmen-
tation of science and the large
increase which I:»s occurred in the
number and importance of scientists
and technolog::ts in this and other
industrialized countrics since the
last war. With the recent incrsase
in annual admissions to 40 it is
clear that for good or il the size
of the Fellowship will be consid-
erably larger than it now is before
anything like a steady state is
reached. One obvious result of all
this has beer: that the Society hus
become more impersonal, and
Fellows living in areas remote from
London have relt increasingty isoia-
ted from its activitics. In etforts to
mitigate this Council hasiatroduced
the Royval Socicty New: wnd is now
considering the poawcbitity of hold-
ing Discussion  Mecetings  outside
London, But other changes, some
of them relating to the Society’s
concern with national policy, have
occurred and it is perhaps instroe-
tive to look back at their origin,

Fellowship in 1942 we were in the
midst of a world war, and many of
the activities in which the body of
Fellows normally participated were
cither in abeyance or severely re-
stricted. [ had, as it happened, some
basis for comparison because as a
young research chemist in the
thirties [ had becomz much inore
aware of the Royal Societv and its
activities than most of my contem-
poraries through my father-in-law
Sir Henry Dale. Sir Henry, who had
been Biological Secretary
1925 to 1935 and was to be
President from 1940 to 19435, was,
like many of his friends and
colleagues on the biological side —
wienn ke Sherrington, Adrian,
Hopkins, Mellanby, Barcroft znd
others — devoted to the ideais and
traditions of the Society. To me in
those days the Royal Society
seemed like a rather exclusive
gentlemen’s ciub where occasionul
rather ill-attended meetings were
held at which short scientific papers
were read and after which the
Fellows dined together at the Royal
Society Club. In other -words, it
still had much of its original charac-

ter after nearly three centuries of

existence in London. I 1939 its
main scurce of income was from
private sources and the Parliamen-
tary Grant-in-aid was £15 500. (For
the current year the Grant-in-aid is
£3.72 million and tar outweighs our
privare income.) The Scciety had a
few statutory involvemncnis with
government but these were not
onerous and did not interfere with
its essential independence. Even in
these days it was recognized as the
country’s national
scienee, and as such acted as adher-
ing body to the varicus inicrnational
scicntific unions which were in the
early stages of their development
in the decade or so before the last

war. its concern with public policy
was limited until the exigencies of
war theast responsibility upon i,

The ioic which science stoud
play n determining nutional poiicy
has been  the subject ol dimost
continuous debate during the past
thirty-tive years and it is, in my
view, reievant to any

from °

academy of

discussion ol

today. The term ‘scicnce policy’
which is widely used nowadays is,
of course, a misnomer, but it is
used umerella-fashion to cover a
variety of things which really fall
under three headings — policy for
science, scientifically based policy,
and public policy determined in the
licht of available scientific informa-
tion. Let me first try to exemplify
them.

Science in its pure form, i.e. the
improvement of natural knowledge
as described in our Charter is, of
course, a branch of culture just as
much as music or the arts and to it
as to these other branches govern-
ment stands as a patron. In the case
of science, however, it is not &
wholly disinterested patron. For
government is about power, and
from science, or rather from scien-
tific research, come discoveries in
which lie thic ceads of future power.
Moreover, in a technological age the
proniotion of science is necessary in
order that trzmed scientific man-
power will be available to meet the
couatry’s needs. Government there-
fore is and must be prepared to
devote substantial sums to the
promotion of science. Of course. no
government has unlimited resources
at its disposal so that aithough it
cannot — and must not attempt to
— control the direction of scientific
research it clearly must control the
scale of expenditure and the weight
of effort to be mace in its variois
branches. A poiicy for science is
therefore necessary. The second
heading — that of scientificaily
based policy — is pcrhwps the one
in which goverument inveivement is
of longes: standing. It covers the
promotion of activities involving
scientific research which are essen-
tiat to the national interest. in
Britain the first example of this
was the foundation of the Royul
Observatory at Greenwich in 1675
by Chacles 11 (although it was so
vrossly negiected by goveinment in
s early years that it wouid aot
have strvived i the Royual Society
had not wken it under its wing).
The Observatory owed its creation
to the vanilest need for improve:
ments i navigation which could
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only come through scientific re-
scarch. Later examples are to be
found in, for cxample, the Meteoro-
logical Officc and the National
Physical Laboratory. The third
interface at which science and
government come together’is where
it is necessary to choose a policy or
course of action from scveral
alternatives among which choice
involves not merely political and
economic considerations but also a
knowledge of scientific facts and
their implications. Decision as to
whether an energy policy should
depend on nuclear power, on coal,

. on solar energy or on some other
source of power is an example’

which is being widely discussed at
the present time.

To understand the position of
the Royal Soctety in such matters it
is necessary to look back for a brief
space at the changes which have
occurred in the relationship be-
tween science and government
during this century. The cruciil
factor in the enormous develop-
ment of our material civilization
since about the middle of the
nineteenth century has beenscience-
based technology. Its growing
importance naturally brought ir its
train an increasing demand for
research and for trained scientific
manpower. Universities and other
institutions of tertiary education
burgeoned and in them research,
both pure and applied, grew in
amount and became one of their
standard features. Why the infusion
of the newscience-based technology
into British industry should have
lagged behind its introduction in
some other countries during this
period has been much discussed.
I believe that an important facter
in it was the feather-bedding effect
of the enormous input of wealth
from the Empire which concealed
the growing obsolescence of-our
industry and our educational sys-
tem and encouraged a false com-
placency. lowever, this is not the
occasion to debate that topic inter-
esting and important though it is.
Whatever the reason, Britain was
brought up with a shock on the
outbreak of the First World War
when it was found that she had
become dependent on her enemy,

 Germany, for many of her needs -

including, | have been told, even
the dyestuff used tor the khaki
uniforms of, her troops! Clearly

i d
action was called for and govern-
ment set .up a Department of
Scientific and Industrial Research
(DSIR) to promote scicnce in
industry at large. During the latter
part of the war, too, in preparation
for the post-war reconstiuction of
the cconomy, a committece on the
machincry of government was set
up under Lord Ilaldane — the
Haldane Committee: - and its
recormmendations set the pattern
for government relations with
science in Britain until the outbreak
of the Second World War in 1939.

Briefly put, Haldane recognized
that executive depariments of
governiment should have within
them scientific organizations to

ensure that research directly rele- .

vant to their needs would be carried
out. However, because such organ-
izations would inevitably be largely
preoccupied with day to day
requirements it would be necessary
to have some other body or bodies
which would be free from this and
could promote scientific research
of a longer term character. Initially
these bodies were to be the DSIR,
the newly formecd Medical Research
Council (MRC) and to them were
added the Agricuitural Research
Council (ARC) and much,later the
Nature Conservancy. Each of these
was set up with its own laboratories
and was charged also with the
support of research in universities
by means of student awards, crea-
tion of associated units and the
support of researches ‘of timeliness
and promise’. These supplemented
resources made avzilable to univer-
sities through their general grant
from the University Grants Com-
mittee and they really represent the
origin of the dual support system
for university research. In addition,
DSIR was charged with the added
duty . of promoting research in
British industry: one of the more
interesting ways in which it sought
to do this was by the creation of
the Industrial Research Associa-
tions. In order to safeguard their
independence and freedom from
departmental influence or control
DSIR and the Research Councils
were placed under the Privy Council
and their executive heads as well as
members of their councils were
appowmted by the Lord President
only after consultation with the
President of tihe Royal Society.
The position of the Royal Society

v
.

as the country’s national academy
of science was recognized in this
way but apart from occasional
informal contacts between its Presi-
dent and Ministers it represented
the sole involvement of the Society
with the policies of government.

At the time of the Haldane
Report and in the early years of the
Research Councils it scemed that a
fruitful ~ relationship  between
science, industry and government
was almost within sight. But that
hope was not fulfilled: although
matters were a“great deal better
than before, they still fell far short
of expectations. Civil executive
departments soon forgot about the
desirability of having an active
scientific organization. Why, for
example, should a Ministry of
Transport bother about road re-
search when the DSIR was there? If
any awkward questions were ever
asked it could. use DSIR as a
screen. Some of the more backward
industries, far from being stimulated
to do research, simply took the line
that there was no need to spend
much money on it since DSIR and
the Research Associations would
take care of it for them. Finally,
the setting up of some government
research establishments under DSIR
with permanent staffs but no
chailenging economic objectives to
attain proved to be then. as it is
today, a recipe for disaster. Despite
such weaknesses, however, progress
was indced achieved during the
inter-war period and even if the
country was ill-prepared for war in
1939, its outbreak found Britain
comparatively weil supplied with
operative scientific organizations
which could be and did indeed
become the basis for the enormous
development of science as applied
to the manifold problems of war
between 1939 and 1945. The story
of science in Britain during the last
war is well known and need not be
repeated here. Government, univer-
sity and industrial research labora-
tories both jointly and separately
made vital contributions — radar,
penicillin, operational analysis and
nuclear energy to name but a few.
All aspects of science and public
policy were involved and the central
body which served as both the link
with and adviser to government was
the Scientific Advisory Committee
to ‘the War Cabinet. That com-
mittee consisted of the President




and two Sccretarics (A and B) of
the Royal Socicty, and the cxccu-
tive 1lcads of the Rescarch Councils
under the chairmanship of the Lord
President of the Council represen-
ting the government of the day.

When the war ended Britain was
faced with tremendous problems;
impoverished by its efforts, many
of its cities devastated and its
industrial economy distorted by the
demands of total war the outlook
was grim. But victory had been
achieved, owing in no small measure
to the sensational advances which
had becen made by scicnce and
technology and there was a fecling
almost of euphoria — what science
had done in war it could assuredly
do in peace also. So the cry went
up — let us have more scientists and
technologists, let them have all the
money they need and the milienium
will be just around the corner.
Given enthusiasm and some guid-
ance from a scientific advisory
committee like the one we had
during the war, all would surely
be well.

There is no doubt that at the
end of the war the reputation of
the Royal Society was high and its
involvement with national policy
greatcr than ever before; but these
very facts faced it with a dilemma.
What should be its future role?
Three possible courses seemed open
to it. First, it could have dropped
all contact with govemment and
reverted to being an isolated
scientific élite with little or no
influence on affairs — a pattern
adopted by the national academies
of the Latin countries and Japan.
Secondly, it could have gone to the
other extreme and become closely
integrated as an organ of govern-
ment with its Officers holding
political appointments; this is, of
course, the pattern found in the
Soviet Union, Eastern Europe and
China. The third possibility was to
adopt an intermediate stance in
which the Society would retain its
independence of government and
avoid political involvement while
maintaining informal contacts and
being available to offer objective
scientific advice as appropriate. It
was entirely in Keeping with Dale’s
passionate belief in the treedom
and universality of science ( a view
reinforced by what had happened
in Nazi Germany and the Soviet
Union) that he chose the third

that choice was too, much closer
to the tradition of the Socicty than
any of the others. The resulting
pattern has also been in varying
degree adopted in Commonwealth:
countrics, South  Africa and
Scandinavia. The National Academy
of the United States alihough not
integrated with government has
much closer links with it than the
Royal Socicty and carrics out
quite large-scale investigations or
studies on its behalf.

Before it finally dissolved, the
Scientific Advisory Committee to
the War Cabinet instigated the
setting up of the so-called Barlow
Committee to advise inter alia
on the best way in which scientific
advice could be made available to
government at Cabinet level in
time of peace. The Committee
proposed that two bodies should
be set up, an Advisory Council on
Scientific Policy (ACSP) to deal
with the whole field of civil science
and technology and a Defence
Policy Rescarch Committee (DPRC)
which for obvious reasons had to
be a separate body. Under this
scheme, which was in fact adopted,
the link between these two bodies
was provided by a common chair-
man, Sir Henry Tizard. As originally
constituted in 1948 ACSP consisted
of seven independent scientists and
technologists from the academic
and industrial worlds (one an
Officer — not the President — of
the Royal Society) together with
an equal number of officials (secre-
taries of the Research Councils,
chairman of the Uriversity Grants
Committee and three other repre-
senting the Treasury, atomic energy
and government science). When
Sir Henry Tizard retired in 1952 I,
who had been with Solly (now
Lord) Zuckerman an original mem-
ber of ACSP, became its Chairman
on a part-time basis with no per-
sonal commitment to the DPRC
which had a separate chairman.
(This position I held continuously
until the dissolution of ACSP in
1964.) This seemed a very satis-
factory arrapgement at the time,
giving as it did to the Rexal Society
a direct contact with the main civil
science advisoty body in govern-
ment reporting to the Lord Presi-
dent of the Council who in those
days was the Minister responsible
for the formulation of government

of these possible modes of action;

iii
scientific policy’ and indeed was
given the added title of Minister for
Scicnce a few years later. The stage
then scemed set for an effective
system of advice to government in
which the Socicty could play a role
but which still ensured its cssential
independence .and  freedom of
action.

Unfortunately the Socicty did
not take full advantage of the
situation. From 1950 under three
successive Presidents the Society
gradually lost influence and drifted
away from matters of public policy;
it became rather introspective and
the Presidents were mainly con-
cerned with such problems as
accommodation, celebration of the
Society’s tercentenary and the like.
This had unfortunate results in the
early 1960s when a number of
important — and in my view retro-
grade — steps were taken which
radically altered the relationships
between government, science and
perhaps more especially the Royal
Society. At that time there was
much unease about the way in
which Britain seemed to lag behind
some other nations in technological
innovation and there was a feeling
that we were not making full use
of the talent available in our rising
generations because of inadequacies
in our educational system. The
Robbins Report recommending a
huge (and to my mind ill-con-
sidersd) expansion of higher educa-
tion was accepted, in toto and
almest without discussion, by both
Govarnment and Opposition in
Parliament and the responsibility
for science, the Resezarch Councils
and the University Grants Com-
mittee transferred to the new
Secretary of State for Education
and Science. The advent of a
Labour Government in 1964 with

its wild talk of a ‘white hot tech-

nolagical revolution’ completed the
story. ACSP was abolished, tech-
nology was separated from science
in @ new ministry and a new Council
for Scientific Policy was set up
under the Department of Education
and Science. Apart from recom-
mending the pattern of division of
avaitable  resources  between  the
vantous Research  Councils,  this
body had really very little tunction
coexisting as it did with a Ministiy
ol Fechnology with its own advisory

~coumeily and with the newly created

post ol Chicl” Scientilic Adviser
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the Cabinet Office. in these changes
the Socicly took regrettably little
part and its independence was in
some measure affected by the
political conmumitment of Lord
Blackett to the Labour Government
during his Presidency. Before my
own clection in 1975 several further
changes occurred. The Council for
Scientific Policy was dissolved and
replaced by the nore restricted but
much more useful Advisory Board
for the Rescarch Councils, and
following the resignation of Sir
Alan Cottrell the office of Chief
Scientific Adviser was abolished.
Finally, changes — some of them
not yet wholly absorbed — in the
operations and interrelations of
Rescarch  Councils and executive
- departments  concerned  with
science, technology and medicine
have occurred following the intro-
duction of the so-called ‘customer-
. contractor principle’ adumbrated
in the Rothschild Report of 1971.

When I assumed office I was
unhappy about the fragmented
state of science-government rela-
tions and the position of the Royal
Society in that connection. The
fact that the retirement of Lord
Rothschild and the abolition of
the Chief Scientific Adviser’s post
had left the Central Policy Review
Staff without any scicntific exper-
tise at its disposal within govern-
ment was a source of concern to

its Chairinan as it was to me, and in .

duc course a scizntific member was
appointed to the CPRS, much to its
benefit. This appointment, aithough
useful and indeed necessary, did
not in my view provide more than
an amelioration of our problems,
‘most of which remained. I can, of
course, give only a personal view of
these problemms and on possible
ways of resolving the vexed ques-
tions of relations between science
and government although | belicve
that view is substantially shared by
my fellow Officers. To begin with, |
hold that goveinment needs a high-
level independent scientific adviser
who should be Chainman of an
advisory council similar to the
original Advisory Council on Scien-
tific I'olicy. He could be whole-time
or part-time but hie should be inde-
pendent of any department and
should report direet to the Cabinet.
Whether he should report duect to
the Prime Minister -is doubtful -

oy '
Prime Ministers arc likely to be so
ticd down by the day to day
exigencies of government that it
would probably be wiser to make
science, technology and scientific
policy the responsibility of a scnior
and influential Minister without
Portfolio as it was in the days of
the ACSP. In the absence of an
advisory body such as this which
could call on the resources not just
of departments but of the Royal
Society and the Fellowship of
Engineering, government will con-
tinue to depend on internal advisers
from executive departiments whose
views must necessarily be in some
measure partisan. What [ here pro-
pose would entail the removal of
responsibility. for science and the
Research Councils from the Depart-
ment of Education and Science; [
believe such a change would be in
the best interest of science which
must inevitably play sccond fiddle
to education under present arrange-
ments. It would moreover make
easier and more effective the
revision of our dual support system
for recearch in universities which is
sorely in need of reform.

These being my views it is only
fair that i should indicate whether [
and the Scciety have been able in
any way to assist their promction
and, if so, to what extent. Follow-
ing the appointment of a scientific
officer to the Central Policy Review
Starf I participated in a number of
discussions and arising in part from
these government set up a new
body cailed the Advisory Council
for Appiied Research and Develop-
ment (ACARD), a body consisting
largely of independent scientists
and technologists from industry
and the universities with the Lord
Privy Seal as titular chairman and
a Fellow of the Socicety as operative
deputy chairman. The formation of
ACARD represents a considerable
step forward; not only does its
membership include several Feilows
but the Society has collaborated
with it and with ABRC to produce
a mast valuabie 1eport on Biotech-
nology, some of whose recom-
mendations are now being put into
eifect as part of national policy.

ACARD has also produced several

other smaulier reports and its actions
to date would seem to auaur well
tor its future. True | consider that
ACARD's  remit  should  extend

further than ‘applicd rescarch and
development” if it is to achicve all
[ would hope for, but until it is
accepted by government that there
should be a scparation of the
Rescarch Councils (or, if you will —
science) from education some !imi-
tations on its activities in regard to
scientific policy will remain. In
parallel too with the activities of
ACARD the Socicty itcelf has
undertaken, in some cases at the
request of government, impartial
reviews af evidence obtainable on,
for example, the outlook for a ‘coal
economy’. In this and other ways it
is maintaining and again increasing
its informal contacts with govern-
ment in the area of scientific
policy. ,

Progress in such matters is of
necessity slow but [ feel we are
moving on the right lines and that
in doing so we not only uphold but
maintain for the future the position
in our country’s affairs that was
sought, and in substantial measure
achieved, by our predecessors of
thirty-five years ago. The Society’s
objects are and must remain three-
fold:

(1) To protect and encourage

“science in all its aspects pure or
applied. As Thomas Hooke once
put it: ‘To improve the know-
ledge of naturall things and all
useful Arts Manufaciures Mech-
anick practises Engynes and

Inventions by Experiment’.

(2) To offer to government an

independent source of advice

and help in the creation and
operation of instruments through
which science and technology
may be brought fully to bear
upon the formulation of national
poticy.
(3) To

uphold and develop
international scientific relations

upholding the principle that
scientists shall be free to inter-
change their findings and to
collaborate in the search for
knowledge without let or hin-
drance.

To realize these objects the
Society must continue to maintain
its independence, avoid involve-
ment in politics and at ail costs
maintain its high standards. The

- Royal Society is and must remain

an dlite body if it is to retain its
prestige and even its credibility,




REVIEW OF THE SCIENTIFIC CIVIL SERVICE

The Review of the Scientific Civil Service (Cmnd 8032) was published
in September 1980. The Goverrment has not yet given a formal reply to
the recommendations.

2 The CSD has asked departments employing the majority of scientists
for their reactions. SQA the basis of the replies the Science
Managemend Committe%dhae advised CSD on the priorities.

3 Departments have agreed that the first priority should be the better
development of "technological generalists" able to coatribute to policy
formulation at the hipghest levels. This will require ¥nitially the more
positive management of the careers of some of the most able

scientists to ensure that, at eppropriate times in their careers, they
are given training and experience to equip them suitably; details cof how
this is to be achieved will be discussed with departments. Reduced
resources in departmental establishment offices seem likely to limit ab
present the wider application of positive career management to all
scientists; but experience with the more able scientists should provide
& basis for wider application &s soon as resources allow,

4 Departments are being asked to specify the number of posts availablz
within the Scientific Civil Service for technological generalists and to
indicate other areas of work in which such scientists might make a uceful
contribution.

3 The need for better linkages betweeii departments having faw
scientists end the major employing departments, and ways of providine
such linkapges, are being assessed. Ways of giving better departmental
publicity to the work of government scientists will be studied.

6 Some recommendations, including those relating to departmental
policy on RZD, the remit of Chief Scientists, and the greater exchangs
of scientists with industry have been commgnded to departments for
attention.

T Other recommendations = an increase in the use of the Zecentralised
recruitment machinery, mors shori—term fellowships, wider use of
dgepartmental Heads of Profession = will be puraued only if doing so
enswers significant needs in departments.

8 The Civil Service Commission has started changing its recruitment
material to put increased emphasis on the non~research aspecte of the
work of scientists in the Civil Servics. :

9. In summary, the SMémand departments have agreed pridrities and the
broad lines of the response to the recommendations. Detalled golutions,
an% the part CSD should play in their execution, are still to be worked
Cuve ' ,




Department of Education and Science
Elizabeth House York Road '
London SE1 7PH &
Telegrams Aristides London SE1 { ‘
Telephone 01-928 9222 ext 2488

Your ref. FFU/2/02

10th Merch 1981

P Goodman Esqey
Department of Industry,
Abell House,

John Islip Stroet,
London, SWiP 4IN,

SELZCT COMMITTES APFEARANCE BY DES AMND DI, 25th MARCH 1981

T now enclose a copy of our Memorandum as it is being sent forward to
the Clerk of the Select Committee todaye

Copies of this letter go to Nick Sanders at Vo, 10., J G Colman in
Sir Jan Bancrofi's Office at the C5D and to Ldward Csmotbarly thers,

and to D J Wright in Sir Robert Armstrong's Office at the Cabinet
Office together with copies of the lHemorandum.




HOUSE OF COMMONS: EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND ARTS COMMITTEE

MEMORANDUM BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE: CIVIL SCIENCE

A. The framework for basic scientific research

The responaibilities of the Secretary of State for Education and Science in the
civil science field = to which this memorandum confines itself - are concentrated
essentially in the area of basic scientific research.

1. The responsibilities conferred on the Secretary of State for Education ‘and
Science under the Science and Technology Act 1965 are largely discharged through
the five Research Councils - the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC); the
Agricultural Research Council (ARC); the Medical Research Council (MRC): the
Science Research Council (SRC); and the Social Science Research Council (SSRC),
all of which have Royal Charters defining their functions. Other than certain
members of the ARC, who are appointed by Agriculture Ministers, the Secretary of
State appoints all members of the Councils in agreement with those other Ministers
who are principally concerned and after reference as necessary to the President

of the Royal Society. :

2. The Secretary of State is responsible for the provision of an annual grant-
in-aid to the Research Councils; and such grants are also paid to the British
Museum (Natural History)* and to the Royal Society. The sum of these grante to
the seven recipient bodies is known as the Science Budget.

3« The Science Budget is intended to further scientific knowledge, to maintain
a fundamental capacity for research and to support higher education at the
postgraduate level. The Research Councils undertake these duties in a variety
of ways, the pattern varying from one Council to another. Provision for
research includes the making of grants to research workers in universities and
elsewhere; the direct operation of research establishments (which may be units
associated with universities, central facilities for the use of universities, or
separate institutes which carry out research programmes agreed by a Council);
participating in international scientific programmes; and supporting students

/undertaking

*The British Museum (Natural History) is funded from the Science Budget rather
than, as with the other Trustee Museums, from the Arts Budget because the main
thrust of the Museum's work is in the field of science, and in particular in
taxonomy .




undertaking postgraduate training. Annex 1 shows the general pattern of each
Council's expenditure in 1979-80 financed from the Science Budget.

4. In the working of the Research Council system, the Advisory Board for the
Research Councils (ABRC) has a central place. The ABRC was established in 1972
to advise the Secretary of State on his responsibilities for Civil Science, with
particular reference to the Research Council system, and on the allocation of
the Science Budget among the recipient bodies. Members, who are. appointed by
the Secretary of State, include the Heads of each of the Research Councils, the
Chief Scientists of those Government Departments with a major interest in the
work of the Research Councils, the Chief Scientist in the Central Policy Review
Staff (SPRS), the Chairman of the University Grants Committee (UGC), and members
drawn from industry, the universities and the Royal Society. The terms of
réference and current membership of the ABRC are set out in Annex 2.

5. In formulating its advice to the Secretary of State on the allocation of
the Science Budget, the ABRC conducts each year a Forward Look exercise in which
it considers submissions from each recipient body covering their current work

and plans for future years. The advice given to the Secretary of State covers

allocations for the succeeding financial year and guidelines for ths three or
four years following that. The work of the ABRC is covered in detail by its
First, Second and Third Reports*.

6. In arriving at his conclusions on the allocation of the Science Budget, the

Secretary of State clearly gives the most serious consideration to theadvice

which he receives from the ABRC; but the final decision is his. In reaching

that decision he will in particular have regard to the extent to which in his

view the advice in practice fully reflects current perceptions of priorities and

pre-occupations in scientific research. For example, for a number of years

starting in 1974-75 the ABRC advised that the allocation of funds should effect

a redeployment of resources away from "big" science areas within the SRC's sphere

of responsibility - high energy physics, astronomy and space sciences - in order

to provide for developments in other fields, particularly those such as engineering,

of relevance to the needs of industry; and successive Secretaries of State accepted

the advice that allocationsto the SRC in real terms should be planned on a
/declining

*Cmnd. 5633 (June 1974), Cmnd. 6430 (March 1976) and Cmnd. 7467 (February 1979).




declining basis. Again on the Board's advice, this specific policy has however
now ended. As another example, the SSRC has in the last few years experienced a
substantial decrease in real terms in its receipts from the Science Budget; and
this too has reflected advice from the ABRC.

7. Once the Secretary of State has reached his decisions on allocations, each
body in receipt of grant-in-aid from the Science Budget is responsible for its
allocation between different purposes. At the same time, the Department retains
a capacity for monitoring the Research Councils' expenditure through the operation
of delegated financial authority limits. These require the Research Councils to
secure the Department's approval (and in some cases the Department then has to
secure Treasury approval) for proposed expenditure which falls into certain
categories or which is estimated to exceed certain laid-down threshold sums.

The Department is further associated with the task, which goes on throughout

each financial year, of ensuring thet their estimate and cash limit provisions are
not exceeded by the Research Councils.

Be The size and uses of the Science Budget

(i) The Science Budget as a whole

8. The following table shows the pattern of expenditure on the Science Budget

for the past two years, and the planned expenditure for the current year and in

1981-82 at 1980 Survey prices. Up-to-dﬁte Public Expenditure plans for 1982-83%
and 1983-84 will appear in a White Paper to be published shortly.

£ million**

Planned

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82
339.4 340.0 3k, 7 3434

**Including £13.9 million to be transferred from the Health Departments
from 1981-82 - see Annex 3. For purposes of comparison this sum has
also been added in the earlier years.

/9. Having |




9. Having regard to the Government's decision to reduce public spending, the

plans for the Science budget shown above (which take into account reductions

announced during 1979 and 1980) demonstrate the importance which is attached

to the support of basic science.
(ii) Distribution of the Science Budget
(a) Overall

10. The allocations from the Science Budget to the recipient bodies in 1980-81
and 1981-82 are set out in Annex 3. 1In its coming Forward Look exercise the
ABRC will be framing its recommendations within the projectimns which will be
set out in the next Public Expenditure White Paper.

(b) Use of the Science Budget to support university scientific research

1l. Annex 1 shows that around 25 per cent of the Science Budget is spent on
research grants and contracts, most of which are placed with the universities.
In addition much of the money devoted by Research Councils to their own units
and to international subscriptions goes to support university research through
the provision of central facilities. Taken together this expenditure makes up
the major constituent of one side of the so-called dual support system for
university scienti<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>