





















































































































































































































































INDUSTRY AND COMMERCE

administration—as discussed later in Chapter 9. In all three areas—com-
merce, employment, and administrative law—the existing court system
is badly under-developed. It should be the Lord Chancellor’s responsi-
bility to put this right.

SUMMARY

We can now try to sum up what this re-definition of the functions of
government towards industry might mean in terms of government
organisation.

There should be one Ministry for Trade and Industry (in addition
to a Ministry for Industrial Infrastructure as suggested above) respon-
sible for the strength, efficiency and accountability of British industry.
This ministry would take over responsibility for ‘sponsoring’ all
industries (except fuel and power, water, transport and communica-
tions), including agriculture and building, and would be responsible for
sponsoring the country’s industry and commerce as a whole. It should
also be responsible for companies legislation and more generally for the
framework of regulation governing the activities of industry and
commerce.

Another ministry would be responsible for manpower and employ-
ment questions including industrial relations, not just in industry but
for the nation as a whole. Its role is further discussed in Chapter 8.

Another ministry (the Treasury) would be responsible for economic
policy and for prices policy and incomes policy, not just as they apply
to industry but as they apply to the country as a whole. The Treasury
should also be responsible for public purchasing policy. The Treasury’s
role is further discussed in Chapter 7.

Another ministry would be responsible for the regional implications
of industrial policy, along with the regional implications of other
government policies. Its role is further discussed in Chapter 6.

Responsibility for the research and development activities of govern-
ment would fall to the ministry responsible for the purpose of the R and
D in question—industry, health, defence, transport, agriculture, etc., as
the case may be. Any research and development activity carried out by
government for no such specific purpose would be the responsibility of
the Department of Education, Science and the Arts. This point is dis-
cussed further in the following chapter.

Consumer protection would remain the responsibility of the Ministry
for Trade and Industry, so far as industrial products are concerned. But

F 71



REFORM OF BRITISH CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

Parliament, the Courts and the Press should also play a much more
active role than at present in this sphere. The Lord Chancellor should
be given special responsibility for improving the effectiveness of legal
and judicial sanctions to protect consumers.

Finally, much of the consultative and investigatory apparatus that has
grown up like a great blanket of cotton wool and blotting paper between
government and industry could be scrapped. The necessary processes
of consultation and investigation should in future be carried out in the
open which is where they propetly belong, partly under the auspices of
Parliament and the Courts and partly by enlarging the area of public
comment and discussion.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have dealt briefly with the way relations between
industry and government have evolved during the last seventy years or
more, as the country has become self-governing, and we have considered
some of the main problems that have grown up. The theme that
emerges is, in fact, very similar to that running through developments
in other spheres of government. The time has come to clarify the
government’s functions towards industry, to simplify the jungle of
institutions and procedures that have proliferated over the years and to
redefine the responsibilities of different ministers, Parliament, public
corporations, private enterprise and the courts.

Two ministries are needed, one to deal with industrial infrastructure
and the other to deal with trade and industry. They should be respon-
sible for the effective development of the country’s industrial well-
being. They should not be directly responsible for economic policy, nor
for regional policy, nor for manpower, employment and industrial
relations policies ; three other ministries should be responsible for these.
Meanwhile, Parliament and the courts must be strengthened if they are
to carry out their functions effectively in the industrial and commercial
field. So far as possible, public corporations and private firms should
then be left free, within the framework of public policy and public
accountability thus laid down by ministers, Parliament and the courts,
to do their own jobs as best they can without interference or feather-
bedding by the government. If direct intervention is required it should
be carried out according to criteria clearly laid down, by a non-minis-
terial agency subject to effective parliamentary and public scrutiny.

So far, the signs are that Mr Heath’s Conservative government are
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prepared, in principle, to pursue this line of approach. Only time will
show whether, in practice, they will be able to develop a positive frame-
work of parliamentary and judicial control, and of economic, regional,
manpower and employment, and prices and incomes policies, in which
private enterprise can then be allowed to flourish to the full.

NOTES ON CHAPTER 4

General

There is, of course, an enormous literature about what has been
regarded with comfortable lack of precision as the ‘economy’ of the
country and the government’s ‘economic’ policies. Much of this is relevant
to the government’s handling of industrial questions, but if one began to
refer to it one would hardly know where to stop.

For the nationalised industries the best source-book is the 1968
Report by the Select Committee on Nationalised Industries on Ministerial
Control of the Nationalised Industries and the supporting evidence
published with that report. There is no corresponding compendium of
information, analysis and opinion about the government’s relations with
private industry, for the simple reason that economists, administrators,
industrialists, politicians and other proponents of the conventional
wisdom have only recently begun to recognise this as a definable field
for study or government action.

Note 1. John Stuart Mill: Essay on Liberty (1859): Chapter 5.

Note 2. Financial and Economic Obligations of the Nationalised Industries
(Cmnd. 1337): HMSO, 1961.

Note 3. Economic and Financial Objectives of the Nationalised Industries
(Cmnd. 3437): HMSO, 1967.

Note 4. Ministerial Control of the Nationalised Industries: First Report
from the Select Committee on Nationalised Industries: HMSO, 1968.

Note 5. House of Commons Debate, 4th December 1947: Hansard,
Column 566.
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A Common Pattern

We do not use a different scheme, a different framework,

on each occasion. It is the essence of the matter that we use
the same framework on different occasions.

P. F. STRAWSON:

Individuals: An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics

This chapter suggests that past patterns of evolution and present
problems similar to those described in the two preceding chapters can
be discerned in a number of other spheres of government too. The
particular spheres covered are: External Affairs; Housing, Health and
Welfare; and Education and Science.

Developments in each of these activities of government display the
same rhythm of proliferation and subsequent re-integration which marks
the evolution of government organisation for handling defence and
industrial questions. But we also see how the external and domestic
responsibilities of government are now converging on one another. We
see the erosion of clear lines of demarcation between the local, regional
and national functions of government. We see problems of reconciling
the professional independence of doctors, scientists and university staff
with their public accountability, similar to the problem discussed in the
last chapter of reconciling managerial independence in industry with
public accountability. Finally, we see the need for a capability for
research and long-term planning under the Prime Minister himself, in a
Prime Minister’s Department.

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

The international scene has, of course, changed out of all recognition
in the last 100 years. The European powers no longer dominate the
world as they did in the nineteenth century and the early. years of the
twentieth. Since then, the European world empires, including the
British Empire, have expanded and then exploded into a large number
of independent nations. The fragmentation is now being followed by a
process of re-integration at a different level, a trend towards one world.
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Developments in communication, especially air travel and telecom-
munications, are bringing the peoples of the world into continually
closer contact with their neighbours in the global village. One result of
this trend has been the emergence of international organisations;
another is recognition by the advanced countries of an interest and a
duty to help the less advanced.

Since the first world war the government’s tasks in the field of external
affairs have changed accordingly. The scale of our representation
abroad has greatly increased, in commonwealth countries and with
international organisations as well as with foreign governments. The
scale of our administration of dependent territories expanded consider-
ably until the period after the second world war, when it declined
sharply—first with the independence of India, Pakistan and Ceylon and

‘then with the independence of our colonies. The task of promoting
overseas trade has continually become more pressing, and the long term
importance of aid and technical assistance continues to grow also.

Changes in government organisation for handling external affairs
reflect these developments. Before the first world war there were three
departments of state involved, the Foreign Office, the Colonial Office
and the India Office. By 1939 the number had grown to six, including
the Dominions Office, Burma Office and Department of Overseas Trade
in addition to the original three. By the early 1960s, although four of
these had disappeared (India Office, Dominions Office, Burma Office
and Department of Overseas Trade), there were still four overseas
departments (Foreign Office, Commonwealth Relations Office, Colonial
Office and Department of Technical Co-operation), or five if the short-
lived Central African Office-set up under Mr R. A, (now Lord) Butler—
is included.

But by then the writing was on the wall. As the world continued to
shrink in size it was becoming less and less possible to deal with the
various aspects of external affairs in separate compartments, and the
unification of the various overseas ministries and departments became
inevitable. In 1968 the Foreign, Commonwealth and Colonial Offices
were merged in a single ministry, Only the Ministry of Overseas
Development remained to be absorbed. But for some time it had been
apparent that sooner or later its activities should be devolved to an
executive Overseas Development Agency under the Foreign and Com-
monwealth Office. This was eventually done in October 1970.

This process of unification in the government’s approach to external
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affairs is comparable to that which has taken place in the defence sphere,
not only because of its inevitability but because of the confused, piece-
meal way in which it actually happened. Moreover, just as there has
been a growing need to co-ordinate the defence and civil activities of
government, so the need for co-ordination has grown between the
external and domestic functions of government. The relationship be-
tween external affairs and defence must be close, for obvious reasons;
and since the turn of the century, special arrangements have existed for
handling it. Overseas trade is also a matter on which it has been difficult
to draw the right line between external and domestic responsibilities.
But the same is now becoming more and more true of many other
aspects of government business. The trend is accelerated by the emer-
gence of international organisations, including the United Nations
itself, functional bodies like the International Monetary Fund, the Food
and Agriculture Organisation, UNESCO, and the World Health
Organisation, and regional bodies like NATO. Finance and economics,
defence, food and agriculture, labour, education, health, transport and
communications—in all these spheres of government business, to men-
tion only some of the more obvious, domestic and external policies are
becoming more and more closely intertwined. This process is bound to
continue. For example, if and when Britain eventually joins the Euro-
pean Economic Community a whole range of government activities
which now fall into the traditional categories of domestic or external
affairs will become common to both. Or, to put it another way, those
traditional categories will become increasingly meaningless for practical
purposes.

This being so, it is ironical that the last half century should have seen
the gradual separation of the government staffs handling external
affairs from those handling domestic affairs, and that the institutional
dividing line between them should have hardened. In 1914 the staff of
the Foreign Office were members of the Home Civil Service; by 1946
they were members of a separate Foreign Service; and in 1965 they
were joined in the new Diplomatic Service by the staff of the Common-~
wealth Relations Office, who until then had belonged to the Home Civil
Service. The reason is to be found, of course, in the gradual unification
of the government’s functions in the field of external affairs under one
major department of state, the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
Nevertheless, it is odd that it should have happened at a time when the
dividing line between external and domestic affairs is breaking down.
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The change of emphasis from imperial administration to diplomacy is
now beginning to be followed by a shift from traditional diplomacy to
something much more like international administration. As this gathers
momentum, the difference between the Home Civil Service and the
Diplomatic Service will not be easy to maintain. The unification of
the two services within a single public service is only a question of
time.

HOUSING, HEALTH AND WELFARE

Since Gladstone’s day it has come to be accepted that the community
has a responsibility to provide a decent standard of housing and medical
attention for all its members, and to see that the poor, the sick, and the
unemployed and the elderly are cared for. We have come to regard the
public welfare services as forming a more or less integrated system, the
purpose of which is to provide every inhabitant of the country with a
certain standard of personal welfare and security from the cradle to the
grave. Changes in governmental responsibilities since the early years of
the century reflect these changes of outlook in two ways. There has been
a gradual shift of responsibility for social welfare from local authorities
towards the central government, although the actual administration of
many of the welfare services remains with local government. At the
same time the emergence of the unified concept of the Welfare State has
been largely, though not yet fully, reflected in unification of the central
government’s organisation for social welfare.

At the beginning of the first world war a large number of central
government departments or agencies were concerned with welfare
services. The Local Government Board supervised the local administra-
tion of the Poor Law, public health legislation, and legislation relating
to the provision of personal health services, and was responsible for such
municipal housing as was undertaken at the time. The Board of Educa-
tion supervised the school medical service and encouraged voluntary
maternity and child welfare services. The Privy Council had certain
powers in respect of doctors and midwives. The Home Office was con-
cerned with lunacy and mental deficiency, with ‘infant life protection’,
and with workmen’s compensation. The Admiralty and the War Office
were responsible for administering pensions for disabled servicemen.
The Treasury was responsible for Old Age Pensions and used the
Board of Customs and Excise as disbursing agent. The Board of Trade
was responsible for the Labour Exchanges which administered the
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unemployment insurance scheme. Finally, Lloyd George’s five Insurance
Commissions, one each for England, Scotland, Ireland, and Wales and
one Joint Commission were responsible for administering the health
insurance scheme.

These arrangements were criticised for ‘the labour, the waste of time,
the inefficiency, the mutual jealousy, the ludicrous lack of co-ordination
between departments in instances which might be indefinitely multi-
plied’. They were said to represent ‘an aggregate of effort the most
complex, confused, lacking in rationale and fertile in cross purposes
that any administrative system in the world has possibly disclosed’.?
In 1919, after a lengthy campaign in which Sir Robert Morant and
Beatrice Webb were prominent, a Ministry of Health was established.
It took over all the powers of the Local Government Board and of the
English and Welsh Insurance Commissions (special arrangements were
.made for Scotland), and the powers of the Privy Council and the Home
Office which related to health.

The establishment of the Ministry of Health thus represented the
unification in a single Ministry of virtually all the central government’s
then existing responsibilities for health and housing. Throughout the
1920s and 1930s the medical services provided by local authorities
expanded, but during the 1939-1945 war the Emergency Hospital
Service, consisting of both local authority hospitals and voluntary
hospitals, came under the direct administration of the Ministry of
Health. This development led eventually in 1948 to the creation of the
National Health Service, and thus to the removal of direct administra-
tive responsibility for health services to the Ministry of Health, partly
from the local authorities and partly from the private sector.

Until 1951 the Ministry retained most of its former functions in addi-
tion to the National Health Service, except those in respect of insurance,
pensions and the Poor Law which had been transferred to the Ministry
of National Insurance in 1945. In 1951, however, it lost its housing
functions, together with its responsibility for planning and for exer-
cising general supervision over local government, to the Ministry of
Town and Country Planning, which in that year became the Ministry
of Housing and Local Government. Thus the Ministry of Health
became what it was until its recent incorporation in the Department of
Health and Social Security, the Ministry responsible for the National
Health Service and little else.

To trace the development of the organisation for handling pensions,
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insurance and assistance we have to go back to 1917. In that year, in
order to meet the volume of work created by the war, the administration
of war disablement pensions was unified under a New Ministry of
Pensions. Although many of the functions of this Ministry were trans-
ferred back to the Service Ministries and to the Ministry of Labour and
the Board of Trade after the war, it continued in existence with responsi-
bility for war pensions and medical and hospital treatment for war
pensioners. In 1939 its powers were widened to cover disablement
pensions not only to servicemen, but also to civilians injured through
enemy action. It continued to discharge these functions until 1953.

In 1916 the new Ministry of Labour took over responsibility for
unemployment insurance together with the other labour functions of
the Board of Trade. Although the number of people covered by un-
employment insurance rose from two and a half million in 1914 to
fifteen million in 1938, relief from mass unemployment between the
wars had to be provided by assistance as well as by insurance. The
separate Unemployment Assistance Board was set up in 1935 to meet
this need.

In 1920 pensions for the blind were introduced and were adminis-
tered on behalf of the Treasury by the Board of Customs and Excise,
along with old age pensions. In 1925 a scheme of Old Age, Widows’
and Orphans’ Insurance was introduced and was administered as part of
the system of National Health Insurance under the Ministry of Health.
Pensions were supplemented where necessary by the Public Assistance
Committee of Local Authorities until 1940. In that year the central
government assumed direct responsibility for supplementary pensions
through the Unemployment Assistance Board, which was renamed
simply the Assistance Board.

By the early 1940s, therefore, a distinctly confused situation had
developed in regard to pensions, insurance and assistance. The Ministry
of Health was responsible for health insurance, for contributory old age
and widows’ and orphans’ pensions administered by approved societies,
for miscellaneous health and welfare services administered by local
authorities, and for relief under the Poor Law administered by the
Public Assistance Committee of local authorities. The Ministry of
Labour was responsible for unemployment insurance. The Assistance
Board was responsible for unemployment assistance and for supple-
menting contributory and non-contributory pensions. The Board of
Customs and Excise was responsible for administering non-contributory
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old age pensions and pensions for the blind, on behalf of the Treasury.
The Home Office was responsible for workmen’s compensation. This
was the background against which the welfare state was consolidated
in the Beveridge Report of 1942.

Following the Beveridge Report a new Ministry of National Insur-
ance was set up in 1945. It took over the insurance functions of the
Ministries of Labour and Health, the Home Office’s responsibility for
workmen’s compensation (which henceforth became known as indus-
trial injuries), and responsibility for the new family allowances scheme.
Thus a single Ministry became responsible for handling all questions
concerning insurance for sickness, maternity, unemployment, industrial
injury, retirement and death. It also took over the National Assistance
Board. In 1953, when the Ministry of Pensions was abolished, its func-
tions relating to the administration of pensions were transferred to the
Ministry of National Insurance (which became the Ministry of Pensions
and National Insurance), and its responsibility for administering pen-
sioners’ hospitals and for artificial limbs, etc., was transferred to the
Ministry of Health.

The next step came in 1968 when the two ministries, Health and
Pensions, were merged to form the Department of Health and Social
Security. This clearly represented a further stage in the unification of
central government responsibilities in the social welfare field. But
housing still remained the responsibility of the Ministry of Housing and
Local Government; and responsibility for child care continued to rest
with the Home Office until 1970. So although developments in central
government clearly reflect the emergence of the unified concept of the
Welfare State, there is still one further step to take. Sooner or later
housing policy will have to be transferred to a unified Ministry of
Housing, Health and Welfare.

But it is outside Whitehall that some of the most important problems
are now arising. These centre on: the future of the National Health
Service; the development of the personal social services at local govern-
ment level, following the Seebohm Committee’s report?; the future
of local government following the report of the Redcliffe-Maud Royal
Commission on Local Government in England (whose recommendations
were always subject to qualification by the Crowther Committee on the
Constitution); and the proper relationship between the health and other
social services. We shall explore further in the following chapter the
general proposition that reform of government today is indivisible at
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central, regional and local levels. Here we concentrate on health and
social questions.

The National Health Service has always been an odd animal, institu-
tionally speaking. It has not been administered as a central government
department; nor (with the exception of specifically local authority
health services) as part of local government; nor as a public corporation.
The hospitals have been administered by hospital management com-
mittees under fifteen regional hospital boards; and general practitioners
have been administered by one hundred and thirty Executive Councils.
Neither of these have been accountable in any real sense either to
Parliament or to elected local authorities.

A major re-organisation is now required to bring together the separate
hospital services, general practitioner services, and local authority
health services. Two ‘Green Papers’® were published by the 1960
Labour Government on the possible forms that this re-organisation
might take, and the 1970 Conservative Administration is reviewing the
question further, The main question is whether or not the National
Health Service should become part of the general fabric of government
at local and regional level. Strong arguments for this are put forward.
In human terms, medical care should be provided as one component of
a closely integrated range of personal social services. In professional
terms, the demarcation lines between medicine and child care, care of
the elderly, provision of special housing for the physically or mentally
handicapped, and care of the chronic sick, are hard to draw. It is
increasingly argued that the general practitioner should be the head of
a community health service, rather than a specialist in an artificially
narrow field of ‘medicine’. If that were once accepted, it would follow
that the health services should be fully incorporated in the structure of
reformed government at all levels.

This does not mean to say that doctors would turn overnight into
traditional Whitehall civil servants or local government officials. As the
Redcliffe-Maud Royal Commission said (Report, paragraph 365): ‘We
do not think it necessary to assume that, if the national health service
were brought within the jurisdiction of the new local authorities, this
development would mean direct control of hospitals or general practi-
tioners by local councillors in the way that is traditional in English local
government. The Passenger Transport Act, 1968 prescribes a new rela-
tionship between elected representatives and those responsible for day-
to-day running of the service, and this seems to us relevant. A similar
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relationship can be envisaged for the administration of the health
service; the elected representatives would be responsible for general
policy decisions and for co-ordinating the national health service with
the personal social services; executive bodies consisting mainly of ‘pro-
fessionals® would be responsible, within that general policy, for building
and running hospitals and administering the general practitioner
service’# A sort of public corporation at local government level is
envisaged.

One difficulty, of course, has been that the medical profession has
traditionally brought up its members to be individualists, whose sense
of achievement depends primarily on their own personal proficiency
and skill. Most doctors are not fired by the managerial challenge of
running a good hospital or planning the optimal deployment of effort
in a medical service. Moreover, most doctors nourish a fierce sense of
independence from ‘the State’, which makes it difficult for them-even
more difficalt perhaps than for businessmen-to co-operate whole-
heartedly in devising a system of administration which will give them a
satisfactory working environment. And they sometimes appear to have
little sympathy with the demand for effective public accountability,
which will enable the community to appraise their performance in its
service.

In the long run the health service will almost certainly have to be
incorporated in the full range of social services at local, regional and
national levels of government. This will be necessary if the use of
resources is to be planned in the most effective way; for example, in
achieving the right balance between the building of geriatric hospitals
and old people’s homes. It will also be necessary if those working in the
social services are to be able to combine in providing the best everyday
care for individual patients. But for this to happen three things will be
necessary: wider understanding of the close horizontal links between
the health services on the one hand and the social services on the other;
better appreciation of the need for a comprehensive approach to the
structure of government at local, regional and national levels; and
recognition by the medical profession that it is possible to serve society,
and be accountable for one’s performance in its service, without neces-
sarily becoming a traditional civil servant or local government official.

There is one further point to be noted under the heading Housing,
Health and Welfare. Pressure will continue to grow for better co-ordina-~
tion of the various financial relationships between the individual and the
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community. It should be possible to arrange matters so that all the
various tax liabilities and social security provisions, taken together, add
up to a coherent and sensible and fair sum-total payment in one direc-
tion or the other, between the community and each individual, appro-
priate to his or her particular circumstances. Hence the proposal for
‘negative income tax’ and a national minimum income. This proposal
implies closer co-ordination between the Inland Revenue and the
Department of Health and Social Security than exists today. We shall
return to it in Chapter 7.

EDUCATION AND SCIENCE

It has been increasingly accepted for a long time that education and
scientific research are of national importance, and not just of private
and local concern, and the interest of the central government in them
has grown continually.

Traditionally it was assumed that the central government should not
engage directly in education or scientific research. School administra-
tion, including the provision of teacher training colleges, was for local
authorities or independent bodies. Higher education was for the uni-
versities, whose ‘academic freedom’ has been jealously guarded. Scien-
tific research was for the universities and, where their efforts need to be
supplemented, for publicly financed Research Councils carefully insu-
lated from direct political control. At the same time in practice, there
has been a marked encroachment of central government influence over
the local authorities, the universities and the independent bodies in this
field since the beginning of the century, owing primarily to the increas-
ing national importance of education and science and their increasing
need for public funds.

The basis for a national system of state schools was provided by the
Board of Education Act of 1899 and the Education Act of 1902. Two
thousand five hundred separate school boards were abolished and the
counties and county boroughs were made responsible for school
administration. Arrangements were made for central and local govern-
ment to subsidise the voluntary schools out of taxation and rates. The
central government now had for the first time a department in White-
hall responsible for ‘the superintendence of matters relating to educa-
tion’.

The successive Education Acts of 1918 and 1944 made very little
difference to the pattern of responsibility for school education within
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the central government, though the Board of Education became the
Ministry of Education in 1944. But they did signify a major shift in the
balance between the local authorities and the central government. Under
the 1944 Act the Minister of Education was made responsible for
securing ‘the effective execution by local authorities under his control
and direction of the national policy for providing a varied and compre-
hensive educational service in every area’. Since then he has been
empowered to issue statutory rules and orders, regulations and circulars
laying down how the educational system should be organised and
administered, and to over-rule a local education authority if he thinks
fit. In recent years, to take one particular example, the political contro-
versy over comprehensive education has been primarily a national issue
and only to a secondary extent an issue in local politics.

When the universities began to receive financial assistance from the
government on a substantial scale, a way had to be found of administer-
ing it which would not encroach on their freedom to decide their own
research programmes and to teach what they wanted to teach in the way
they wanted to teach it. The University Grants Committee was set up
in 1919, reporting not to the Minister of Education but to the Chancellor
of the Exchequer. The Committee’s function was to receive the total
grant from the Treasury and allocate it among the universities. It con-
tinued to discharge this function under the Treasury until 1964, since
when an enlarged University Grants Commission has discharged it
under the Department of Education and Science.

In the field of scientific research the counterpart of the University
Grants Committee was the Research Council, several of which were
established from 1915 onwards under the Privy Council. (Defence
research, however, grew up largely within the Service Departments and
the military supply departments like the Ministries of Supply and
Aviation. In 1970 the various defence research establishments came
under the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry of Technology.) By
1959 there were five major government Research Councils in the field
of civil research, each of which was responsible to the Lord President
of the Council as was the Atomic Energy Authority.

In that year a Minister for Science was appointed who took the place
of the Lord President and assumed responsibility to Parliament for
supervising the work of the Councils, for atomic energy, for space
research, and for broad questions of scientific policy outside the sphere
of defence. Meanwhile, various government departments (including the
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Post Office and the Ministries of Agriculture, Aviation, Power, Trans-
port and Works) had built up research efforts of their own, and central
government was also providing the universities with very substantial
grants for scientific research. Altogether the government’s involvement
with science was becoming closer and more direct.

The situation in the early 1960s thus was that three Ministers were
directly concerned with education and science. The Minister of Educa-
tion had responsibilities for school education which he discharged
through the local authorities; the Chancellor of the Exchequer had
responsibilities towards the universities, which he discharged through
the University Grants Committee; and the Minister for Science had
responsibilities for civil scientific research, which he discharged through
the Research Councils and the Atomic Energy Authority. However, the
march of events was bringing these spheres of responsibility closer to
one another. It was becoming necessary to co-ordinate government
policies on school education with policies on university education, and
policies on university research with policies on government research,
more closely than before.

Three main factors were bringing school and university education
together. First, we were coming to accept that every young person had
a right to receive education up to the level of which he was capable. All
who had the ability should be given the opportunity to go on through
the primary and secondary levels to a higher education. Moreover, this
was coming to be regarded not just as an individual social right but also
as a national economic need. So it became a matter of government
policy to see that there was enough room on the higher rungs of the
educational ladder for all those coming up from below, that what was
being taught at each level bore some sort of relation to what was being
taught at the others, and that the general balance of what was being
taught at all levels bore some relation to the country’s needs. Secondly,
the large number of voluntary and local authority training colleges
which had grown up to provide trained teaching staff for the schools
were linked both to school and university administration. The schools
depended on them for staff and they were mainly paid for by money
which came ultimately from Ministry of Education Votes. On the other
hand they had come to be administered since 1944 under the super-
vision of Institutes of Education established at the Universities. Finally,
a number of the leading technical colleges established by local authori-
ties and administered under guidance from the Ministry of Education
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had become Colleges of Advanced Technology and were ready to
assume the role of technological universities. In these various ways it was
becoming apparent that a unified strategy was needed for developing
our national system of education.

The mgin factor demanding closer co-ordination between research at
the universities and government research work was the increasing
amount of financial support required by both. The central government’s
support for university research had risen from about £1-5 million in
1945—46 to about £24 million in 1962-63, and expenditure on its own
research work had risen from about £5 million in 1945-46 to about
£125 million in 1962-63. Some arrangement had to be made to ensure
that this research programme, costing £150 million a year and rising
fast, was reasonably well balanced.

This was the background against which the Robbins CommitteeS on
higher education and the Trend Committee® on the organisation for
civil science reported in 1963. The upshot of their reports was the
appointment in 1964 of a single Secretary of State for Education and
Science, who assumed the responsibilities previously carried by the
Minister of Education in relation to the schools, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in relation to the universities, and the Minister for Science
in relation to civil science in government. (On the change of govern-
ment later in 1964 some re-dispersal of responsibility for civil scientific
research occurred. For example, elements of the DSIR specifically
concerned with industrial research went to the new Ministry of Tech-
nology, and so did the Atomic Energy Authority.)

The emergence of a unified Department of Education and Science
clearly follows the pattern of ministerial unification apparent in other
spheres of government activity. The main problems outstanding now at
central government level concern, first, the relationship between the
scientific research sponsored by the Department of Education and
Science and the research and development sponsored by other govern-
ment departments; and, second, the relationship between educational
policies and national manpower policies.

In principle, the proper division of ministerial responsibility for
research is clear. Research activities should be financed by the ministry
or department on whose behalf they are being carried out—defence
research by the Ministry of Defence, transport research by the ministry
responsible for transport, and so on. If it is necessary for government to
carry out research on behalf of industry, that research should likewise
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be financed by the Ministry for Industry. Any research activity for
which no other ministry or department is prepared to pay must, if it is
worth doing at all, surely be pure research rather than applied research.
Responsibility for it should therefore fall to the Department of Educa-
tion and Science.

However, two questions now arise. First, who should be responsible
for co-ordinating the research activities and scientific policies of the
government as a whole ? Secondly, is there not perhaps an intermediate
kind of research into ‘technologies’, which is a proper function neither
for the Department of Education and Science on the one hand nor for
departments like Defence, Health or Transport on the other? The
existence of Sir Solly Zuckerman in the Cabinet Office as the govern-
ment’s Chief Scientific Adviser reflected the view that the Prime
Minister is responsible for co-ordinating the government’s overall
scientific effort. One argument for a Ministry of Technology was that
there is a field of government activity which is properly called ‘tech-
nology’.

The first of these views is sound, in my opinion, while the second is
unsound. The right approach is probably as follows.

The research sponsored by each department of government, for
example defence research or transport research, is properly regarded as
an integral part of that department’s long term planning. Co-ordination
between the research activities of different departments is properly
regarded as part of the long term planning for which the Prime Minister
is responsible, as leader of the government as a whole. As will become
apparent in Chapter 8, the Prime Minister needs a real department of
his own (in which the Cabinet Office should be incorporated) to support
him on this and other functions. The Prime Minister’s Department
should certainly contain officials, like the Chief Scientific Adviser,
qualified to help him in co-ordinating long term planning, including
research, for the government as a whole; and part of the Prime Minister’s
Department’s budget should be available for financing research directed
to long term problems which do not fall squarely into the field of any
other department. It is in this context that any research and develop-
ment activities should be considered which fall between the pure
research carried out by universities under the ultimate sponsorship of
the Department of Education and Science, and the applied research
carried out or sponsored by other government departments.

The relationship between educational policies and national manpower
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policies needs to be much closer than it has been in the past. Again, in
the research unit supporting the Prime Minister’s Department there
should be a small team responsible for considering how far the country’s
future manpower needs (as predicted by the Ministry of Employment
and Manpower) match the future availability of qualified manpower
(as predicted by the Department of Education and Science). This is
likely to be one of that research unit’s most important tasks.

PROFESSIONAL INDEPENDENCE AND PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY

The problem of reconciling professional independence with public
accountability arises in the spheres of medicine, higher education, and
science alike. Doctors, university teachers and scientists are all heavily
dependent on public funds; conversely, medical services, universities
and scientific research are all of great importance to the community and
therefore to the government. Each raises complex questions of policy,
management, and appraisal :

What programmes of future development (in the spheres of health,
higher education, and science) should be adopted, and how should
resources be allocated between the various conflicting claims upon
them?

How can the work of running a hospital, a university, or a research
establishment, best be managed ?

How can we judge after the event the success with which the
programme of work has been planned and managed ?

Parliament and the public are clearly interested in these questions and
in the answers to them. Yet the professional independence of doctors,
university teachers and scientists must be preserved from political
interference in their work.

Just as a fruitful combination of business management with parlia-
mentary scrutiny and criticism is now developing out of the relationship
between the nationalised industries, ministers and Parliament, so it
must surely be possible in principle to secure a fruitful marriage
between professional independence and public accountability in the
spheres of medicine, university teaching and scientific research. In out-
line this would consist of the following elements:

Ministers (or in certain cases their opposite numbers at regional or
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local levels) would be responsible for laying before the elected legisla-
ture plans for the future development of medical and health services,
universities and scientific research, as a basis for making the strategic
choices open to the country (or the region or locality) in these fields.
(One element in these choices is, of course, the extent to which medi-
cine, higher education and scientific research should be required—or
permitted—to finance themselves in the market place. Except for the
doctrinaire Conservative or Socialist there is no straightforward, once-
for-all answer to this question.)

Within the framework thus laid down by the process of political
decision, those responsible for running the medical services, universities
and scientific research establishments should then be permitted and
required to get on with the job to the best of their own ability.

These ‘managers’ of the medical services, universities and research
establishments should discharge their public accountability by report-
ing annually to the legislature on the achievements of their enter-
prises.

Select Committees of Parliament, on the lines of the existing Nation-
alised Industries Committee, would be responsible for considering those
reports and for examining any problems that seem to require closer
attention. A similar arrangement would be made, as appropriate, at
regional and local levels.

To the extent that this suggestion is at variance with our traditional
notions of professional independence it may be because those traditional
notions are wearing rather thin, Just as war is too important to be left to
the generals, so medicine, science and the universities are now too
important to be left to the doctors, the scientists and the dons. In fact,
the introduction of arrangements broadly comparable to those for con-
trolling the nationalised industries appears to be the next logical develop-
ment from steps that have already been taken. For example, the
accounts of expenditure by the universities and the University Grants
Commission have recently been opened to scrutiny by the Public
Accounts Committee of the House of Commons.” In a Green Paper8
published in January, 1970 the Labour Government put forward pro-
posals for a British Research and Development Corporation to be
created from an amalgamation of the more important research estab-
lishments in Mintech and the Atomic Energy Authority. The Corpora-
tion would sell research to industry and the government and would in
many ways be like a nationalised industry. The Conservatives seem
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likely to press this approach even further. In one way or another,
government research establishments seem likely to become self-
financing to a greater extent than hitherto and their management seems
likely to be brought under keener scrutiny.

Moreover, this sort of fusion between professional independence and
public accountability accords with the movement away from the
cottage industry mentality in medicine, the universities and science—
the shift from an individualistic philosophy towards a collective or
team approach to medical practice, university teaching, or scientific
research. A growing emphasis on management is already discernible in
these spheres as in others; as has been shrewdly said, doctors, dons and
scientists will have come to terms with the modern world only when they
recognise that policy-making and administration in their walks of life
are matters for the ablest, not the weakest, of their professional
brethren.

SUMMARY

We can now sum up the conclusions that emerge from this short
survey of developments in several rather different fields of government.

The process of ministerial unification that emerged in earlier chapters
has also been at work in the fields of External Affairs; Housing, Health
and Welfare; and Education and Science. The logic of it is clear. It
has led to the unification of the Ministry of Overseas Development with
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office in a single ministry handling
external affairs; it points to the transfer of responsibility for housing to
the Department of Health and Social Security, which would thus
become a unified Ministry of Housing, Health and Welfare; and it has
recently led to the incorporation of the industrial research responsi-
bilities of the Ministry of Technology in the new Department of Trade
and Industry.

We have seen that the problems of professional independence and
public accountability affecting doctors, academics and scientists in the
public sector are similar to those affecting the managers of industry in
the public sector. We conclude, therefore, that the ministerial and
parliamentary arrangements for planning and controlling the national
effort in medicine, universities and science should develop in a similar
direction to those for handling the nationalised industries which were
discussed in the last chapter.

The need for an integrated approach to government organisation as
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between central, regional and local levels has become clear, especially
in relation to health and associated social services. This will be dis~
cussed further in the next chapter.

The eventual unification of the Home Civil Service and the Diplo-
matic Service in a single public service comes up again in Chapter 8.
That chapter also explores further the impact of the ‘management
revolution’ on the institutions and style of central government gener-~
" ally, and considers further the need for a research capability in the
Prime Minister’s Office.

Finally, the function proposed in this chapter for Select Committees
of Parliament in the spheres of medicine, the universities, and govern-
ment sponsored research activities—as also discussed in the last chapter
in respect of the nationalised industries—is considered further in Chapter
9, in its general application to all fields of government.

NOTES ON CHAPTER §

General

Recent changes in the organisation of government in the field of
external affairs are reasonably well documented in the reports of the
Plowden Committee on the Overseas Representational Services (Cmnd.
2276: HMSO, 1964) and the Duncan Review Committee on Overseas
Representation (Cmnd. 4107: HMSO, 1969). Lord Strang’s The Foreign
Office in the New Whitehall Series (George Allen & Unwin) is interesting
and helpful. There is, of course, a vast literature on British foreign and
colonial policy in the twentieth century.

Similarly, there is no question of providing here a proper reading list
on the massively documented subjects of Housing, Health and Welfare.
Among the books that I have found helpful and stimulating are Richard
Titmuss’ Essays on the Welfare State (Unwin University Books) and
Rosemary Stevens’ Medical Practice in Modern England (Yale University
Press).

The same is true of Education, Science and the Arts. The Report of
the Robbins Committee on Higher Education (Cmnd. 2154: HMSO,
1963) and its supporting volumes of evidence are still the major official
source of information and opinion on that subject. The Royal Commission
on Local Government in England (Cmnd. 4040: HMSO, 1969) throws
interesting light on the organisation of education services. But these are
merely two important sources among a multitude. On government
organisation for science, F. M. G. Willson’s The Organisation of British
Central Government, 1914-1964 (George Allen & Unwin) is very clear
and helpful.
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Note 1. These criticisms, published in 1917 respectively by the New
Statesman and by a Conservative party report on “The Health of the
People’, are quoted by P. R. Wilding in his article on ‘The Genesis of
the Ministry of Health’ in Public Administration, Volume 45, Summer
1967.

Note 2. Report of the Committee on Local Authority and Allied Personal
Social Services: Cmnd. 3703: HMSO, 1968.

Note 3. (a) National Health Service: The Administrative Structure of the
Medical and Related Services in England and Wales: HMSO, 1968.
(b) National Health Service: The Future Structure of the National
Health Service: HMSO, 1970.

Note 4. Cmnd. 4040: HMSO, 1969.

Note 5. Cmnd. 2154: HMSO, 1963.

Note 6. Cmnd. 2171: HMSO, 1963.

Note 7. See the very illuminating report, and the evidence published with
it, of the Public Accounts Committee on Parliament and Control of
University Expenditure: HMSO, 1967.

Note 8. British Research and Development Corporation: HMSO, January
1970.
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Local and Regional Government and
- Environmental Planning

A place for everything, and everything in its place.
SAMUEL SMILES

So far we have been talking about Defence; Industry; External Affairs;
Housing, Health and Welfare; Education, Science and the Arts—all of
these being spheres in which the government has specific activities to
perform and specific services to provide. In this chapter and the
following two we come to functions of a rather different kind, second-
order functions or (as some might say) meta-functions, the object of
which is to make sure that all the various activities of government fall
into a consistent pattern, or in other words make sense, in respect of
certain important characteristics or dimensions of the total picture.
In this chapter we consider the task of:

supervising the pattern of central, regional and local government;

regulating the siting of national, regional and local activities, both

public and private; and

controlling these activities in relation to the interests of those in

the vicinity.
This is the task of ensuring that all the other activities of government
make sense in relation to a particular geographical area, and thus of
providing a geographical dimension to other fields of policy-making.
Other comparable second order functions include financial planning,
meaning that various activities of government must together make sense
in relation to total available expenditure; and manpower planning,
meaning that they must make sense in relation to the manpower
available. We find that the financial dimension (discussed in the next
chapter) involves reference to tables of figures such as estimates and
accounts; the manpower dimension (discussed in Chapter 9) involves
reference to manpower inventories; while the geographical dimension
involves reference to maps. (For example, the report of the recent
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Royal Commission on Local Government in England is based on maps.)

The question of the right geographical pattern of government and the
problems of regional and environmental planning are, of course, very
closely related to one another. We find that, as the central government’s
functions in these fields have grown, what were originally separate
spheres of responsibility have tended to converge upon one another—
following the broad pattern of unification that we have come to recognise
in earlier chapters.

Local government, like university teaching, scientific research, the
Bank of England, and the medical profession, is one of the areas of
British national life supposedly regarded as sacrosanct from direct inter-
ference by the central government. In practice, of course, the central
government has always found it necessary to intervene from time to
time in local government matters, and this has happened on an increas-
ing scale.

The nineteenth century saw an explosion of services provided locally
to meet the needs of an industrial population. Boards of health; poor law
unions; authorities for highways, street paving, street lighting, police
and schools; burial and sanitary boards—all these grew up separately,
each with their own areas of jurisdiction, alongside the existing vestries,
boroughs and justices of the peace. “To modern eyes the picture of local
government in the middle of the nineteenth century is an administrative
nightmare, a tangle of authorities, unrelated to one another either in
area or function, and with little coherence or uniform direction from
above’’-much like our whole system of central, regional and local
government in the middle of the twentieth century! The administrative
nightmare became unsupportable, and in 1871 the Local Government
Board was created with responsibility for supervising local government
matters. Under its guidance, a whole succession of measures was taken
during the next thirty odd years, dividing the country into urban and
rural sanitary areas (subsequently urban and rural district councils),
re-organising the boroughs, creating county boroughs, administrative
counties and metropolitan borough councils, and transferring responsi-
bility for education from the school boards to the county councils and
other local government authorities.

The late 1930s probably saw the high-water mark of the system of
British local government which came into existence towards the end of
the nineteenth century. After the second world war local authorities
acquired a number of new functions, such as housing and town planning,
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but they lost a number of important functions to the nationalised
industries, the National Health Service and the Ministry of National
Insurance. Moreover, their increasing financial dependence on the
central government for the functions which they retained, such as
education and police, inevitably affected their standing and confused
their image in the public mind.

This led to renewed pressures for organisational change in local
government all through the 1950s and 1960s. In 1951 supervisory
responsibility was transferred from the Ministry of Health to the
Ministry of Housing and Local Government. In 1958, the Local
Government Commission for England was set up to review boundaries
between local authorities and to suggest changes in the interest of greater
efficiency. In 1963 the London and Middlesex County Councils were
abolished, together with the Metropolitan Borough Councils and other
local authorities in Greater London, and were replaced by the Greater
London Council and thirty-two London Borough Councils. During
the mid-1960s the Maud? and Mallaby3 enquiries were carried out into
the management and staffing of local authorities, and eventually in 1966
the Redcliffe-Maud Royal Commission on Local Governmentt was
appointed. We shall return to its findings later.

Environmental planning as we know it today can be traced back to
before the second world war. Between the wars certain powers had
been taken by the Minister of Health and the Minister of Transport to
control the physical development of towns, and some steps had been
taken to encourage industry to go to special areas of high unemployment.
Then in 1939, just before the outbreak of war, the report of the Barlow
Commission’$ on the geographical distribution of the industrial popula-
tion included a minority recommendation for a new Ministry to be made
responsible for ‘promoting and supervising the planning of the country
for industrial, agricultural, residential and recreational requirements’.

In October 1940 Lord Reith, then Minister of Works and Buildings,
was asked to work out machinery for handling the reconstruction
problems following the London blitz. He formed a Reconstruction
Group, appointed the Uthwatt and Scott Committees® on compensation
and betterment and on land utilisation in rural areas, and encouraged
the local authorities to think about their post-war reconstruction plans.
In 1942 the Ministry of Health’s town and country planning powers
were transferred to the Ministry of Works, which then became the
Ministry of Works and Planning. In the following year, however, this
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unified responsibility both for town and country planning and for
reconstruction planning was transferred to a new Ministry of Town and
Country Planning, and the Ministry of Works and Planning reverted to
plain Ministry of Works. Responsibility for housing, sewage and water
supply and for general supervision of local government remained with
the Ministry of Health, which kept them until 1951. It was then
transferred to the Ministry of Town and Country Planning, which was
changed to the Ministry of Local Government and Planning and sub-
sequently became the Ministry of Housing and Local Government.
The functions of environmental planning and the supervision of local
government had merged in a single ministry.

The development of regional government contains the following
related strands:

the special arrangements which have been made for Scotland and
Wales (and Northern Ireland);

the arrangements made by central government ministries individu-
ally to co-ordinate their local offices region by region, and the
wartime arrangements made by the central government as a whole
to co-ordinate the regional activities of the various ministries;

the arrangements which developed first under the Ministry of
Labour and then under the Board of Trade for encouraging and
co-ordinating industry region by region; and

finally the arrangements for regional economic planning which
developed in the 1960s.

Since the first world war special administrative arrangements have
been developed for Scotland and, to a lesser extent, for Wales. The
Secretary for Scotland became a Secretary of State in 1926, exercising
his powers through the Scottish Home, Health, Agriculture, and
Education Departments in Edinburgh, these functions being regarded
as predominantly local or regional in character. In 1962, largely in
response to the need to set up regional planning machinery in Scotland,
the functions of the four departments were re-allocated between a new
Scottish Development Department, a new Home and Health Depart-
ment, and the Agriculture and Education Departments. The other
functions of the central government in relation to Scotland, including
those connected with finance, industry, trade, transport and communica-
tions, have been discharged throughout by ministries in London with a
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United Kingdom (not just an England and Wales) jurisdiction. These
functions have been regarded as national, as opposed to regional or
local, in character and, although as Scotland’s Minister the Secretary of
State takes a close interest in them as they affect Scotland, he has no
statutory responsibility for them. This supposed distinction between
local or regional functions on the one hand and national functions on
the other has been the source of much confusion. The fact is that every
function of government increasingly involves activities at central,
regional and local levels. The organisational problem is two-fold: to
distinguish ‘horizontally’ between different functions; and to distinguish
‘vertically’ between different (central, regional and local) levels of
government.

There have been no separate administrative arrangements for Wales
on anything like the Scottish scale, and throughout the period since
1914 England and Wales have been treated as a single unit for admini-
strative purposes. But most ministries have regarded Wales as a single
region, and the Ministry of Housing and Local Government has had a
Welsh Office since 1951. During the 1950s and 1960s there was a definite
trend towards special regional arrangements for Wales: in 1951 the
Home Secretary was made Minister for Welsh Affairs and given a general
responsibility for supervising the central government’s activities in
Wales; in 1957 this title and this responsibility were transferred to the
Minister of Housing and Local Government; and in 1965 a Secretary
of State for Wales was appointed with a Minister of State and a Welsh
Office (under a Permanent Secretary) to support him.

Since the first world war almost every major ministry, except the
Treasury and the external affairs ministries, has set up regional offices
to co-ordinate its activities within the regions. During the second world
war, Regional Commissioners were appointed, by the Minister of Home
Security, to co-ordinate the civil defence activities of all the central
government departments operating within each region. Machinery grew
up under these Commissioners for co-ordinating other responsibilities
of the central government, such as manpower, production and transport,
and for co-ordinating the central government’s activities with those of
the local authorities in the region. But the idea that some such regional
machinery of government should be permanently established in peace-
time to deal with economic or social activities as opposed to defence
activities was slow to take root. The central government ministries were
anxious to maintain their autonomy at the regional level, and the local
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authorities were reluctant to accept a unified central government
presence between themselves and Whitehall. Largely for these reasons
the Regional Commissioners were disbanded in 1945 and, although
attempts were made between 1945 and 1950 to consolidate and stream-
line the other regional administrative arrangements which had grown up
during the war, these tended to lapse during the 1950s. As a result, by
the early 1960s the regional arrangements made by each individual
ministry did not add up to any coherent pattern of regional administra-
tion. There was a vacuum at the regional level between local government
and central government.

We turn now to regional planning.

The powers taken by the central government to encourage the
distribution of industry to areas of high unemployment rested with the
the Ministry of Labour until 1944. The Special Areas were then re-
named Development Areas, reflecting the view that the rescue of
depressed areas was only one facet of the wider task of regulating the
distribution of industry, and administrative responsibility was trans-
ferred from the Ministry of Labour to the Board of Trade. Regional
Boards for Industry were also set up during the second world war under
the Ministry of Supply to stimulate production in the engineering
trades. After the war no-one quite knew how they fitted in. They were
first taken over by the Ministry of Labour, then by the Board of Trade,
next by the Ministry of Economic Affairs in 1947, then by the Treasury
later in the same year, and again by the Board of Trade in 1952!

By the early 1960s a number of factors were stimulating pressure for
regional planning. An alarming drift of population to the South East
of England from other regions appeared to be aggravating the internal
economic imbalance of the country. This imbalance was already such
that stop-go economic policies were stopping economic expansion in
some regions before it had even started to go. From the social point of
view, wide differences in employment levels between one part of the
country and another were becoming unacceptable. Unemployment was
now recognised to be a regional problem rather than a local problem;
the development district concept was out of date. Finally, it was apparent
that the physical planning of urban renewal in the great conurbations,
and the siting of new towns, airports, motorways, docks, hospitals and
universities, were more than merely local matters. They must be
planned on a regional and inter-regional basis.

Through the ’sixties, the economic and industrial aspect of these
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problems seemed the most acute. Under the Conservatives in the early
*sixties the top regional priority was industry. In 1963 the Board of
Trade’s responsibility for distribution of industry was expanded and a
new President of the Board of Trade (Mr Heath) was appointed with
the additional title of Secretary of State for Trade, Industry and
Regional Development. However, when the Labour Government came
to office in 1964 they regarded the ‘economic’ rather than the strictly
industrial aspect of regional planning as paramount, and decided that
responsibility for regional planning should be transferred to the new
Department of Economic Affairs. Eight regional economic planning
councils were set up under the Department of Economic Affairs, com-
posed of representatives of various interests in the region, to advise on
the broad strategy of regional development and the best use of the
region’s resources. Each council was supported by a regional planning
board, composed of officials from the various Whitehall ministries with
interests in the region.

The development of machinery for regional planning in this form
raised a number of awkward problems. How was it to be related to the
growth of regional arms of government in Scotland and Wales ? Was it
correct to suppose that regional co-ordination was primarily concerned
with economic and industrial questions ? Would the economic planning
boards be able to act without the unanimous agreement of the ministries
represented on them ? If the answer was ‘No’, they would be virtually
powerless; if it was ‘Yes’, they would disrupt the chain of command
between the ministries and their regional and local staffs; in either case
an unsatisfactory situation. Finally, how would the regional councils
and boards impinge on the local authorities ? If the answer was ‘Very
little’, it would mean that they were largely ineffective; if it was ‘A lot’,
it would lead to confusion of responsibility between central and local
government. It was clear from the beginning that the internal contra-
dictions of these arrangements for regional economic planning would
make themselves felt.

To summarise so far, developments in three originally separate fields
of government (local government; environmental planning; and re-
gional government, including regional economic planning) had by the
middle 1960s progressed to the point where responsibility for local
government and environmental planning was unified under the Ministry
of Housing and Local Government, partial responsibility for regional
government in Scotland and Wales was devolved to special Secretaries
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of State for those two countries, and regional economic planning came
under the Department of Economic Affairs. At the same time the
relationships between local, regional and central government responsi-
bilities were giving rise to increasingly awkward questions. During the
later 1960s, moreover, a number of new pressures began to make them-
selves felt. The first was the proposed reform of local government. The
second was a reaction against a primarily economic approach to govern-~
ment. Thirdly, the problems of urban transport became so acute that
for the time being they became the dominant factor in urban planning.
Fourthly, there was a rising sense of alienation and political discontent,
especially during the years 1966 to 1968, in the regions and particularly
in Scotland and Wales.

The reaction against a primarily economic approach to government
can be seen as part of a wider reaction against the claim that economists
had the solution to every social problem,* The effect of this reaction on
regional and environmental planning was particularly marked. The
Torrey Canyon disaster and growing anxiety about the extent of oil
pollution ; the Aberfan disaster, and growing recognition of the dangers
and the waste created by a too narrowly defined approach to industrial
objectives; the saga of the third London airport, the early stages of
which appeared to demonstrate that the government’s own approach to
planning was based on too narrow a calculation of the public interest;
the siting of new reservoirs and motorways without sufficient regard to
the interest of amenity; growing disquiet about the problems of noise
and pollution generally; and a whole host of similar problems in which
a narrow economic approach appeared to lead unfailingly to the wrong
answers—all these developments created increasing pressure for a shift
of emphasis towards a wider social and environmental approach in
regional policy and local planning.

In 1969, in response to these pressures, Mr Anthony Crosland was
appointed Secretary of State for Local Government and Regional
Planning. The new Secretary of State took charge, as ‘overlord’ of the
Ministry of Housing and Local Government and (in recognition of the
immediate urgency of the problems of urban traffic) the Ministry of
Transport. The Ministry of Housing and Local Government took over
the regional planning functions of the (now abolished) Department of
Economic Affairs, thus becoming something like a Ministry of Regional

* To be fair, economists themselves played a leading part in this
reaction. See, for example, E. J. Mishan’s The Costs of Economic Growth.
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and Local Government. Regional and local government in Scotland and
Wales, however, remained under the supervision of the Secretaries of
State for Scotland and Wales.

Mr Crosland immediately faced an awkward problem. The Redcliffe-
Maud Royal Commission on Local Government published its report in
June 1969.4 The Royal Commission’s terms of reference, unfortunately,
had restricted it to considering the structure of local government only
in relation to its existing functions. It was not allowed to consider the
possibility of re-allocating functions between central and local govern-
ment, nor of establishing a new intermediate level of government for
the regions. Thus the Commission’s recommendations that its proposed
61 new local government areas should be grouped in eight provinces,
each with its own provincial council, and that these provincial councils
should replace the existing regional economic planning organisation,
were tantamount to saying that we should co-ordinate the interest of
local authorities at the regional level and thereforestop co-ordinating the
central government’s activities there. It was rather like saying that you
should buy some trousers and therefore throw away your shirt! Surely
the body politic needs to be clothed all over.

Mr Senior, who dissented from the other members of the Royal
Commission, put his finger on the point. “The need for an intermediate
or provincial level of government activity arises from the existence of
problems which cannot be comprehended (and therefore cannot be
solved) except by bodies operating at that level-problems which stand
in the way of the proper discharge by both central and local government
of their respective responsibilities. I therefore agree with my colleagues
that some kind of provincial organisation is necessary to bridge the gap—
to take a synoptic view of the combined effects of departmental policies
over as wide an area as possible, to bring local needs and aspirations to
bear on decisions that have to be made nationally but cannot rationally
be made from Whitehall, and to give local planning authorities a long-
term strategic context for structural plan-making. But I cannot agree
that this organisation must necessarily, or even should preferably, be
an integral part of local government. The bridge must be built from
both sides, and in such a way that the two halves meet in the middle.’”
Quite so.

However, that is not the end of the story. The problem was further
complicated by the fact that the Commission on the Constitution (the
Crowther Commission) had been set up at the beginning of 1969 to
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take some of the steam out of Scottish and Welsh nationalism and dis-
content in the English regions. The Constitution Commission’s terms of
reference required it:

“To examine the present functions of the central legislature and govern-
ment in relation to the several countries, nations and regions of the
United Kingdom:

To consider, having regard to developments in local government
organisation and in the administrative and other relationships between
the various parts of the United Kingdom and to the interests of the
prosperity and good government of our people under the Crown,
whether any changes are desirable in those functions or otherwise in
present constitutional and economic relationships:

To consider, also, whether any changes are desirable in the constitu-
tional and economic relationships between the United Kingdom and the
Channel Islands and the Isle of Man,’8

This further enquiry clearly cut right across the work of the Royal
Commission on Local Government. As the Royal Commission recognised
in its report (paragraph 439), if the Constitution Commission recom-
mended that ‘provincial councils should be called upon to assume
functions now concentrated in an overworked system of central govern-
ment’ and ‘there were a substantial devolution of central government
functions to the provincial councils’, this would give these councils a
significantly different character.

The basic point, in fact, is very simple. There are certain activities of
government that need to be carried out at the national level; there are
certain activities that need to be carried out at regional (or provincial)
level, including Scotland and Wales; and there are certain activities that
are best carried out locally. (There are also certain activities that are
best not carried out by government at all!) Itis time that we defined them
all. We shall not get a sensible form of central government, regional
government, or local government, until (with Morant) we look compre-
hensively at the structure of government as a whole.

For the future, the right developments seem likely to be on the
following lines:

1. A Secretary of State for Local Government and Regional
Planning should assume supervisory responsibility for Scotland and
Wales, whose Secretaries of State should be abolished. Why should we
Scots and Welsh be regarded as second-class citizens, who need special
nannies at Westminster, like the Colonies in the old days ?
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2. Responsibility for transport should fall within a unified Ministry
of Power, Transport and Communications (the Ministry for Industrial
Infrastructure proposed in Chapter 4). Transport should certainly not be
muddled up with local government and regional planning. It is just as
short-sighted, and will lead to just as much distortion, to suppose that
local government and regional planning are mainly about transport, as
to suppose that they are mainly about industry or economics. There is a
local and a regional dimension to every aspect of government activity,
whatever the economist or the transport planner says.

3. Responsibility for housing, which is a social service, should be
transferred to the Department of Health and Social Security which
would become a fully fledged Ministry of Housing, Health and Welfare
as proposed in Chapter 5.

4. The new Ministry of Local Government and Regional Planning,
covering the country as a whole and stripped of its inessential functions,
will then be able to get to grips comprehensively with the pressing
problems of local government, regional government and environmental
planning.

5. In spite of the Redcliffe-Maud Royal Commission, and in spite
also of the alternative proposals recently put forward by the Conserva-
tive Government, the right pattern of government that will eventually
emerge will almost certainly be three-tier: central, regional, and local;
one central government, about twelve (including Scotland and Wales)
regional authorities, and perhaps about 200 local authorities.? In that
way, the piecemeal developments of the last hundred years will be
consolidated in a clearly intelligible structure of government over the
country as a whole.

In this chapter we have seen once again the emergence of a number
of separate functions of government and their gradual unification into
a single field of central government responsibility—in this case for local
government and regional planning. Part of the same process of evolution
has been the gradual growing together of local, regional and central
government activity to the point where it is now necessary to systematise
and define comprehensively the relationships between them. That
should in fact be the first major task of the proposed Ministry of Local
Government and Regional Planning.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER 6

General

Again, F. M. G. Willson’s The Organization of British Central Govern-
ment, 1914-1964 is an invaluable source-book. The Devolution of Power
by J. P. Mackintosh (Chatto & Windus and Charles Knight & Co., 1968)
provides an excellent survey, and has not — in my view — been invali-
dated by the subsequent publication of the Redcliffe-Maud Royal Com-
mission’s Report (Cmnd. 4040/1969). That report and the supporting
documents published with it are, of course, essential to any study in depth
of the questions dealt with in this chapter.

Note 1. W. Eric Jackson: Local Government in England and Wales (p. 37):

Penguin Books, 1964.

Note 2. Management of Local Government: HMSO, 1967.
Note 3. Staffing of Local Government:;HMSO, 1967.
Note 4. Report of the Royal Commission on Local Government in England,

1966-1969: Cmnd. 4040: HMSO, 1969.

Note 5. Report of the Royal Commission on the Geographical Distribution

of the Industrial Population: Cmnd. 6153/1940: HMSO, 1940.

Note 6. Cmnd. 6378/1942 and Cmnd. 6386/1942: HMSO, 1942.
Note 7. Cmnd. 4040: HMSO, 1969: Vol. II, Memorandum of Dissent by

Mr. D. Senior, paragraph 454.

Note 8. Hansard, Written Answers: Col. 290, 11th February 1969.
Note 9. This solution is convincingly argued by J. P. Mackintosh in The

Devolution of Power.
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7

Financial and Economic Affairs

The age of chivalry is gone. That of sophists, economists
and calculators has succeeded.

EDMUND BURKE:

Thoughts on the Present Discontents

You pays your money, and you takes your choice.
Anon.

MONEY: A SOCIAL CALCULUS

Of all the spheres of government activity the financial is perhaps the one
in which it is easiest to see the effect of the government’s changed role
in society. The course of events has taken broadly the following lines.

Two centuries ago the monarch, that is to say the Crown, raised
money by taxing the people and borrowing from the merchants and
banks to support his kingly needs. Parliament’s task, in the long series
of Economical Reforms begun by Burke in 1780, was to keep taxation
down and to bring expenditure into some sort of reasonable order. As
Burke himself said in Parliament, ‘neither the present, nor any other
first Lord of the Treasury, has ever been able to make a survey, or even
make a tolerable guess of the expenses of government of any one year,
50 as to enable him with the least degree of certainty, or even proba-
bility, to bring his affairs into compass’.! We find that the task of ‘bring-
ing affairs into compass’, of providing a clear picture of the activities
and plans of government (or more recently of the incomes of all the
people) and seeing that in totality they make sense in relation to the
amount of money available, is a constantly recurring theme in the annals
of financial reform. It represents the application of a financial dimension
to the affairs of government and society, corresponding to the geo-
graphical dimension discussed in Chapter 6.

The next stage in the evolution of public finance is represented by
the Gladstonian financial reforms of the 1860s. Gladstone’s objectives
were in fact very similar to Burke’s—to set limits to government
expenditure, to ensure that these limits were observed, and to establish
‘general order and regularity’? in regard to the government accounts.
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Economy and propriety were the watchwords. A balanced budget was
the mark of financial probity in public as in private affairs. The notion
that public expenditure, taxation and borrowing could be planned and
manipulated for economic and social purposes, or that public expendi-
ture could be efficiently or productively managed, hardly arose in the
Gladstonian philosophy.

Two factors mark the third phase in this story: the enormous growth
of public expenditure; and the rise of Keynesian economics.

Because they have grown so large, the total effect of government
spending, government borrowing and taxation has become one of the
main factors determining the commercial activity of the community and
influencing the spending and investing behaviour of companies and
individual citizens. In other words government spending, government
borrowing and taxation have become one of the main instruments
available to the government for steering the economy. In 1870, govern-
ment expenditure was running at only £18 million a year, and managing
it could be regarded as an internal housekeeping function of interest to
the government alone; the community’s interest was limited to keeping
the total figures down. In 1970 when public expenditure is several
hundred times higher and represents something like half the country’s
gross national product (depending on how you do the sums), controlling
the government’s finances has become largely synonymous with regulat-
ing the economic and financial activities of the community as a whole.
By learning how to do its own job propetly, the government can thus
influence the behaviour of industry and individual citizens in accord-
ance with the needs of economic policy. As we have become self-
governing, the task of managing the government’s finances has broad-
ened into the task of managing the economy as a whole.

Under the Keynesian type of approach to economic policy that
became steadily more fashionable from the 1930s onwards, the govern-
ment’s instruments of economic management were mainly used to
regulate the economy in the short term, that is to say not more than
about one year ahead. The main object of the exercise was to maintain
full employment. In the last two decades, as the problems of unemploy-
ment eased, other goals have grown in importance—a stable balance of
payments, stable prices, and economic growth.

By the late 1950s and early 1960s lack of success in the pursuit of
these goals, especially economic growth, led to dissatisfaction with the
short-tetm mechanism of control exercised by the Treasury and to the
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search for a different kind of approach to ‘economic’ policy. It was
supposed, especially by the Labour party and their economic advisers,
that economic policy should be directly concerned with real resources
and was therefore in some way different in kind from the government’s
financial policies. It was this idea—allied to justifiable impatience with
the Treasury—that led to the creation of new and separate machinery
for economic planning under the Department of Economic Affairs.
Unfortunately, this institutional development diverted attention from
the real problems: how to use for strategic purposes the financial flows
controlled by the government; how to use financial controls to regulate
the use of real resources; and how to turn the country’s financial
system into a more effective mechanism for implementing our social
choices and reflecting our values as a community.

The stage of development we are now entering appears likely to
mark a departure from any previous approach to economic and financial
problems. It will be based on recognition of the fact that money can
indeed be used effectively as a social calculus; that financial flows (see
Figure 1) are indeed the control system of the economy; and that
government spending, government borrowing and taxation are instru-
ments by which the government can steer the strategic development of

SPENDING
DEPARTMENTS
Banking
re————— —————-
BANK OF ENGLAND . i
- i
Exchequer (i.e. and | ACTIVITIES of the |
Current Account) | COMMUNITY including :
( Financial | INDIVIDUALS and |
Borrowing i COMPANIES i
] i
Sector | ————
REVENUE
DEPARTMENTS
Figure 1

Note: In most years the government is a net borrower, as Figure 1 shows;
tax revenue is less than total spending and the difference has to be met by
borrowing. But in some years tax revenue exceeds total spending; it is
then possible for the government to pay back some of the money it has
borrowed and so reduce the total amount of the national debt.
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the economy over the longer term as well as regulate it in the short
term.

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENTS

It is illuminating to consider briefly, as in the other fields of govern-
ment discussed in previous chapters, how the present institutional
pattern has evolved. Just as, for example, the evolution of British
defence organisation during this century now appears as inevitable, if
slow and largely unconscious, progress towards the unified Ministry of
Defence which was set up in 1964, so in the sphere of economic and
financial affairs events appear in retrospect to have led inevitably to the
transformation of the traditional Treasury into a unified Ministry of
Economic and Financial Affairs, with overall responsibility for all the
government’s work in that sphere.

As it happens, the arrangements originally adopted for economic co-
ordination in the 1920s were explicitly based on those which had
evolved for co-ordinating defence. The Committee of Civil Research
was set up in 1925 as a parallel to the Committee of Imperial Defence,
‘with the duty of giving connected forethought from a central stand-
point to the development of economic, scientific and statistical research
in relation to civil policy and administration’.3 In 1930 this Committee
was replaced by an Economic Advisory Council under the Prime
Minister’s chairmanship. This, like the Committee of Imperial Defence,
was a standing body attached to the Cabinet, advisory and without
executive responsibilities, consisting of government officials and out-
side experts, supported by sub-committees, and served by the Cabinet
Secretariat. Following a similar pattern to that adopted for defence, the
Economic Advisory Council was replaced on the outbreak of war in
1939 by a Ministerial Economic Policy Committee of the Cabinet. This
was merged after a time with the Lord President’s Committee which,
first under Sir John Anderson and later under Mr Herbert Morrison,
handled the whole range of domestic policy during the war. The Com-
mittee was supported by the Central Economic Information Service.
This was a staff of economists and statisticians which was established
in the Cabinet Office in 1939 and was subsequently divided into the
Economic Section and the Central Statistical Office.

The post-war Labour Government retained this arrangement until
1947 when Sir Stafford Cripps, who had been President of the Board of
Trade, assumed the new post of Minister for Economic Affairs and
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took over the responsibilities for economic policy hitherto held by the
Lord President. He was supported by a new Economic Planning Staff,
under a Chief Planning Officer, and an Economic Information Unit, in
addition to the existing Economic Section and Central Statistical
Office. He also took over from the Board of Trade responsibility for the
Regional Boards for Industry. With his small personal staff and the
various planning and information bodies which supported him, the
new Minister for Economic Affairs in 1947 was in a somewhat similar
position to the Minister for Co-ordination of Defence between 1936 and
1939. He had important planning and co-ordinating responsibilities
without executive authority over the instruments of economic and
financial administration, which remained under the Treasury and the
Board of Trade.

However, this arrangement did not last for long. When Mr Dalton
resigned as Chancellor of the Exchequer after his Budget leak in
November 1947, Sir Stafford Cripps succeeded him, and the duties of
Minister for Economic Affairs were merged with those of Chancellor
of the Exchequer. The Economic Planning Staff, the Economic
Information Unit and the Regional Boards moved over to the Treasury,
but the Economic Section and the Central Statistical Office were left in
the Cabinet Office. In 1952 under the Conservative Government the
Economic Section was transferred to the Treasury and its head became
Economic Adviser to the Government, while the Regional Boards for
Industry were transferred from the Treasury back to the Board of
Trade. Thus in 1952 the Treasury appeared to have consolidated its
position as the ministry primarily responsible for economic as well as

During the next twelve years the internal organisation of the Treasury
adapted itself step by step to these new responsibilities. In 1956, the
post of Permanent Secretary to the Treasury was split in two. One of
the new Joint Permanent Secretaries was left free to concentrate entirely
on economic and financial affairs while the other, Sir Norman Brook,
who was already Secretary of the Cabinet, became the official Head of
the Home Civil Service and took charge of the Treasury’s personnel
management and machinery of government responsibilities. In 1962 the
Treasury itself was reorganised to reflect this separation of tasks. Pre-
viously, the same division had often been responsible for the control
both of finance and of personnel in a particular sphere of government.
Under the 1962 reorganisation responsibility for economic and financial
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matters was concentrated in one side of the Treasury, reporting to one
of the two Permanent Secretaries, and responsibility for personnel
management and machinery of government was concentrated in the
other side of the Treasury (the fore-runner of the Civil Service Depart-
ment), reporting to the other Permanent Secretary. At the same time
the economic and financial side was divided into three groups dealing
with public expenditure, finance and economic co-ordination.+

However, the 1962 reorganisation of the Treasury came too late, and
probably placed too little emphasis on the importance of economic co-
ordination and economic growth, to carry conviction that the Treasury
was capable of discharging the full responsibilities of economic policy-
making. Moreover, the Labour party and its economic advisers at that
time took the view that ‘economics’ was an activity of government that
ran much wider than the activities covered by the Treasury. So when
the Labour Government came to power in October 1964 they set up a
separate Department of Economic Affairs. In addition to taking over
responsibility for economic co-ordination from the Treasury the new
department absorbed a considerable number of professional economists
from the staff of the National Economic Development Council (which
had been set up in 1961 under the Conservative Government), and
recruited more from the universities. In the sphere of industrial develop-
ment, as we have seen already, the new department appointed advisory
staff to stimulate modernisation of industrial practices; and it assumed
co-ordinating responsibility for regional economic planning. The
situation was much as it had been in 1947: on the one hand, a Minister
for Economic Affairs with wide co-ordinating responsibilities in the
sphere of economic policy, together with some of the Board of Trade’s
traditional policy-making responsibilities for industrial efficiency and
regional planning; on the other hand, executive authority over the
instruments of economic and financial policy retained by the Chan-
cellor of the Exchequer and the President of the Board of Trade.

The position of the Minister in charge of Economic Affairs between
1964 and 1969 was thus comparable to that of the Minister of Defence
between 1946 and 1957. The arrangement could not be permanently
satisfactory for two main reasons. First, since a co-ordinating minister
has no authority over the actual instruments of government action he
is not in a position to decide or to do anything; and since the essence of
government is decision and action, this means that in the long run the
co-ordinating minister will have comparatively little influence. The
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second reason is more specific to this particular case. For practical
purposes the three fields of government activity called ‘economic and
financial affairs’, ‘industry’ and ‘regional development’ are not neces-
sarily related more closely to one another than they are to other fields of
government activity. To construct the machinery of government on the
assumptions that economic and financial affairs are largely about industry
and that regional development is largely about economic and industrial
matters begs a lot of important questions. It distorts the mechanism for
making decisions and is bound to lead to trouble. For these reasons the
eventual demise of the Department of Economic Affairs was inevitable
right from the start. It was wound up and its economic functions were
transferred to the Treasury in 1969.

The Treasury is organised in three main groups under the Chancellor
of the Exchequer.

The Public Expenditure Group means just what it says. One of the
government’s tasks is to plan and control public expenditure, both
in total and in its allocation between different public purposes.
(The actual expenditure is incurred, of course, by all govern-
ment departments, including especially the big spenders like the
Ministry of Defence and the Department of Health and Social
Security.)

The Finance Group covers public borrowing and the management
of the national debt, the control of credit and the regulation of
interest rates, and whatever other action may be thought necessary
to regulate the country’s mechanisms for making payments and
carrying out financial transactions. (Executive action in this field,
as in the field of overseas finance,* is mainly in the hands of the
Bank of England.)

The National Economy Group covers three main functions; first,
economic forecasting; second, the economic aspects of industrial
policy and incomes policy; third, taxation. Executive responsi-
bility for raising taxation rests with the Revenue Departments, in
particular the Board of Inland Revenue and the Board of Customs
and Excise.

*We shall not be discussing overseas finance, not because it is unimpor-
tant—the balance of payments has been a critical factor for many years
—but because we are concentrating on the domestic functions of govern-
ment. However, see Chapter 11.
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Of the government agencies that take executive action in this field, the
most important are the Bank of England, the Board of Inland Revenue,
and the Board of Customs and Excise.

The Bank of England was nationalised in 1946. Under the Bank of
England Act of that year the directors of the Bank (‘the Court’) are
appointed by the Crown, and the Chancellor of the Exchequer has
power to give instructions to the Governor. This recognises the fact
that the Bank of England is, in effect, a public corporation and that it
should be under the ultimate control of the elected government of the
country. But the Bank does not come under the direct control of the
official Treasury, on the ground that its staff should preserve, and be
known to preserve, their professional integrity as bankers. The most
important recent development has been the enquiry into the Bank’s
affairs by the Select Committee on Nationalised Industries in the 1969~
1970 session of Parliament.5 This enquiry subjected the activities of the
Bank to very much the same sort of parliamentary scrutiny as has been
developed for the nationalised industries generally. The Select Com-
mittee also recommended that ‘it is a matter for consideration whether
in those areas where the Bank operates as an arm of government its
activities, along with those of the Treasury, should be subject to
examination by a Select Committee on Economic Affairs’.4

The two revenue departments also report directly to the Chancellor.
Although, unlike the staff of the Bank of England, their staff are civil
servants, they are not part of the Treasury or in any way subject to
Treasury officials. The Inland Revenue are responsible for direct
taxation (including income tax, surtax, profits tax, corporation tax,
capital gains tax, estate duty and stamp duties), while Customs and
Excise are responsible for indirect taxation (including duties on drink
and tobacco, purchase tax, and petrol tax). It is strange that so little has
yet been done to bring taxation policies under keener public scrutiny
and to bring the two revenue departments closer together. A clear
distinction between direct and indirect taxation is becoming less easy to
maintain as new forms of taxation develop, such as Selective Employ-
ment Tax and Value Added Tax. Efficient management of the national
economy certainly demands a more coherent approach to taxation
policy than seems to have been possible hitherto.

This is, in fact, only one of a number of criticisms that can be made
of the present procedures for planning and controlling the three main
flows of government money-expenditure, taxation and borrowing.
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Another is that until recently, these flows have all been managed on a
short-term basis ; only in the last fifteen years, and even now only in the
case of public expenditure, are plans made more than one year ahead.
A further point of criticism is that the three flows have been managed
as if they represent three quite separate activities. Only quite recently
has it been realised that it is their combination that largely determines
the economic activity of the community. Sir Richard Clarke made this
point in relation to taxation and expenditure (though not explicitly to
government borrowing) in his 1964 Stamp Memorial Lecture, as
follows : ‘One may look at taxation as the means by which the Govern-
ment raise the money to pay for public expenditure. Or one may look
at taxation as the instrument by which the Government restrain the
growth of private consumption and private investment to the extent
necessary to make room for the growth of public services on the one hand
and exports on the other. But whatever one’s approach, this is the
strategic point to which the long term review of public expenditure and
resources is bound to lead.’” None the less, the institutional arrange-
ments, that is to say the organisation and the working procedures of the
Treasury, the Bank of England and the Revenue Departments, are still
based on the assumption that the three flows of government money can
be managed separately.

The Treasury can also be cnuelsed for knowing so little about the
precise effect on the economy of changes in government spending,
borrowing and taxation—in other words, about the effects of the govern-
ment’s financial planning and management on the allocation and use of
real resources. However, this reflects the backwardness of our economic
understanding generally. The present state of the art can be judged
from the current argument between those economists who claim that
monetary policy (i.e. government borrowing) is all that really matters
and those who claim, on the contrary, that fiscal policy (i.e. government
spending and taxation) is all that really matters. This is as if the medical
profession were split between one school of doctors believing that health
depends entirely on eating and another believing that, on the contrary,
it depends entirely on breathing. No wonder the patient suffers!

Now that the Treasury are unequivocally responsible for planning
and controlling the three main flows of government money in the best
interest of the long-term economic well-being of the country, their
ability (and that of the executive agencies they supervise) to develop the
present rather primitive state of the art of national economic and
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financial management will undoubtedly come under keen scrutiny. And
rightly so. Some idea of what this is likely to mean can be got from
looking at developments over the last fifteen years in the procedures for
controlling public expenditure. These developments, besides being of
interest for their own sake, suggest how the present procedures
for controlling taxation and government borrowing can also be im-
proved.

PUBLIC EXPENDITURE

Historically, as we have seen, it was Parliament’s job on behalf of the
people to regulate the amount of money raised by the Crown in taxation
and spent by the Crown on its own purposes. The system of financial
control which evolved was designed to enable Parliament to prevent
abuses; to prevent the Crown taking too much of the people’s money; to
prevent the Crown spending this money on undesirable objects; and to
prevent malpractice, speculation and corruption by servants of the
Crown. The system was not designed to give Parliament powers of
constructive management; the power to decide how much of the people’s
money it would be best to spend on public purposes; or the power to
ensure that, having been allocated, it was spent to best effect by the
servants of the Crown. Traditionally, Parliament did not think of itself
as representing the interest of the share-holders in the national business,
but as representing the interest of the subject people against the Crown.
It was not concerned with the efficient management of public affairs on
behalf of the people, but with protecting the people against the Crown.
The Gladstonian reforms of the late nineteenth century systematised,
but did not basically alter, Parliament’s traditional procedures in this
sphere.

The system of financial control applied by the Treasury to satisfy
Parliament had a profound effect on the organisation and methods of
work of government.

First, it led to a very simple method of cash accounting. The govern-
ment was given specific sums of money to spend on specific items in
specific years. The accounts were designed to show that these sums had
been spent faithfully on the items for which Parliament voted them.
They were not designed to show that the money had been spent use-
fully and productively.

Second, it led to the estimates and the accounts being constructed so
as to show what the money was being spent on (things like staff salaries
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as opposed to travelling expenses), rather than what it was being spent
for (things like the Singapore military base as opposed to bases in
Europe, or primary education as opposed to secondary education).

Third, it led to expenditure being authorised only one year ahead, in
accordance with the parliamentary annual budget and annual estimates
procedures.

Fourth, it led to piecemeal decisions on expenditure. As the Plowden
Committee on Control of Public Expenditure said in 1961:

In the traditional system in this country, as it developed in the
nineteenth century and has continued through the life-time of
successive Governments to the present day, the tendency is for
expenditure decisions to be taken piecemeal. The individual
departmental Minister asks the Chancellor of the Exchequer for
the money he needs for a new proposal of policy. If the Chancellor
is content, and the new proposal is agreed by the Cabinet, the
Minister can then proceed. If, on the other hand, the Chancellor
says ‘No’, the Minister may appeal to the Cabinet. Discussion
among Ministers is likely to centre on the merits of the particular
proposal, in relation at most to a general background of the finan-
cial situation rather than upon the competing claims on the present
and future resources of the country which are represented by the
aggregate of the spending policies of the Government. There are
exceptions to this, notably in the handling of public investment;
and at the same time of the year when the Estimates are being
examined, the financial background is usually brought out more
sharply than at other times. But in general over the whole of public
expenditure throughout the year the system is one of piecemeal
decisions.8

As Burke might have put it, this system of financial control did not
enable the Chancellor of the Exchequer to bring his affairs into com-
pass. .

Fifth, the system of Treasury control imposed a sharp division
between managerial responsibility and financial responsibility. Ministers
were supposed to be responsible for carrying out the functions allocated
to them, but as Parliament’s watch-dog the Treasury was responsible
for authorising the necessary money. Within ministries the professional
staff were mainly responsible for the professional work of the depart-
ment, such as building roads or enforcing safety regulations in factories,
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but financial responsibility rested with a separate cadre of administra-
tors acting as the watch-dogs of the Treasury. There could be very little
delegation of financial responsibility to the person actually in charge of,
say, the employment exchanges or the Navy dockyards. There always
had to be a financial watch-dog at the manager’s elbow ready to bark at
him, or even occasionally to bite him if need arose. Under these arrange-
ments no-one could ever be fully responsible for the success of any
government activity.

In all these ways the arrangements for financial decision-making and
control exercised on behalf of Parliament by the Treasury and the
Comptroller and Auditor-General were at variance with the modern
approach to financial planning and management. The modern approach
is based on three very simple principles which apply respectively to the
future, the present and the past.

You need to be able to decide what things you are going to do, and
how much each of them is going to cost.

You need to put someone in charge of each of these tasks, and give
him a budget for it.

You need a method for assessing how well he has carried out his
task.

In order to understand the changes that are now taking place in the
procedures for controlling public expenditure we must consider briefly
how these principles can be applied in practice. In order to achieve the
first principle it is necessary to adopt a procedure of the kind variously
described by such terms as ‘programme budgeting’, ‘output budgeting’,
‘objective estimating’, or ‘functional costing’. One should not be misled
by these jargon phrases into supposing that anything very mysterious is
involved. They simply mean that expenditure is divided up according
to the purposes for which it is required as opposed to the items on which
it is to be spent. In the hypothetical example at Table 1, we would use
the first set of figures as the basis for decisions about future expenditure,
rather than the second. In this way it is possible to discuss priorities
intelligently and to allocate the total funds available accordingly. (This
is the context in which cost/benefit studies have a part to play, by helping
to elucidate the benefits to be expected from various alternative choices,
each of which may be expected to incur a certain cost.)
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Table 1
(Figures are hypothetical)
1. Education Expenditure by Outputs

£Lm
Primary Education 100
Secondary Education 175
Further Education 30
Higher Education 195
Total 500
2. Education Expenditure by Inputs T
Staff 375
Buildings 75
Equipment 50
Total 500

3. Education Expenditure by Outputs and Inputs
Primary Secondary  Further Higher | Total

Staff 82 143 20 130 375
Buildings 8 20 7 40 75
Equipment I0 12 3 25 50
Total 100 175 30 195 | 500

In order to achieve the second of the three principles—that someone
should be in charge of each sphere of government activity who can be
called to account for his performance-it is necessary to adopt a pro-
cedure of the kind described in the jargon of the experts as ‘accountable
management’ or ‘management by objectives’. This means that the task
must be defined: what precisely is the job that the individual concerned
is required to do ? It also means that there must be some way of measur-
ing his performance: how well has he done it? In the private sector,
accountable management operates mainly by the yardstick of profit-
ability. The person responsible for a ‘profit centre’ (corresponding to a
task) can be given a defined budget and profit target, and his perform-
ance can be judged by his success or failure in achieving this target. In
the public sector it is more difficult to define the target and to find yard-
sticks to judge success or failure. But the attempt can usefully be made,
as we shall see.

Of course, accountable management implies a good deal of delegated
responsibility or decentralisation. You cannot be held accountable for
the way you carry out a task if your instructions pre-determine in detail
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how you must do it. In particular, you need some freedom to decide for
yourself, within the budget you have been given, precisely what re-
sources you can best use and how you can best deploy them to achieve
your task. Thus, to go back to Table 1, accountable management would
again be based on the first section of the Table rather than the second
or the third. This means that as accountable management is introduced
more widely in government it will inevitably involve much badly
needed clarification and devolution of responsibilities.

Turning now to methods of assessing how well a task has been per-
formed we find another set of jargon phrases such as ‘performance
measurement’, ‘administrative productivity’, ‘efficiency audits’, and
‘management ratios’. These terms refer to methods of assessing admini-
strative or managerial performance in situations where the simple
yardstick of profitability is either inapplicable or insufficient. They
imply the development of quantitative indicators relating to various
kinds of costs, and to the various kinds of output that may be appro-
priate in each particular case. These indicators can then be used as a
basis for looking at trends between one year and another, and at com-
parisons between one organisation and another. An organisation’s per-
formance in a certain respect can be compared against its performance
the previous year, against the performance of a comparable organisa-
tion in the same year, or against a standard or average performance.

In the private sector, management ratios are now widely used as
indicators of performance to supplement the simple profit and loss
account and balance sheet. The Centre for Inter-firm Comparison, for
example, has developed management ratios as a basis for comparing the
performance of one firm against other comparable firms, and many firms
use similar ratios to assess current performance against that in previous
years. In the public sector it is less easy to develop performance indicat-
ors of this kind, because often no straightforward quantitative measure-
ment of output can be made; in other words there can be no figures
directly comparable to the value of sales or profits in the private sector.
The Treasury has begun to develop performance indicators,? but the
most ambitious attempt in the field so far has probably been a study by
the US Bureau of the Budget, published in 1964 under the title ‘Meas-
uring Productivity in Federal Government Organisation’. Five organisa-
tions were involved: the Post Office; the Treasury’s Disbursement
Division, which produces bills and savings bonds on behalf of other
government organisations; the Insurance Department of the Veterans

118



FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC AFFAIRS

Administration—-a life insurance organisation; the Systems Mainten-
ance Service of the Federal Aviation Agency; and the Bureau of Land
Management in the Department of the Interior. In every case except
the last it proved possible to develop meaningful measures of produc-
tivity.

Perhaps this all seems a little technical. But the point is that, now we
live in a self-governing society, we need to know whether our government
is thinking out priorities properly, managing its work effectively, and
accounting properly for the results. So-we have to insist on the govern-
ment adopting this kind of approach to public expenditure. Indeed,
this approach, must not only be used by the Executive for its own pur-
poses; it must be used as the basis for scrutiny by Parliament. Certain
things follow as regards government organisation and procedures.

Financial control that focuses on objectives and results is applicable
at each level. At the top it is necessary to divide the whole span of
government activity into, say, a dozen broad categories of work such as
Defence, External Affairs’® and so on. That makes it possible to con-
sider whether the balance of expenditure between these broadly
defined spheres of activity correctly reflects the priorities we give them
and whether we are getting good value for money in each of them.
Then at the next level down, it is necessary to subdivide each of these
broad categories into a further set of, say, a dozen sub-categories. For
example, Defence will be divided into such sub-categories as Nuclear
Strategic Forces, European Theatre Ground Forces, General Purpose
Combat Forces, and so on.!’ That in turn makes it possible to consider
whether we have got the priorities right within the total Defence
effort. And so on down the line. At each level of this hierarchy we struc-
ture the work in such a way as to enable us to plan, to manage and to
account, with an eye to what we are aiming to achieve.

There is also the point that, whereas a hundred years ago it was not
necessary to plan most government activity more than a year ahead, it
has now become necessary to plan it many years ahead. Most govern-
ment decisions on expenditure of any importance today involve commit-
ments stretching far into the future. The old system of annual budget-
ing one year ahead is not enough. This is why, since the late 1950s, the
Ministry of Defence has prepared ‘functional costings’ for forward
planning and why the Treasury has found it necessary to set up the
Public Expenditure Survey Committee, affectionately known as PESC.
As the Plowden Report said, ‘regular surveys should be made of public
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expenditure as a whole, over a period of years ahead, and in relation to
prospective resources; decisions involving substantial future expendi-
ture should be taken in the light of these surveys’.!2

Finally, the new approach to financial control requires us to think
about planning for the future, managing present activities, and account-
ing for past achievements as parts of a single process. We cannot plan
for the future without considering how the plans are to be carried out
when the time comes ; we cannot usefully account for past achievemnents
without regard to the plans we were trying to carry out; we cannot
judge the achievements of those responsible for managing government
activities if we cannot compare the out-turn shown in their accounts
with the targets shown in their budgets. As time’s ever-rolling stream
turns expenditure projections (for the future) into budgets (for the
present) and budgets into accounts (for the past), we must monitor
progress. We must use feedback from the present and the past to help
us to plan for the future, We need a fully integrated circle of control
as shown in Figure 2.

As we have seen, this new approach to financial control is inconsistent
with the traditional system in many ways. It concentrates on outputs
instead of inputs; it looks several years, not just one year, ahead; it
unifies and delegates responsibility instead of dividing it and central-
ising it. Because it is so much at variance with the existing system,
anomalies arise as it comes to be applied piecemeal and partially. For
instance, the Treasury has felt able from time to time to delegate a little
more financial authority to departments than they had before; but
because this runs against the grain of the existing system it cannot be
taken very far; until delegation becomes part and parcel of a new
system of control, delegated authority will tend to be snatched back and
over-ruled by the Treasury in times of financial crisis. Again, we find
that when departments engaging in trading activities were required to
produce trading accounts of the normal commercial type, or when
departments began to introduce costing for management purposes,
these were regarded as totally separate activities—carried out by
different staffs and using different sets of figures—from the normal
government estimates and accounts.

The same is true of the Ministry of Defence’s forward projections of
expenditure and of the PESC projections. The defence functional cost-
ings, originally prepared for forward planning during the 1950s and
subsequently developed on lines similar to Mr Macnamara’s Planning,
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Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS) for the United States
Pentagon, had very little connection with the expenditure figures used
for practical administration and parliamentary accounting by the
Ministry of Defence. Different staff were responsible for them, and the
figures were used for planning purposes only. They could not, and still
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cannot, be used to see how the plans work out in practice. Similarly
with the Treasury’s PESC surveys. Partly because the surveys were
originally regarded as providing only background material for forward
planning rather than an actual basis for decisions, and partly because it
was not expected that any government would feel able to place these
surveys before Parliament and the public, they were developed as a
separate exercise from the annual estimating, budgeting and accounting
procedures. In other words, there was no way of seeing what happened
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when the time came for the projected figures to turn into actual ones.
Indeed, it has been unkindly said of the Treasury economists and
planners that they were only interested in drawing up projections and
plans and not at all interested in the actual results of those projections
and plans when the time came for them to be put into practice. How-
ever that may be, when in 1969 the forward survey of public expendi-
ture was eventually published in a White Paper, it became apparent that
the categories of expenditure used could not easily be related to the
form in which the annual estimates and accounts of government
expenditure are submitted to Parliament for approval and scrutiny. The
situation bore an uncanny resemblance to that which the Commission-
ers of Public Accounts noted towards the end of the eighteenth century:
‘Most of the Accounts are made up Twice; first in common Figures,
that they may be added together; and then turned into Latin, and the
same entered into Exchequer figures.” As the Commissioners then
remarked, ‘It does not seem reasonable that (these) Proceedings are to
remain in Mystery and Obscurity. Simplicity, Uniformity, and Per-
spicuity, are Qualities of Excellence in every Account, both Public and
Private; and Accounts of Public Money, as they concern all, should be
intelligible to all.’13

Much useful progress has, in fact, been made in improving the
government’s procedures for controlling expenditure over the last ten or
fifteen years, Further progress will no doubt stem from the new Con-
servative Government’s ‘programme analysis and review’ (PAR) pro-
cedures. But, as usual, the advances have been made unsystematically
and piecemeal, not as elements in any new philosophy of govern-
ment. New methods of financial planning, management and accounting
have been grafted on to traditional methods based on conflicting prin-
ciples. The time has now come to consolidate these advances into an
integrated system of planning, management and review—forward pro-
jections, annual estimates, and accounts—a new circle of control,
orientated towards objectives and results. In a self-governing country .
the government should know, and Parliament and the public should be
told, how the government’s present dispositions (as reflected in annual
expenditure estimates) and past achievements (as reflected in annual
accounts of past expenditure) are related to the strategy originally put
forward as expenditure plans. Furthermore, the systematic introduction
of this new approach to expenditure control will clarify the responsi-
bilities of officials and ministers alike. As we shall see in the next
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chapter, this will provide the financial element in a new approach to the
organisation and work of government as a whole.

TAXATION AND GOVERNMENT BORROWING

So much for recent developments in expenditure control. What
lessons do they have for taxation and government borrowing ?

The fact is that where taxation and borrowing are concerned, the
state of the art in the Treasury stands today much as it stood fifteen
years ago in relation to public expenditure~in a rather primitive condi-
tion. A list of various central government taxes in force in 1970 is at
Table 2. It is true that radical reforms were announced in the 1971
Budget, but—though important-they leave the main point unaffected.

Table 2. Various taxes (Fune 1970)

Taxes on Income

Income Tax .
Surtax
(Post-War Credits) } Inland Revenue
(Tax Reserve Certificates)
(National Insurance Contributions) Department of Health and
Social Security
Company Taxation
Corporation Tax
(Initial Allowances) } Inland Revenue
(Annual Writing Down Allowances)
(Investment Grants) Ministry of Technology
Taxes on Capital
Capital Gains Tax
Tax on Short Term Gains ] Inland Revenue
Death Duties
Taxes on Expenditure
Customs Duties on Imports
E:iieaslzu’;‘lg on Home Products } Customs and Excise
Betting and Gaming Tax
Selective Employment Tax Department of Health and
Social Security
(Repayments) Department of Employment
and Productivity
Stamp Duties Inland Revenue
Motor Vehicle Duties Ministry of Transport
Various Licences Post Office

Customs and Excise
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There is no effective system for building all these different taxes into
a deliberately constructed tax programme for a given year, and for
presenting alternative possibilities to ministers for decision and to
Parliament and the public for debate and discussion. Still less is there
any effective system for projecting a tax programme of this kind forward
over a period of years. The House of Commons Estimates Committee
said of public expenditure in 1958, ‘it is really an abuse of language to
speak of a “system” of Treasury control, if by the word “system™ is
meant methods and practices that have at one time or another been
deliberately planned and instituted. What is called “Treasury control”
is better described as a complex of administrative practice that has
grown up like a tree over the centuries, natural rather than planned,
empiric rather than theoretical. The question here at issue is whether a
“system”, many features of which emerged in times when public
expenditure played a relatively small part in the national economy, is
appropriate to the middle of the twentieth century.’’4 The same is true
of taxation today, and much the same could be said of the government’s
borrowing programme.

The next few years will undoubtedly see great changes in the Treas-
ury, the Revenue Departments and the Bank of England. They will
have to construct, as the Public Expenditure Survey Committee origin-
ally did, comprehensive projections of taxation and government borrow-
ing some years ahead as background to the shorter-term annual decisions.
Then they will find-lo and behold!-that these projections indicate the
need for and provide the basis for longer-term decisions about priorities.
They will then find, as in the case of public expenditure, that a feed-
back system is necessary-a circle of control-so that it is possible to see
how the taxation and borrowing projections actually turn out, as the
future turns into the present and the present into the past. And eventu-
ally, before we are all dead, God willing, they will be able to combine
these separate systems for planning, managing and reviewing expendi-
ture, taxation and borrowing into a unified system for controlling them
in combination. Only then shall we be able to talk realistically about
steering the economy in the desired direction.

INCOMES POLICY

The vexed question of a prices and incomes policy throws a good deal
of light on the methodology of government. Bertrand Russell once said
that ‘every proposition which we can understand must be composed
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wholly of constituents with which we are acquainted’. This is not un-
like Professor Ayer’s verifiability principle, according to which a state-
ment is meaningful only if one knows what observations would lead one
to accept it as true or reject it as false. Whatever the philosophical
validity of these principles, they certainly have their counterpart in the
methodology of government: a policy is meaningful only if we have aclear
and precise idea of the measures that would be necessary to carry it out.

The fact that politicians have had no precise idea of the measures
involved in carrying out a prices and incomes policy largely explains
why responsibility for it has been shunted from the Treasury, to the
Department of Economic Affairs, to the Department of Employment
and Productivity, and back again to the Treasury, all in the space of ten
years. It also explains the failure, at least so far, to achieve anything
resembling a long-term solution to the problem, and to halt the prices
and incomes spiral except temporarily during a ‘freeze’. And, of course
a freeze on incomes could never amount to an incomes policy. A freeze
can be no more than a short-term emergency measure in a critical
economic situation.

The prices and incomes problem arises from the simple fact that the
laisser-faire approach is no longer viable, but that so far we have failed
to find an effective substitute. Prices and incomes cannot now be left to
find their own levels in the market place; the result is chaos. On the
other hand it is not feasible to decide prices and incomes by detailed
government intervention in every case. A self-governing community has
to evolve institutions and measures which will contain the rise in total
incomes to the rising level of goods and services produced and which
will at the same time provide for relative changes in prices and incomes
as needed to stimulate efficiency, to enable those who cannot provide
for themselves to lead a decent life, and to reflect fairly differences in the
value of the work done by different members of the community. On this
last point, if money is to be an effective calculus of social value, people’s
incomes should reflect—among other things—the value that society
places on their work. One only has to compare the pay of people doing
different jobs to realise how far this is from being the case today-say,
occupational therapists with shorthand typists, teachers with engineer-
ing workers, nurses with dockers, or policemen with stockbrokers. As a
country our most important resource—from every point of view-is
people. Apart from any other consideration we ought to price it in
accordance with our priorities.
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Clearly an incomes and prices policy involves a wide variety of
measures. No one department of government can be responsible for
them all, even in a co-ordinating role.

The Treasury is required to take the necessary action to keep the
availability of national purchasing power (i.e. money) from rising above
the level of the gross national product. This it must do by planning and
regulating the national financial flows outlined in Figure 1 on page 107.
What the Treasury is also required to do-—and this will be a new
departure-is to compile a national incomes budget. This will be a
comprehensive statement, showing how total national income (i.e. the
total cake) is divided among different categories of people (nurses,
dockers, teachers, policemen, stockbrokers, and so on) and how many
of us fall into each of these categories. This would begin to show us
how the national cake really is divided up. It would provide a basis for
us to debate how it might be more fairly divided, and divided in such a
way as would make for greater economic efficiency. The argument for a
regularly published national incomes budget is the same as for any other
budget. It enables one to ‘bring one’s affairs into compass’. Nelson,
writing to the Secretary of the Treasury in 1787 before proper bud-
getary procedures had been adopted in government, complained about
the fraudulent behaviour of victualling contractors to the Navy in the
West Indies and said, “The only emulation I can perceive is, who could
cheat the most.’’s Today the division of the national income would take
place more fairly and efficiently if the whole picture was more clearly
set out.

The Treasury, then, must be responsible for seeing that the economic
and monetary framework is such that total national money income does
not rise faster than total real income, and also for compiling a compre-
hensive picture of the way in which the total national money income is
divided among different categories of people. That sets the essential
scene within which specific procedures and mechanisms can operate for
effecting relative changes in incomes and relative changes in prices.

In a pure market economy it would be possible for the government
merely to hold the ring and let competition determine whatever changes
in incomes and prices were necessary. But we do not have and never
again will have a pure market economy. The strength of large firms and
the monopoly position of most naticnalised industries and of all the
public services; the strength of organised employees; and the existence
of social security and social welfare services—these conditions will
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always be with us, and between them they effectively neutralise the
discipline of the market so far as the economy as a whole is concerned.

From this it follows that we have to ensure in respect of each sector
of the economy either that the market mechanism is working effectively
within that sector or that some other discipline is imposed on it. In
every case openness and effective scrutiny appear to be prerequisite.

Take prices first. In the monopoly situation of the nationalised
industries effective scrutiny is needed to demonstrate that prices are
not unjustifiably high; in the government sector comparable scrutiny is
needed to demonstrate that operations are efficient and that costs are
being kept down; and in the private sector large companies similarly
must publish enough information about their activities for the general
public (as well as shareholders and employees) to be satisfied of their
efficiency. In the first case we have the system of parliamentary scrutiny
by the Nationalised Industries Committee described in Chapter 4; for
the Civil Service we shall have to make comparable arrangements for
accountable management and parliamentary scrutiny, in the way sug-
gested in Chapter 9; for companies in the private sector we must rely on
strengthening the regulatory framework for industry and commerce on
the lines suggested in Chapter 4. The efficacy of these arrangements
should be the responsibility of a Ministry for Industrial Infrastructure,
a Prime Minister’s Office, and the Department of Trade and Industry
respectively.

Similarly, on the incomes and employment side, where mercifully the
rise of trade unionism has greatly softened the rigours of a free ‘labour
market’, we have to develop effective ways of seeing that fair and eco-
nomically efficient dealings take place between employers and employees.
Whether we do this by developing a legal framework to regulate relations
between employers and employees, as in the new industrial relations
legislation, or whether there is some other way of focussing the spot-
light of scrutiny on them, backed by the ultimate sanction of public
opinion, is really a secondary question. What we have to do is to make
employers and employees publicly accountable for the way they deal
with one another. This is a matter that falls fairly and squarely in the
field of employment and manpower, and will have to be the responsi-
bility of the Department of Manpower and Employment that will
emerge eventually as the modern equivalent to the old Ministry of
Labour.

Finally, we come to those who for one reason or another-old age,
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sickness, or incompetence-cannot provide themselves with an adequate
income by their own unaided efforts. The community must provide
them with an income, related both to their own needs and to the incomes
earned by other members of society. Social security is an important
element in an incomes policy. Social benefits and taxation have to be
considered as complementary instruments for regulating incomes, with-
in the total income budget of the nation. It will be for the Treasury as
the department in charge of financial policy to secure the co-operation
between the Inland Revenue and the Department of Health and Social
Security in developing a workable system of ‘negative income tax’ on
the lines described briefly in Chapter 5.

There is one last point to be made about economic and financial
policy. Money is one of our main mechanisms of social choice. The
efficiency of the country’s financial system, in the public and the private
sector together, determines the efficiency of this mechanism for allocat-
ing resources one way or another, for choosing one priority or another.
As suggested earlier in this chapter, there is scope for considerable
reform in the government’s methods of handling expenditure, revenue
and borrowing. There is also undoubted scope for reforming its present
methods of regulating the activities of the banks and other financial
institutions in the private sector, so that these institutions can compete
more freely with one another and so improve the efficiency of the
country’s financial system as a mechanism of choice, both for the indivi-
dual citizen and for society as a whole.

SUMMARY

In this chapter we have seen how the domestic financial control
function of nineteenth-century government has developed into the job
of steering the economy of our twentieth-century industrial country.
Slowly, in a gradual series of small steps, the financial function of
government has disengaged from the function of controlling govern-
ment personnel. Arrangements have developed slowly and piecemeal
for managing government expenditure in a more positive way—forward
planning, management costing and delegation of financial responsi-
bility. Arrangements have grown up zigzag for dealing with the country’s
economic problems.

This process of change has been marked by inevitable conflicts and
contradictions: conflicts of organisations when, for example, a new
Department of Economic Affairs was set up to handle the problems in
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a new way, alongside the Treasury which was still expected to handle
them in an old way; and conflicts of procedures, when new methods of
financial planning and management were introduced alongside the old
ones based on opposing purposes and principles.

However, now at last the unified function of national economic
management and government financial control is the undivided responsi-
bility of one minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and one depart-
ment, the Treasury. Hitherto, stemming naturally from the Gladstonian
system of financial control laid down by Parliament, the Treasury has
exercised its functions in the manner of the amateur back-seat driver.
Its main job has been to intervene in the work of departments and tell
them not to do it, or how to do it better. But the Treasury now has a
professional job of its own to do. It will need to make a sustained effort
to develop effective, systematic procedures for planning and controlling
the flows of public money—expenditure, taxation and borrowing—in
pursuance of long-term as well as short-term national economic objec-
tives. It will be up to Parliament and the public to scrutinise very
keenly how the Treasury shapes up to this new responsibility.

NOTES ON CHAPTER 7

General

Samuel Brittan’s Steering the Economy (Secker & Warburg, 1969) and
its predecessor The Treasury Under the Tories, 1951-1964 (Penguin Books,
1964) provide an excellent account of the development of economic policy
and the government organisation for handling it over the last twenty years.

Peter Jay, the Economics Editor of The Times, has been a protagonist
of financial reform in government for a number of years. His ideas are
always stimulating, whether in writing or conversation. He, like Sam
Brittan, has played a major part in generating the pressure which has
now gathered behind the movement for financial reform in Whitehall and
Westminster.

Two distinguished Treasury officials, Sir Richard Clarke and Sir
William Armstrong, have pronounced on important problems in this field
in Stamp Memorial Lectures, published by the University of London, the
Athlone Press. Sir Richard Clarke’s subject in 1964 was The Management
of the Public Sector of the National Economy, Sir William Armstrong’s
in 1968 was Some Practical Problems in Demand Management.

A number of recent parliamentary reports are of particular interest.
These include the Select Committee on Procedure’s important report on
Scrutiny of Public Expenditure and Administration published in Septem-
ber 1969 and the reports of the same Committee’s enquiry published in
May 1970 and February 1971 on Scrutiny of Taxation. It is perhaps
natural that I should refer the reader to my own memoranda of evidence
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submitted to the Procedure Committee in the course of these enquiries.

The report of the Select Committee on Nationalised Industries published

on 5th May 1970 contains much interesting and relevant information

about the Bank of England.

Of the enormous literature on economic and financial policy-making,
the only other publications I shall mention are The Treasury (George
Allen & Unwin) by Lord Bridges, the former head of the Treasury; and
The Politics and Economics of Public Spending (Brookings Institution,
1968) by Charles L. Schultze, the former head of President Johnson’s
Bureau of the Budget. They are two very different books but both are well
worth reading.

Note 1. Parliamentary History (1780), vol. 21, page 29.

Note 2. Quoted in Epitome, H. C. 154 of 1937-38, page 190.

Note 3. Treasury minute published as Cmnd. 2440/1925, quoted by
Willson in Organisation of British Central Government.

Note 4. An internal Treasury Organisation Committee prepared the
proposals on which the 1962 reorganisation was based. Its Chairman
was Sir Norman Brook; one of the main contributors was Sir William
Armstrong (subsequently head of the Treasury and now head of the
Civil Service); the secretaries of the Committee were Mr Ian Bancroft
and myself.

Note 5. First Report from the Select Committee on Nationalised Industries,
Session 1969—70. HMSO, 1970.

Note 6. Op. cit., paragraph 281.

Note 7. The Management of the Public Sector of the -National Economy,
University of London, the Athlone Press, 1964.

Note 8. Control of Public Expenditure, Report by the Plowden Committee;
Cmnd. 1432: HMSO, 1961, paragraph 8.

Note 9. See, for example, A Selection of Unit Costs in Public Expenditure,
published by HMSO for the Management Accounting Unit of the
Treasury.

Note 10. The Public Expenditure Whlte Paper, now published annually,
goes some way in this direction but the categories of expenditure now
used are not particularly helpful.

Note 11. See, for example, Annex D of the Statement on Defence Estimates,
19703 HMSO: Cmnd. 4290.

Note 12. Op. cit., paragraph 12.

Note 13. 8tk Report from the Commissioners of Public Accounts, vol. ii,
pages 37 and 38.

Note 14. Report of the Select Committee on Estimates, Session 195758,
paragraph 94.

Note 15. The Life and Services of Horatio Nelson, vol. i, page 96; J. S.
Clarke and John McArthur. Quoted by E. W. Cohen in The Growth of
the British Civil Service, page 23; George Allen & Unwin, 1941.
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The Central Direction of
Government and the Management
of the Civil Service

As the scale and complexity of government activities have grown, new
arrangements for co-ordinating and managing them have become
necessary. This chapter shows how the Cabinet Office, the Treasury
and now the Civil Service Department have evolved step by step to
meet this need. It suggests that their rationalisation as a fully fledged
Prime Minister’s Office is now desirable and indeed inevitable. It
suggests also that the central government’s responsibilities for civil
service personnel and more generally for public service personnel,
should not fall to the Prime Minister’s Office, but should be merged
with the government’s responsibilities for national employment and
manpower questions in a single Ministry of Employment and Man-
power.

THE CABINET

Parliament gives powers by statute to individual ministers and
individual ministers are formally responsible for the actions of the
departments of government under their control. The Cabinet was
originally an informal body that grew up as ministers began to meet
regularly to discuss their policies and take collective decisions about
them. In due course the convention was established that every member
of a government should be prepared to defend the actions of his
colleagues. The British Cabinet system thus came to embody the twin
constitutional doctrines of the individual responsibility of each minister
and the collective responsibility of the Cabinet as a whole. In recent
years both these doctrines have come under serious strain. Many people
would now regard them as constitutional myths or fictions. Mr Cross-
man, for example, has said that ‘with the coming of Prime Ministerial
government, the Cabinetin obedience to the law that Bagehot discovered,
joins the other dignified elements in the Constitution’.!
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So long as the business of government remained comparatively simple
and the number of ministers remained comparatively small, the Cabinet
could continue to work informally and the arrangements could continue
to be handled by the Prime Minister’s private secretary at 10 Downing
Street. There are signs that the strain began to tell towards the end of
the nineteenth century. There were occasions on which lack of a written
record led to confusion. In 1882 one Minister’s private secretary wrote
to the Prime Minister’s private secretary:

My dear Eddy,

Harcourt and Chamberlain have both been here this morning
and at my chief about yesterday’s Cabinet proceedings. They
cannot agree about what occurred. There must have been some
decision as Bright’s resignation shows. My chief has told me to ask
you what the devil was decided for he be damned if he knows. Will
you ask Mr. G. in more conventional and less pungent terms.?

As early as 1841 there is a nice story of Lord Melbourne as Prime
Minister leaning over the banisters at 10 Downing Street and shouting
to his Cabinet colleagues as they left a meeting on the Corn Laws:
‘Stop a bit. What did we decide ? Is it to lower the price of bread, or
isn’t it? It doesn’t matter which, but we must all say the same
thing.’3

However, it was the expansion of government work resulting from the
social reforms of the 1906 Liberal Government and the first Lloyd George
Insurance Act in 1911, followed by the vast increase in government
activity in the first world war, that broke the back of the informal
Cabinet system. In 1916 the Secretariat of the Committee of Imperial
Defence, under Maurice Hankey, ‘the little Colonel of Marines’, was
transformed into the Cabinet Secretariat. Cabinet business submitted to
the discipline of written agenda, memoranda and minutes.

The development of the Cabinet system since 1916 reflects the
increase in the number of ministers and ministries and the need for
closer and closer co-ordination between them. The size of the Cabinet
itself has steadily grown. (We are talking here about peace-time
Cabinets; special war-time arrangements have been made.) The peak
may have been reached with twenty-three members under the Wilson
Labour Government and the Conservative Government of the early
1960s. The number of ministers in charge of departments who have to
be left out of the Cabinet has also grown. In theory, the doctrine of
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collective responsibility is maintained by circulating Cabinet documents
to all ministers in charge of departments and by appointing them to
serve on Cabinet Committees dealing with their work.

The number of these Committees has grown very rapidly. It is not
possible to be at all precise about them since the fiction is still preserved
that they are merely an internal arrangement made by the informal
group of ministers called the Cabinet, and they are therefore kept
confidential. Usually a senior minister, often one of those without a
department of his own, takes the chair of these committees. Sometimes,
exceptionally, he may be given responsibility publicly for this. Sometimes
he may be given a small ministry to help him; as we have seen in earlier
chapters, Defence and Economic Affairs have been examples. Some-
times he may be an ‘overlord’, like the pre-war Minister for Co-
ordination of Defence, Lords Woolton and Leathers in 1951, or Mr
Anthony Crosland in 1969. In no case has such an arrangement been a
success. Organisational logic and human psychology combine to ensure
that there can be no satisfactory half-way house between the individual
responsibility of a minister for the activities of his department and the
collective responsibility of the Cabinet for the activities of the govern-
ment as a whole.

Also reflecting the growing task of central co-ordination, the staff of
the Cabinet Office now exceeds the 500 mark. This figure includes over
100 members of the secretariat and about 150 staff in the Central
Statistical Office. It has also included a number of co-ordinating staffs,
such as the staff of the Secretary of State for Social Services and the
staff of the government’s Chief Scientific Adviser. In the past there have
been occasions when co-ordinating staffs of this kind have hived off
from the Cabinet Office to become the nucleus of another ministry.
Perhaps this may happen again. But, even making allowances for this,
the Cabinet Office has now grown into a sizeable little department in its
own right, under the ministerial control of the Prime Minister. It is
misleading to think of it today as a small secretariat, whose status is in
some way less formal than the rest of the machinery of central govern-
ment, and whose activities and efficiency need be of no concern to
Parliament and the public.

CIVIL SERVICE MANAGEMENT

The growing need to co-ordinate the activities of government under
the Cabinet has been paralleled by a growing need for more effective
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management of the Civil Service. As we shall see, central responsibility
for Civil Service questions was traditionally regarded as an element of
financial control. It disentangled itself only slowly as a separate function
in its own right, and it is really only in the last fifteen years that it has
begun to gravitate towards the closely related Prime Ministerial function
of Cabinet co-ordination.

The demand which arose during the late eighteenth century for
reforms in the organisation and staffing of government departments
stemmed primarily from the desire to save money, as originally voiced
by Burke in the context of his ‘Economical Reforms’. Thus it was the
Treasury that took the lead in Civil Service questions and took responsi-
bility for supervising the implementation of the famous Northcote—
Trevelyan Report. Even so, as late as the first world war the various
ministries and departments still retained a very large measure of
autonomy. So much so that it is unrealistic to think of a unified Civil
Service at all at that time.

Between 1914 and 1939 all this began to change, largely at the instance
of Sir Warren Fisher, who was Permanent Secretary to the Treasury for
twenty years from 1919 to 1938. Immediately after the first world war
the standard three-tier administrative/executive/clerical staffing struc-
ture was introduced throughout the Service. The Permanent Secretary
to the Treasury was appointed Head of the Civil Service, and became
the formal channel of advice to the Prime Minister on all senior civil
service appointments. The rise of Service-wide staff associations led to
closer Treasury co-ordination of pay and conditions of service. These
growing responsibilities for Civil Service pay and management were

~marked by an internal Treasury reorganisation in 1919, when for the
first time a group of separate ‘establishments’ divisions came into
existence alongside the divisions responsible for controlling expendi-
ture.

During and after the second world war the trend towards a unified
Civil Service continued, and the Treasury’s responsibilities expanded
into all aspects of personnel management, including Training and O and
M (Organisation and Methods). Both these last tended to be considered
rather tedious activities, to be carried out at a very routine level and to
be practised mainly by the lower orders (i.e. the executive and clerical
classes) on one another. Indeed the traditional Treasury administrators
tended to regard any ‘establishments’ posting as a form of banishment
from proper Treasury work.
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Nevertheless, the continually growing importance of the Treasury’s
task of Civil Service management and its recognition as a separate
function from financial control led to further reorganisation in the
1950s and 1960s. In 1956 two joint Permanent Secretaries were ap-
pointed, one-Sir Roger Makins, now Lord Sherfield—to take charge of
economic and financial affairs, and the other—Sir Norman Brook, who
was already Secretary of the Cabinet—to be Head of the Civil Service
and to take charge of Civil Service management. Then in 1962 the
Treasury was reorganised as we have seen in Chapter 7, into two quite
separate sides—one to deal with economic and financial affairs, the other
to manage the Civil Service. Between 1956 and 1962 Sir Norman Brook,
as Head of the Civil Service and Secretary of the Cabinet, was in effect
the Prime Minister’s Permanent Secretary even though he was respons-
ible for functions being carried out in two separate departments, the
Cabinet Office and the Treasury. Since 1962 the Head of the Civil
Service and the Secretary of the Cabinet have been two separate people,
now Sir William Armstrong and Sir Burke Trend, but that should be
regarded only as a temporary regression. The need for the Prime
Minister to have a single senior official and a single Prime Minister’s
Office, fully responsible for supporting him across the whole range of
his work, cannot be ignored much longer.

ORGANISATION OF GOVERNMENT

Oddly enough, it is the Treasury (now the Civil Service Department)
rather than the Cabinet Office that has been responsible for advising the
Prime Minister on how the government should be organised-‘machinery
of government’ to use the civil servants’ term of art. This arrangement
reflected the traditional notion that organisational questions were either
a form of O and M and thus within the Treasury’s sphere, or that they
concerned the personal distribution of tasks between the members of
the informal Cabinet group and were best decided informally without
official help.

The net result is that there have never been effective arrangements
for keeping the high level organisation of government under review.
(This must be abundantly clear from the process of organisational change
described in previous chapters!) Most changes in machinery of govern-
ment have reflected the immediate pressures of the hour; they have
been decided by Prime Ministers (over a cup of coffee or during a
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taxi-ride,* for example) on the basis of their own personal experience
and prejudices and with short-term political considerations uppermost
in their minds. Sometimes, it is true, a committee or commission
studying some aspect of government organisation makes recommenda-
tions for change, and sometimes these recommendations are accepted.
But they are only partial and piecemeal. On one occasion only has a
committee been set up to look at the whole organisation of government—
the Haldane Committee on Machinery of Government of 1917-18.
It was a powerful body, containing Beatrice Webb and Sir Robert
Morant as well as Lord Haldane himself. But little attention was paid
to its report. In the aftermath of the war everyone wanted to ‘go back
to normal’. In 1918 the attempt to create a new synthesis, recognising
that government had become different in kind from what it had
traditionally been, was premature.

In 1942 during the second world war a ministerial Cabinet Committee
called the Machinery of Government Committee was established to
keep the organisation of government under review. It remained active
until 1945, but in subsequent years it met infrequently and was eventu-
ally wound up in 1950. A committee of senior officials called the Govern-~
ment Organisation Committee remained in existence for some years
thereafter, supported by a small branch in the Treasury led by Mr
William Armstrong—now Sir William Armstrong, the Head of the
Civil Service. But organisational changes are so closely linked with
policy that they must be questions for ministers; where the whole
organisation of government is concerned, they are questions for ‘the
Prime Minister himself. If the Prime Minister and his ministerial
colleagues are not interested in organisational planning, there is very
little that officials can do.

For this reason, some academic students of government draw the
conclusion that a rational approach to major questions of government
organisation is impossible. These are usually people who have had a little
first-hand experience of Whitehall; they regard themselves as initiates
of the corridors of power, privileged to reveal some hint of their
mysteries to the profane, They will tell you solemnly that they know the
game; personal knowledge of politicians would soon convince you that
Prime Ministers will always be swayed by short-term political pressures;

*We are told that the Department of Economic Affairs was conceived in
a taxi taking Mr Harold Wilson and Mr George Brown to the House of
Commons one afternoon.
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50 it is no use trying to take a long view of the government’s organisa-
tional problems. It apparently fails to occur to these pundits that it
might be a good idea to alter the balance of these pressures, to change
the rules of the game. And, in fact, that is just what needs to be done.
During the last ten years the temptation to play ducks and drakes with
the Whitehall departments, to re-shuffle the organisation of government
hither and thither with no proper strategic planning or consultation,
has become too strong. Any business tycoon who handled important
industrial mergers in this way would soon be in trouble. The time has
come to subject the Prime Minister’s performance as organiser of the
government to some effective form of scrutiny.

There were signs in 1970 that, as Prime Minister, Mr Heath would
handle the problems of government organisation not just with an eye to
short-term tactical advantage but also with proper regard for the needs
of strategic planning. Whether this would extend to the development of
really effective means of public and parliamentary scrutiny in this field
remained to be seen. What these might be is discussed in the next chapter.

SUPPORTING SERVICES

We now turn very briefly to the way that central arrangements have
developed for providing the government with supporting services. These
have been the concern of the Ministry of Public Buildings and Works,
the Stationery Office, the Civil Service Commission, the Central
Statistical Office, and the Central Office of Information.

Before 1940 the Office of Works was a comparatively minor depart-
ment under a First Commissioner. It was then transformed into a
Ministry of Works and Buildings and was recognised as the govern-
ment’s main building agency, even though the Service Ministries
retained their own works organisations. Apart from its old Office of
Works functions and its new responsibilities for constructing and
maintaining government buildings, the new Ministry also became the
government’s channel of communication with the building and civil
engineering industries. In 1962 it became the Ministry of Public
Building and Works, took over from the Service Ministries responsi-
bility for military building, and was given a more positive responsibility
to modernise the country’s building industry- a function that properly
belongs to a Ministry for Industry (see Chapter 4). It has always
exercised its responsibilities for government building under fairly close
supervision from the Treasury (and now the Civil Service Department),
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especially where important inter-departmental projects are concerned.
In October 1970 it was incorporated uneasily in the Department of the
Environment.

The Stationery Office is responsible for government stationery and
printing, and for the provision of office machinery and computers. Its
responsibilities for the efficiency of office services in government should
be closely linked with those of the Ministry of Public Building and Works
for providing, furnishing and maintaining government accommodation.
The Stationery Office’s work as government publisher links it closely
with the Central Office of Information. It does not make very much
sense for these three closely linked agencies of government to be
responsible to three different ministers.

The Civil Service Commission is responsible for recruitment to the
Home Civil and Diplomatic Services. Its personnel are civil servants,
but it has traditionally preserved the same kind of independence from
political interference as do the Bank of England and the Board of
Inland Revenue in their spheres. This reflects the Commission’s origin
in 1855, when one of the main reasons for setting it up was to limit the
scope for political patronage in civil service appointments. The Civil
Service Commission was attached to the Treasury until 1968, when it
was transferred to the new Civil Service Department.

The Central Statistical Office came into existence in 1941, at the same
time as the Economic Section, and has remained in the Cabinet Office
ever since as the co-ordinating unit for all central government statistics.
After the critical report* on Government Statistical Services by the
House of Commons Estimates Committee under Dr Jeremy Bray’s
chairmanship in 1966, Professor Claus Moser was brought in as Director
of the Central Statistical Office and under his guidance important
developments have been taking place. These are based on two new
factors: first, the rapidly growing need in industry and government alike
for large quantities of accurate and up-to-date statistical data; secondly,
the rapidly developing power of computers to handle data of this kind.
These trends imply highly streamlined flows of information between
various government departments and between government and in-
dustry. They require close co-operation by all the parties concerned in
the design of the required information-handling systems. They demand
careful analysis of the objectives of government policy and the purposes
for which statistical data are required. They bring into sharperfocus the
need for ‘systems analysis’ in the whole organisation of government.
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PRESSURES FOR REFORM

By the middle 1960s, then, the arrangements for co-ordinating the
activities of central government as a whole, for controlling its organ-
isation, for managing the Civil Service, and for providing central
supporting services, were scattered among the following offices and
departments:

10 Downing Street
Cabinet Office
Central Statistical Office
Treasury
Stationery Office
Central Office of Information
Civil Service Commission
Ministry of Public Building and Works.

The Prime Minister no longer had a single senior official, as Mr
Macmillan had had in Sir Norman Brook, to support him across the
whole span of his work as the government’s chief executive. There were
no effective arrangements for planning organisational change.

During the previous ten years or so there had been rising dissatis-
faction with the way the central government was being run. This
dissatisfaction stemmed, not so much from a negative desire to save
money and to limit the abuse of government power and patronage as
had the corresponding pressures for reform in the nineteenth century,
as from a growing sense that the system was ill-equipped for the
positive tasks of mid-twentieth-century government. In particular, since
it is always easier to blame people than institutions, criticism centred
on the quality of the Civil Service and its work. A spate of books,
pamphlets and articles appeared. Some of these, like Professor Chap-
man’s British Government Observed,5 may not have seemed very
constructive; others, like Dr Balogh’s ‘Apotheosis of the Dilettante’,6
may have appeared to concentrate rather spitefully on the supposed
shortcomings of civil servants as individual people. However, just as
the ancient Romans were once alerted to danger by squawking geese,
so now, even if the precise diagnoses were not always sound or the
proposed remedies always constructive, the growing volume of criticism
effectively warned the British public that all was not well with their
institutions of central government. And, of course, there were more
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constructive contributions like, for example, the Fabian pamphlet The
Adninistrators.

SHORTCOMINGS OF THE CIVIL SERVICE

What were the shortcomings of the Civil Service and how had they
arisen ?

Changes in the activities of government since the 1870s had changed
the nature of Civil Service work, as described in Chapter 2. This had
had important effects on the Civil Service itself.

For example, there had been marked changes in the structure of the
staff. Take the administrative class. Before the first world war there were
three working grades—Permanent Secretary, Assistant Secretary and
Principal. In some ministries the Permanent Secretary might have a
deputy; and there was also the training grade of Assistant Principal. In
his life of Sir John Anderson (later Lord Waverley) Sir John Wheeler-
Bennett has described what the Home Office was like fifty years ago.

When Anderson took charge of the Home Office in 1922 it com-
prised only seven administrative divisions. These dealt with a wide
range of differing subjects which might indeed have been handled
by seven different Departments . . . Each of these divisions was in
the charge of an Assistant Secretary. Between these heads of
divisions and the Permanent Secretary there were only two
superior administrative officers; neither of these was a genuine
Deputy—each had a rather specialised role . . . Thus for the most
part Anderson dealt directly with the heads of various divisions—
devolving on them a much larger measure of responsibility than is
enjoyed by Assistant Secretaries nowadays. They were men of
mature experience, with detailed knowledge of their own subjects;
and he allowed each of them to run his own division, though he
encouraged them to go to him for guidance and advice.8

By the 1960s the situation had become very different. Between the
Assistant Secretary and the head of his department two, and in some
cases three, new grades had blossomed: Under Secretary, Deputy
Secretary, and Second Permanent Secretary.

Perhaps even more important than the vertical lengthening of the
hierarchy had been its expansion horizontally. The number of admini-
strative divisions had grown enormously so that, for example, there were
about 35 assistant secretaries in the Home Office in place of the original
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seven. Moreover, they were now flanked by a multitude of scientific
and professional cadres which did not exist at all in 1870 and hardly at
all until much more recently-agricultural and veterinary advisers and
investigators, statisticians, economists, lawyers, scientists of a wide
variety of types, inspectors of education, doctors, engineers, architects,
inspectors of constabulary, housing and planning inspectors, informa-
tion officers—about 1,400 classes in all, each with its own self-contained
hierarchy and career structure.

The cumulative effect of these changes had been very debilitating.
As the vertical chain of command had lengthened, the work had been
down-graded right down the line. As the work had become more and
more fragmented horizontally, responsibility had further diminished.
As it happened, the Colonial Office and the Cabinet Office (the two
departments in which I had the good fortune to spend most of my time
as a civil servant) had been largely unaffected. A young man in the
Colonial Office in the 1950s, as the desk officer in charge of one of the
colonial territories (or two small ones such as Mauritius and the
Seychelles) still had a clear responsibility of his own. In the Cabinet
Office in the early 1960s he could still carry well-defined responsibility
for useful work not far from the centre of the action. During that spell
I had heard about the ‘soggy middle layer’ as one of the personnel
problems of the civil service, but it was only when I went to the Ministry
of Defence in 1963 that I met it personally.

It was a profound shock to discover after ten years of rewarding—
indeed exciting-work in Whitehall that so many of the stock criticisms
of it were justified. There appeared to be literally thousands of people-
real, live, individual people like oneself, many of them potentially able
or once able—whose energies were being wasted on non-jobs (most of
which would be done all over again by someone else and most of which
would in any case make no difference whatsoever to anything of impor-
tance in the real world), whose capabilities and aspirations were being
stunted, and who were gradually reconciling themselves to the prospect
of pointless work until retirement. Of course, one recognises that
something like this (or worse!) has been the lot of most men and women
down the ages—and still is. But surely we can do better. I am convinced
that if in 1964 the Ministry of Defence headquarters’ staff of 25,000
could have been cut down to one tenth of that number, it would have
done its work far better and its morale would have been infinitely
higher.
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This sort of situation was, in fact, steadily becoming endemic in most
of the big Whitehall departments. It was not eased by the division of
responsibility for Civil Service management between the Treasury and
the other departments. Senior staff were being shifted around between
different departments more and more frequently by the Treasury,
while at the same time each department maintained its own separate
promotion ladder. This represented a sort of half-way house between
the traditional pattern of decentralised Civil Service management by
separate, autonomous departments, and a new pattern of centralised
management of a unified Civil Service whose members worked tempor-
arily in one department and then another. It was—and indeed still is—an
unsatisfactory situation. It inevitably weakens any real sense of res-
ponsibility for staff management on the part of senior officials. It makes
it difficult to take a constructive approach to questions of machinery of
government, management services, training and personnel management
in general,

Another problem was that the status of civil servants in relation to the
rest of the community had changed. Their numbers, as also the numbers
of other public servants in local government and public corporations,
had grown out of all recognition. At the same time, the differences
between the work of civil servants, other public servants, and people
employed in private enterprise, had lost much of their former signifi-
cance. Many of the officials in a ministry like the Ministry of Defence,
a nationalised industry like the Coal Board, or an industrial firm like
ICI, now do much the same type of work as one another, in much the
same type of organisational environment. They make much the same
sort of contribution to the general welfare of the community. So,
whereas civil servants had once been a comparatively small number
of people doing work distinctly different from that done by the
rest of the community, they had now become a large body of people
doing work very similar to that done by anyone else in a big organisa-
tion.

The service had slowly adapted itself to these changes in an unplanned,
piecemeal way. There had been concern that recruitment both to the
Home Civil Service and the Diplomatic Service should be more widely
based and should more accurately reflect the standpoint and attitudes
of the country at large than was necessary a century ago. It had become
accepted in principle that there should be interchange of staff between
the Civil Service and other walks of life. None the less the Service was
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still founded on the principles of the Northcote—Trevelyan reforms of a
century earlier.

The most important of these principles was that civil servants should
form a specially selected cadre of honest, competent, non-political
officials. They should be appointed by competitive examination rather
than by patronage. They would have a permanent professional career
in the service of the Crown. They should enjoy a degree of security in
their jobs and special superannuation arrangements which were not
available in most other walks of life. (Non-contributory pensions had
been introduced primarily to remove the temptation to corruption; but,
since they were also non-transferable, they encouraged civil servants
to continue their service until retiring age and, since dismissal would
result in loss of pension rights, they fostered amenable behaviour and
good discipline.) Thus in the old days civil servants enjoyed a privileged
position close to the centre of affairs, a special status as servants of the
Crown, and a high degree of security in comparison with their fellow
citizens. They cheerfully accepted the restraints on their private and
political behaviour, and on their career mobility, which went with their
special position. But a hundred years later all this was changed, along
with the changes that had taken place in the role of central government
in society. The underlying principles on which the Civil Service was
based were now obsolete. Its very foundations had crumbled.

What was a civil servant, anyhow ? Civil servants were still defined
as ‘servants of the Crown, other than holders of political or judicial
offices, who are employed in a civil capacity and whose remuneration is
paid wholly and directly out of monies voted by Parliament’.9 This
mumbo-jumbo had meant something in the 1860s, but what on earth
did it mean in the 1960s ? Why should people who worked in employ-
ment exchanges be civil servants, while people who worked in post
offices were not ? Why should the scientists who worked at Farnborough
be civil servants, while the scientists who worked at Harwell were not ?
Why were Inland Revenue officials civil servants, while Bank of
England officials were not ? There were historical reasons for all these
and a host of similar oddities, but no logical reasons. No-one could draw
a clear line between what sort of work civil servants were supposed to
do and what sort of work other public servants were supposed to do.
The traditional idea of the Civil Service had become meaningless.
It was no longer capable of definition in terms of practical activi-
ties.
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THE FULTON COMMITTEE AND THE NEW CIVIL SERVICE
DEPARTMENT

This was the background against which the Fulton Committee on
the Civil Service was appointed in 1968. It was asked in its terms of
reference ‘to examine the structure, recruitment and management,
including training, of the Home Civil Service, and to make recom-
mendations’.’® The Prime Minister, Mr Wilson, in announcing the
Committee’s appointment said that the time had come to ensure that
the Civil Service was properly equipped for its role in the modern state.
But unfortunately the Committee was precluded from considering what
that role should be. The Government’s willingness to consider changes
in the Civil Service did ‘not imply any intention to alter the basic
relationship between ministers and civil servants’.’® Moreover, the
Committee was not allowed to look at the machinery of government.
As they said rather plaintively in their report, they ‘found at many points
of our enquiry that this imposed limits on our work; questions about
the number and size of departments, and their relations with each
other and the Cabinet Office, bear closely on the work and organisation
of the Civil Service’.’0 The understatement of the century!

Three explanations were current at the time for the limitations placed
on the Fulton Committee’s terms of reference. First, it was said that the
Prime Minister (Mr Wilson) insisted on narrow terms of reference so
that the overall effect of the Committee’s eventual report would be to
focus criticism on the Civil Service; this would provide a useful let-out
for the Labour Government when they came to give an account of their
stewardship. Secondly, it was said that senior civil servants in the
Treasury insisted on narrow terms of reference because they hoped-
poor innocents!-to limit the enquiry to comparatively routine matters
like recruitment and training procedures and internal staffing structures.
Thirdly, it was said that all the parties to the matter—politicians, civil
servants, and the chairman and members of the Fulton Committee
themselves—genuinely missed the point: they did not see that it would
be impossible to lay down a blue-print for a modern Civil Service,
without clarifying the role of the Civil Service in a modern society and
its relation to other parts of the government system. It seems difficult
to believe any of these explanations! Only the opening of the relevant
public records in about 25 years time will show which is correct. But,
whatever the explanation, the Fulton Committee’s terms of reference
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could hardly have been allowed to take the form they did if they had
been the subject of intelligent parliamentary and public discussion at the
time. Perhaps that is the main lesson for the future.

When the Fulton Committee’s report came out in 1968, it was
necessarily something of a hotch-potch. For example, it was extremely
critical of the ‘amateurishness’ of the Civil Service, especially in the
report’s notorious first chapter; but because the Committee was unable
to define the role of the Civil Service in modern society it was unable
to shed any light on the true professionalism of a modern civil servant.
The only suggestion that came through was that Civil Service adminis-
trators should really be professionals of another kind, economists or
sociologists for example! Again, the report concentrated, quite rightly,
on the need for many civil servants to be skilled managers, and it made
important recommendations for improving management training and
management services; but it was unable to recommend changes in the
structure of government which would define the managerial role of civil
servants and differentiate it from the secretariat role of those civil
servants directly assisting ministers. “We see no reason’, the Committee
said, ‘to believe that the dividing line between activities for which
ministers are directly responsible, and those for which they are not, is
necessarily drawn in the right place today. The creation of further
autonomous bodies, and the drawing of the line between them and
central government, would raise parliamentary and constitutional issues,
especially if they affected the answerability for sensitive matters such
as the social and education services. These issues and the related
questions of machinery of government are beyond our terms of refer-
ence. We think, however, that the possibility of a considerable extension
of “hiving off” should be examined and we therefore recommend an
early and thorough review of the whole question.’!! The Committee
forebore to mention that the results of such a review might completely
alter our conception of what the Civil Service is and what it is for!
Again, the Committee recommended, quite rightly, that greater
emphasis should be placed on long-term forward planning and research
and that each department should have a Planning Unit; but they were
unable to suggest the right relationship between these Planning Units
and a comparable unit for the central government as a whole. They
recognised that some central direction of the departmental Planning
Units would be necessary, but ‘the status and location of this central
direction, whether by the Cabinet Office, the Treasury or the
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development of other machinery, is a question of machinery of govern-
ment and therefore beyond our terms of reference’.’? Again, they were
unable to look at the heart of the problem.

The Fulton Committee’s three main recommendations were that:

a new Civil Service Department should be set up and the Civil
Service Commission should be integrated with it (the precise
opposite of ‘hiving off’!);

a new Civil Service College should be set up;

and a unified grading system should replace the existing staffing
structure of 1,400 different ‘classes’.

They also recommended that:

in order to encourage mobility into and out of the Civil Service,
the pension scheme should be reviewed;

management services units and planning units should be set up in
all departments;

the principles of accountable management should be applied to
organising the work of departments;

the possibilities of ‘hiving off’ and related changes in the machinery
of government should be examined;

ways and means should be examined of getting rid of unnecessary
secrecy in government;

a new pattern of joint consultation between management and the
staff side should be considered; and

recruitment procedures should be speeded up.

The general tenor of these recommendations was undoubtedly pro-
gressive. As the Head of the Civil Service, Sir William Armstrong, said
at the time, publication of the Fulton Report undoubtedly helped ‘to
break the log-jam’.

Virtually all Fulton’s recommendations were accepted by the
government. The Civil Service Department, incorporating the Civil
Service Commission, came into existence on 1st November 1968. It was
directly under the ministerial control of the Prime Minister. Its
Permanent Secretary was the Head of the Home Civil Service. Its
tasks were stated to be as follows:!3
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personnel management — policy and central arrangements for
selection and recruitment, the selection process itself, training,
promotion, personnel management, posting and general career
management of civil servants, including problems of staff wastage
together with welfare, security and retirement policy; responsi-
bility for advising on ‘top level’ appointments;

the development and dissemination of administrative and manager-
ial techniques; general oversight of departmental organisation, inter-
departmental arrangements and the machinery of government, the
working environment of civil servants and the provision of central
services, including O and M, computers and operational research;

the supervision of departmental administrative expenditure
generally and departmental manpower requirements in terms of
both numbers and grading;

the control of rates of pay, procedures for reimbursing expenses
incurred in the public service, and allowances in the Civil Service,
and of its structure in terms of grades and occupational groupings;
the co-ordination of government policy in relation to pay, etc. in
the public services generally, including the approval of salaries,
allowances etc. for the members and staff of non-departmental
bodies;

the development and execution of policy on Civil Service super-
annuation; co-ordination of pension arrangements throughout the
public sector.

It is arguable, and indeed I shall argue later in this chapter, that of these
five tasks only the second is really part of the central direction of the
government and that the remainder should not be under the direct
ministerial control of the Prime Minister.

The new Civil Service Department set to work with a will ‘to
implement Fulton’, as its task was interpreted by many of the staff
serving in it. Progress was made in following up the recommendations on
training, recruitment, terms of service (including superannuation), and
grading of staff. Studies were put in hand on the scope for accountable
management and ‘hiving off”. The government’s central capability in
the field of management services was strengthened. All this was pulled
together in a co-ordinated programme of development covering the
Civil Service as a whole, in close consultation between the official side
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and the staff side of the Service. Even if it had achieved little in the way
of tangible results (apart from the establishment of the new Civil
Service College) by the time the Labour Government left office in
June 1970, it must have been a very educative experience for all con~
cerned. And certainly the greatly increased training facilities in the
fields of computing and management science can have done nothing
but good.

NEXT STEPS

Separating the management of the Civil Service from the Treasury
and making it the responsibility of a department directly under the
Prime Minister established that the management of the government
machine was a central function in its own right. That was a very
important step forward. But, unfortunately, because the Fulton
Committee’s terms of reference were too narrowly drawn, the scope
and nature of this central function were not properly understood. Two
important mistakes were made.

The first mistake was to create yet another new department, the Civil
Service Department, to take over and develop orly the existing res-
ponsibilities of the Treasury for Civil Service pay and management,
The opportunity should have been taken to rationalise all the over-
lapping functions of the various departments and agencies concerned
with managing and servicing the central government machine under
the Prime Minister’s overall supervision.

The second mistake was the converse of the first. It was to suppose
that all the activities that had evolved in the Treasury in connection
with Civil Service pay and management constituted a single function.
In fact, these activities were an amalgam of what are now coming to be
recognised as two separate functions: on the one hand, the central
function of supervising the organisation and management services of
the government as a whole; and, on the other hand, the function of
personnel management, including such tasks as recruitment, training,
pay, pensions, conditions of service, staffing structures and grading, and
negotiations with the staff. The first of these two functions is a vital
responsibility of the Prime Minister as managing director or chief
executive of the government; the second should be the responsibility of
another minister, corresponding to the government’s personnel
director.

By 1970 it already seemed that these two distinct functions of th
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Civil Service Department would have to be disentangled from one
another. The first would have to be brought together with the functions
of the Cabinet Office (and Central Statistical Office). With it would also
have to be associated responsibility for the central supporting services
provided by the Ministry of Public Building and Works, the Stationery
Office and the Central Office of Information. A new Central Policy
Studies Unit would have to be added. All these functions would then
have to be made the responsibility of a properly constituted Prime
Minister’s Office, organised as shown in the diagram at Figure 3 (p.
150). The Office itself should be small and high powered ; not more than
300 staff in all should be needed. The supporting units and offices
shown on the diagram would naturally be larger.

It was not known whether Mr Heath’s thinking in opposition, and
the studies that were then made by the Conservative Research Depart-
ment, pointed in the general direction of a Prime Minister’s Office. It
now seems clear that they did not; certainly Mr Heath’s reforms so far
fall well short of what is needed. The creation of such an Office would
be a major step forward in our conception of government, in that it
would explicitly recognise the nature of the modern Prime Minister’s
job as leader and organiser of the government. In practical terms, how-
ever, it would represent little more than a rationalisation of the Prime
Ministerial functions now dispersed in various offices and departments
of Whitehall.

What of the personnel functions now carried out by the Civil Service
Department ? As we shall see later in this chapter; there appear to be
increasingly good reasons for bringing together the government’s
responsibilities for its own internal staffing problems with its wider
responsibilities in respect of employment and manpower in the country
as a whole. This would be analogous to the way in which the Treasury’s
traditional responsibilities for the internal financial affairs of the
government have now merged with the wider responsibilities of govern-
ment in respect of the economy as a whole, as described in Chapter 7.
It would be achieved by:

merging the personnel functions now carried out by the Civil Service

Department with the closely related functions of the Diplomatic

Service Administration Office in a new Public Service Commission ;

putting this Commission in charge of other public service appoint-

ments and staffing, such as the growing number of public appoint-

ments now made by the Prime Minister and by other ministers; and
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taking the Public Service Commission out of the Prime Minister’s
direct sphere of responsibility, and making it one of the semi-
autonomous supporting agencies of the new Ministry of Employ-
ment and Manpower proposed in Chapter 4. The organisation
chart for that ministry would then be on the lines of Figure 4.

MINISTRY OF
EMPLOYMENT
AND
MANPOWER
Public National National Commission for
Service . Employment Training Industrial
Commission Sérvice Service Relations
Figure 4

Again, this would be a comparatively small policy-making ministry,
supported by larger executive agencies to administer:

public service recruitment and training;
the employment exchange service;

government training centres, industrial training schemes, and
government-sponsored business education schemes; and

an industrial relations and personnel advisory service.

The new Office of Manpower Economics would, in effect, constitute
parts of its research and planning capability.

ADMINISTRATIVE DEVOLUTION

As in other spheres of government activity, the unification of
ministerial authority in a Prime Minister’s Office will be the starting
point for important developments down the line. One of its main func-
tions will be to carry forward (with the support of its Central Manage-
ment Services Unit) the work now being done in the Civil Service
Department on ‘accountable management’, ‘management by objectives’,
and ‘hiving off’. These terms of art sound rather formidable to the
layman, and there is a natural tendency for the experts to pretend that
they are more mysterious than they really are, So it is important to
stress that they embody certain simple basic ideas. ’
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The Fulton Committee described these underlying ideas in three
paragraphs of their report, as follows:

To function efficiently, large organisations, including govern-
ment departments, need a structure in which units and individual
members have authority that is clearly defined and responsibilities
for which they can be held accountable. There should be recognised
methods of assessing their success in achieving specified objectives.

Accountable management means holding individuals and units
responsible for performance measured as objectively as possible.
Its achievement depends upon identifying or establishing account-
able units within government departments—units where output can
be measured against costs or other criteria, and where individuals
can be held personally responsible for their performance.

Work of this kind should thus be organised into separate
commands. The manager of each command should be given clear-
cut responsibilities and commensurate authority and should be
held accountable for performance against budgets, standards of
achievement and other tests. Within his unit he should set up
sub-systems of responsibility and delegated authority on similar
lines.™

These ideas are recognisably similar to-those described in Chapter 4
on the nationalised industries. The operating framework for the
nationalised industries should be such that ministers take responsi-
bility for setting objectives and targets for the industries, and the heads
of the industries take responsibility for meeting these objectives and
targets. The heads of the industries have a ‘command’ of their own.
They have clearly defined authority and clear-cut responsibility at a
different level of decision from the minister to whose remit they work.
Similarly, as we have seen in Chapter 7, there is a close link between
the concepts of accountable management and such financial control
concepts as output budgeting. If he is to be accountable, a manager
must be given a budget of his own and be required to show what he
has achieved with it.

These ideas are now well understood by progressive civil servants in
Whitehall. In this respect the evidence given by Sir William Armstrong
and other officials from the Civil Service Department’s to the Select
Committee on Procedure in 1968—-69 contrasted favourably with that
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given by some (though not all) of the Treasury officials who appeared
before the Committee. Unfortunately, however, these ideas are not yet
at all well understood by many politicians, political commentators and
academic students of government. There is a tremendous task of
education here.

The concept of accountable management leads on to another very
important point. If the process of defining and devolving responsibility
is to be effective, it must extend not only to finance but also to staff.
The accountable manager will have to be given and will have to accept
very much greater responsibility for managing his own staff than civil
servants have had hitherto. He may have to be given responsibility for
recruiting (or at least for selecting) his staff, for deciding on their pay,
their training, their promotion, their career development, and in the
last resort he may have to be given responsibility for firing them.

The whole question of administrative devolution will thus have
crucial implications for the reform of central government and for the
concept of a single centralised Civil Service. It seems likely to involve a
reversal of the centralising trend towards a unified, monolithic Civil
Service that has developed over the last fifty years. It may well mean that
in the course of time the present distinction between the Civil Service
and the rest of the public service will largely break down. It will cer-
tainly help to transform our idea of what the Civil Service is. In this
case as in others unification will be followed by decentralisation.

Let us now follow the logic of the argument one stage further. The
process of analysing the functions of government and devolving clear
responsibility for subordinate activities within a framework of policy
decisions made at a superior level-in other words the process of
introducing accountable management—will shortly begin to converge
with the hitherto quite separate process of re-defining the relationship
between the central government and the private sector. In the 1960s,
as we saw in Chapter 4, Conservative and Labour Governments had
both been developing the Companies Acts and institutions like the
Monopolies Commission, the Prices and Incomes Board, and so forth,
in such a way as to evolve a new framework of public accountability
within which private enterprise would be required to operate. It is true
that this was happening in a rather blind, piecemeal, zig-zag way,
but it was happening none the less and the process is clearly continuing
to gather momentum. It is leading us towards a concept of accountable
management which will impose on companies the opportunity and the
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obligation to pursue their own competitive interests to the limit of their
energies and abilities, within a framework of targets, objectives and
constraints clearly laid down in the interest of employees, shareholders
and customers, and in pursuance of wider public interests. This concept
of accountable management for private enterprise vis-a-vis the public
interest closely parallels the concept of parliamentary accountability for
the nationalised industries which has been developed by the Select
Committee on Nationalised Industries, and the concepts of accountable
management now being developed by the Civil Service itself, It reflects
in operational terms the fact that the traditional hard and fast line
between the public and private sectors is breaking down.

For practical purposes, from the point of view of central government
policies, this will tend to mean that the difference between public
servants and private citizens will fade still further. The task of planning
and managing the employment and manpower needs of the public
services will thus progressively shade into the task of handling employ-
ment and manpower questions for the country at large. The combined
task will fall to the proposed new Ministry of Employment and Man-
power.

SUMMARY

Thus, to summarise our findings in this chapter, the creation of the
Civil Service Department in 1968 can be seen as another step in the
zigzag course of evolution towards a Prime Minister’s Office. Increasing
dissatisfaction with existing methods of central government planning
and management must lead eventually to the rationalisation within a
unified Prime Minister’s Office of the present fragmented arrangements
for supporting the Prime Minister in his functions as Chief Executive
of the government. This in turn will provide the occasion to merge
the government’s responsibilities for its own internal employment and
manpower tasks with its responsibilities for the employment and man-
power problems of the country at large, in a fully fledged Ministry of
Employment and Manpower.

The unification of responsibility for the central direction of the govern-
ment under a single Prime Minister’s Office will be followed by a process
of administrative devolution, The personnel aspects of this process will
be handled by the unified Ministry of Employment and Manpower, and
the financial aspects (as described in Chapter 7) by the Treasury. This
devolution of government work, and the greater degree of openness and
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accountability that will go with it, will be matched by increasing open-
ness and accountability in the management of large firms, nationalised
industries, and the professions. In total, these developments may be
regarded as the institutional and procedural reflection of a growing
fusion and complementarity between socialism and private enterprise.

NOTES ON CHAPTER 8

General

As always, The Organisation of British Central Government, 19141964
is a valuable source of reference. John P. Mackintosh’s The British
Cabinet (University Paperback—Methuen, 1968) is now the standard
book on the development of the Cabinet system from 1660 to the present
day. The Fulton Committee’s Report (Cmnd. 3638, HMSO: June 1968)
and in particular its supporting volumes of evidence and factual analysis
are indispensable for any serious student. It is with hesitation that I
again bring to the reader’s attention my own evidence to the Fulton
Committee (Vol. 5 (2), pages 1021-1084), but I believe it to have been
important—not least because it may have helped to influence Conserva-
tive Party thinking on these matters between 1966 and 1970.

Note 1. R, H. S. Crossman, Ed., Walter Bagehot: The English Constitutions
Fontana, 1963, page 54.

Note 2. I have not traced the original source of this story. It was quoted
by Sir Norman Brook in a talk on Cabinet Government published as
No. 5 in a series of Home Office Administrative Studies. HMSO:
1961,

Note 3. David Cecil: Melbourne; Pan Books Ltd., 1969; page 390.

Note 4. Government Statistical Services; Estimates Committee, Session
1966—67; HMSO: 1966.

Note 5. Brian Chapman: British Government Observed; George Allen &
Unwin, 1963.

Note 6. Originally published in 1959 as a contribution to The Establish-
ment, edited by Hugh Thomas and subsequently reprinted in Crisis in
the Civil Service, Ed. Hugh Thomas, published by Anthony Blond,
1968.

Note 7. The Administrators: The Reform of the Civil Service, by a Fabian
Group: Fabian Tract 353, June 1964.

Note 8. John W. Wheeler-Bennett}: John Anderson: Viscount Waverley;
Macmillan, 1962; page 84.
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Note 9. See the Fulton Committee’s Report, Appendix A, paragraph 3
and footnote.
Note 10. Ibid., paragraphs 1, 2 and 6.
Note 11. Fulton Committee’s Report, paragraph 190.
Note 12. Ibid. paragraph 177.

Note 13. ‘Developments on Fulton’: Civil Service and National Whitley
Council; HMSO, March 1969; paragraph 15.

Note 14. Fulton Committee’s Report, paragraphs 145, 150 and 154.

Note 15. First Report from the Select Committee on Procedure, Session
1968-69; HMSO, pages 26 and following.
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Government, Parliament
and the Law

A reformed Parliament which will be disembarrassed, by
devolution, of the mass of detail with which their progress
is now largely choked.

WINSTON CHURCHILL, 1905 (¥)

THE STRUCTURE OF GOVERNMENT

The main changes needed in central government today can now be

summarised as follows.

As chief executive of the government the Prime Minister needs
properly organised official support. A Prime Minister’s Office -
should be created out of the various fragmented organisations that

support him today.

The number of central government Departments should not exceed

about twelve, as follows:
1. Prime Minister’s Office.
. Ministry of Defence.
. Ministry of External Affairs.
. Ministry of Housing, Health and Welfare.
Ministry of Education, Science and the Arts.

AW N

Transport, Communications).
. Ministry of Industry, Commerce and Trade.

[

mental Planning.

9. Ministry of Economic and Financial Affairs.
10. Ministry of Employment and Manpower.
11. Home Office.

12. Lord Chancellor’s Office.

Ministry of Industrial Infrastructure (i.e. Fuel, Power,

Ministry of Local and Regional Government and Environ-

The Cabinet should contain not more than 16 members. These
would include 12 ministers in charge of the above Departments and

not more than 4 ministers without portfolio.
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The managerial and professional functions of central government
should be hived off to executive commands and agencies, led and
managed on the principles of accountable management and work-
ing to a clearly and publicly defined remit from their supervisory
minister.

The regional and local functions of government should similarly
be hived off to government authorities at the regional and local
levels.

Arrangements must be made to ensure that policy research is
carried out and is effectively translated into policy planning, that
policy planning is effectively translated into action, and that action
is effectively monitored as feed-back for future policy-making. In
other words, an effective ‘circle of control’ must be established,
linking the future with the present with the past with the future,
for every function of government at every level of government.

The whole system must contain within itself the capability to
understand the interactive processes of change, so that it can re-
organise itself to meet—and indeed to influence—changing circum-
stances.

In other words, we should now be aiming to raise our whole approach
to the problems of government to a higher level of understanding and
control than hitherto. We need to regard it as a continually changing
totality of activities characterised by:

functions (defence, industry, etc.)

decision levels (political, managerial)
geographical spans (national, regional, local)
time scales (future, present, past).

And we need to try to structure this ‘multi-dimensional’ system of
control so that it adapts itself to changing circumstances and continues
to work reasonably well in respect of all the above characteristics, both
as a whole and in all of its various parts.

So far as government administration is concerned-that is the work of
the Executive at central, regional and local levels—the suggestions made
in earlier chapters will take us a long way towards meeting these needs.
But Parliament and the Law both have a vital part to play. It is to them
that we now turn.
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PARLIAMENT’S ROLE

What is Parliament’s proper role within a modern system of self-
government ? How has it changed since Gladstone’s day ?

In considering these questions, it is important to remember that we
are concerned with action. What kind of action do we expect Parliament
to take? What kind of things do we expect to happen because of
Parliament’s activities that would not otherwise have happened?
Parliament is also, of course, a talking shop as its name suggests, a
national forum for discussion and debate. But it is prerequisite to
Parliament’s effectiveness as such a forum that it shall be capable of
effective action. As Bagehot said, ‘Human nature despises long argu-
ments which come to nothing, heavy speeches which precede no
motion, abstract disquisitions which leave visible things where they are,
But all men heed great results.’> What great results do we want from
Parliament today ?

Parliament’s-role is to decide on behalf of the community whether to
give or withhold final approval of the government’s future proposals,
present activities, and past actions.

What shall be done? Parliament’s job is to discuss and influence
future government policies, and give the seal of parliamentary approval
to them before they are adopted.

How shall it be done ? Parliament’s job is to discuss and influence the
means used for translating government policies into action, and to give
the seal of parliamentary approval to them before they are adop-
ted.

How has it been done ? Parliament’s job is to examine the success or
failure with which government policies have been administered, and to
give (perhaps only implicitly) the seal of parliamentary approval before
the books are closed.

Parliament has two kinds of mechanism at its disposal for exercising
this system of control. The first stems from its responsibility to scrutin-
ise government administration, which derives historically from the
traditional parliamentary duty to control taxation and the Crown’s
expenditure. The second stems from its function as the national
legislature, without whose approval new laws cannot be made.

A hundred years ago Parliament was so organised and its procedures
were such that it was reasonably well able to carry out these two func-
tions. In an age when the time-scale of human activities was reasonably
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short and the compass of government reasonably small, debates on
annual estimates of expenditure gave Parliament a real opportunity to
consider government policies and the means proposed for carrying
them out; while the Public Accounts Committee was able, with the
support of the Comptroller and Auditor General and the Exchequer
and Audit Department, to review the way the money had been spent.
In words used by Lord Melbourne in the 1830s, Parliament was able
‘to consider the estimates for the public service, to retrench what is
superfluous, to correct what is amiss, and to assist the Crown with those
supplies and subsidies which it thinks right and necessary to afford.’s
Likewise, in an age when legislation was comparatively simple and
comparatively small in bulk, and when the work of the House of Lords
was a more important and integral part of Parliament’s proceedings
than it is today, Parliament had a real opportunity to examine the
probable effects of future legislation; while the system of appeals to the
House of Lords as a Supreme Court of Appeal afforded, at least to some
extent, an opportunity to monitor the actual effects of legislation and
provided some “feedback’ into the legislative process itself.

Today, however, the traditional parliamentary procedures have be-
come inadequate to Parliament’s modern task. They have virtually
broken down. They still reflect the situation when government was
comparatively small, its main concerns being with the historic functions
of the Crown, and when government was in a real sense external to
society as a whole. In that situation, the Gladstonian Liberals regarded
government as a necessary evil and they thought Parliament’s main task
was to hedge the government with negative constraints, for example by
keeping its expenditure down. At the same time they accepted that
because of the Crown’s special role and functions it should have certain
legal privileges. They took it for granted that these privileges should
extend to the activities of government officials as servants of the Crown.
The situation today is completely different, owing to the huge growth
that has taken place in the functions of government and the changed role
of government in society. At the same time, Parliament itself is consider-
ably less effective operationally than it used to be, owing to the pro-
gressive disintegration of the unified system formerly provided by the
two Houses of Parliament working together.

This situation demands a radical transformation of the working
relationship between Parliament and the Executive, and systematic
changes in parliamentary organisation and procedures. Most of the
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recent attempts to reform Parliament have not recognised this. They
have failed for the same reason as recent attempts to reform our other
institutions of government. They have been conceived piecemeal; they
have been directed at symptoms; they have failed to identify the
underlying long-term problems and to propound systematic, coherent
solutions to them,

PARLIAMENTARY CONTROL OF THE EXECUTIVE

Parliament’s control of the Executive stemmed originally from its
power to control taxation and its power to control government expendi-
ture. The Crown was unable to raise taxes without parliamentary
approval, and the Crown was unable to spend money without parlia-
mentary approval of the objects on which expenditure was proposed. A
hundred years ago, as we have seen, Parliament’s concern was essentially
a negative one. We discussed in Chapfer 7 some of the effects that that
fact has had on the methods of financial control in Whitehall, and some
of the difficulties that have arisen with the need for more positive
planning and management of government expenditure programmes.
What comparable developments have taken place on the parliamentary
side? ‘

With the creation of the Public Accounts Committee in 1861 and the
enactment of the Exchequer and Audit Departments Act in 1866,
Gladstone was able to say that the ‘last portion of the circle’ of parlia-
mentary control of expendidure was complete.+

The circle went as follows:

1. Appropriation, i.e. prior authorisation of specific expenditure by the
House of Commons.

2. Issue of funds by the Comptroller and Auditor General in accordance
with these appropriations.

3. Access by the Comptroller and Auditor General and his Department
to the accounts, showing the actual out-turn of expenditure.

4. Scrutiny of these accounts by the Public Accounts Committee and a
report on them to the House.

Basically, this was a two-stage process, involving:

Discussion and approval of the financial implications of govern-
ment decisions before they were carried out.

Scrutiny of the out-turn afterwards.
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Parliament’s procedures were thus designed to handle two kinds of
financial questions, corresponding to these two stages.

The Gladstonian circle of control accorded with the ethos of
nineteenth-century Liberalism. Its purpose was to set limits to public
expenditure and to ensure that these limits were observed. The
economic thinking of the time insisted that public expenditure should
be kept to a minimum ; the government was a mere consumer of wealth,
and as far as possible money should be left to fructify in private hands.
The notion that public expenditure could be efficiently or productively
managed and that this might be the concern of Parliament did not arise.

The Gladstonian financial reforms of the 1860s did not appear like
Athene, fully armed from the head of Zeus. They were the climax of a
series of changes going back to Burke’s Economical Reforms in the
1780s. Moreover, although Gladstone could speak in 1866 of the circle
being completed, the task was by no means finished. As he himself said,
the Public Accounts Committee had a great deal of detailed work ‘of a
dry and repulsive kind’s to do. Not until twenty years later, in 1886,
could it be said that ‘general order and regularity . . . have now been
established throughout the service in regard to cash accounts.’

These historical facts are of particular interest to us today. For, like
the Victorians just over a hundred years ago, we too are now nearing the
end of a long period of transition. The outlines of a new ‘circle of
control’ are emerging, which will once again systematise the step-by-
step reforms and innovations of the last seventy years.

Since the turn of the century, as we saw in Chapter 7, the following
developments have taken place:

Government expenditure and taxation have both grown vastly.

As government has taken on more and more responsibility for
the national well-being in every sphere, control of government
expenditure has become a very powerful and positive instrument
of economic and social policies. The same is true of taxation,
especially as regards the sum of the financial relationships between
the individual and the State and between the company and the
State.

Control over the total combination of government expenditure,
taxation and government borrowing, has become the government’s
most important instrument for steering the national economy.

It has become necessary to plan government expenditure, taxation
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and borrowing, some years ahead, and to manage them with greater
regard to their objectives.

Looking back over the last seventy years one can see that Parliament
has been adapting slowly and piecemeal to these new facts of life, just as
Whitehall has been.

As early as 1905* Churchill put forward the view that ‘Supply Days,
so far as any systematic and scientific examination of the expenditure of
the country was concerned, were a series of farces from beginning to
end’.” He also said that there were not just two types of financial
question—before and after—but three. He called them ‘policy’, ‘merit’,
and ‘audit’. The first was for the Cabinet and the third for the Public
Accounts Committee, ‘but between these two, there was a lacuna or
middle ground which, for want of a better term, he called the merit of
expenditure, and upon that no control adequately or effectively oper-
ated.” Today, sixty-five years later, we talk of policy, management, and
audit-or perhaps strategy, tactics and review. But the problem is still
the same; how to bring these three types of question within a unified
circle of control, and to remedy what Churchill called ‘the present
slipshod and haphazard system’.

After some years of discussion and argument a House of Commons
Select Committee on Estimates was set up in 1912. For various reasons
it never established itself firmly before being replaced in 1939 (as in
1914) by the war-time National Expenditure Committee. Since 1945 it
has done much effective work; the 1961 Plowden Report on Control of
Public Expenditure (see Chapter 7), the 1966 Fulton Report on the Civil
Service (see Chapter 8) and recent improvements in government
statistics (see Chapter 8) all owed their origin to the Estimates Com-
mittee. But the philosophy behind the Committee has never been crystal
clear. It has always seemed to be operating in a no-man’s-land between
the debate on policy before the event and the scrutiny of administration
afterwards. To describe this no-man’s-land as ‘administrative policy’,
as Lord Butler did, is not particularly helpful!

This uneasiness about the Estimates Committee explains why, as long
ago as 1945, Lord Campion (then Clerk to the House of Commons) put
forward the case for combining the Public Accounts Committee and the
Estimates Committee in a single Public Expenditure Committee. The
achievements of the war-time National Expenditure Committee and the

* In those days Hansard Reports were published in oratio obliqua.
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pre-war experience of the clerks of the financial committees lent support
to this proposal. The arguments were as follows:

The examination and control of expenditure by the Accounts and
Estimates Committees were incomplete and unsatisfactory.

The functions and organisation of the war-time National Expen-
diture Committee ought to be retained.

The functions of the Accounts Committee and those of Estimates
or Expenditure Committees overlapped, for these Committees
might and did work in the same field. It was ‘impossible to confine
a subject of expenditure of any importance to a single year. The
three years period covered by the Accounts and Estimates is the
natural unit for this purpose.’

Methods of liaison between committees had been unsuccessful in
the past and no system based on separate committees could avoid
cases of duplicated work and consequent friction. A more complete
and unified system was necessary.

The then Procedure Committee of the House of Commons supported
the proposal for a combined Public Expenditure Committee. But it was
argued by the Treasury, by members of the Public Accounts Committee
and by the Comptroller and Auditor General that parliamentary func-
tions in respect of government accounts and government estimates of
expenditure were quite different—the work of the Public Accounts
Committee ‘is so essentially the checking of an audit; it is not the
question of investigating current expenditure’.8 These arguments were
supported by Herbert Morrison, who gave expression to the ‘general
distaste of any government for powerful investigating committees and
the particular dislike of many ministers for the war-time Expenditure
Committee’.8 The Procedure Committee’s recommendations were
rejected.

Since 1945 further developments have taken place. In particular,
various new House of Commons Select Committees have been set up.
The Select Committee on Nationalised Industries (see Chapter 4) was
appointed in 1956. Since 1966 a number of Specialist Select Committees
(most of them temporary) have been appointed on such subjects as
Agriculture, Science and Technology, Race Relations, Education,
Overseas Development and Scottish Affairs. Although these new
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Committees have done good work individually, their piecemeal pro-
liferation, overlapping with the Estimates Committee and the Public
Accounts Committee, has not strengthened Parliament’s power to
influence and scrutinise government policies and administration.
Indeed, it has directly weakened the Estimates Committee and by
fragmenting the Select Committee structure as a whole it has tended to
dilute Parliament’s powers of systematic scrutiny. Another important
development has been the publication to Parliament of the forward
projections of expenditure compiled by the Public Expenditure Survey
Committee of the Treasury, which was described in Chapter 7. The
Conservative Government published a White Paper on the subject in
December 1963 and the Labour Government published one in Febru-
ary 1966 and another in February, 1969. These publications constituted
an acknowledgement that an important gap now existed in the circle
of parliamentary control, but their ad %oc nature left the gap unfilled.

Towards the end of 1969, however, in a report from the House of
Commons Select Committee on Procedure, it was proposed that these
separate strands might be woven into a coherent new system of parlia-
mentary control of public expenditure and administration—the first
stage in a grand design for reforming the relationship between Parlia-
ment and the Executive. This was the report of the Procedure Com-
mittee’s enquiry into parliamentary scrutiny of public expenditure and
administration. The report was hailed by the Economics Editor of The
Times® as the ‘one economic event in the past year that stands out as a
beacon of hope . . . In the fourteen pages of the Committee’s report,
Parliament began for the first time in decades to evince at least a desire
to organise itself so that it could be aware of and influence the decisions
of government that determine the character of the society in which we
live.’

The Committee recognised that ‘the expansion of government
activity into many fields, and the extension of the time-scale on which
plans for public spending now have to be made, have not been matched
by corresponding developments in the financial procedures of Parlia-
ment. Parliament has lacked the information on which to base its
examination of these matters; and the government have not been
required to seek Parliament’s formal authorisation before proceeding
with their plans . . .Your Committee believe that the House should now
develop its procedures further, and formally establish a system of
expenditure scrutiny, containing not two elements but three:
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First, discussion of the government’s expenditure strategy and
policies, as set out in projections of public expenditure several years
ahead;

Second, examination of the means (including new methods of man-
agement) being adopted to implement strategy and to execute policies,
as reflected in annual estimates of expenditure;

Third, retrospective scrutiny of the results achieved and the value for
money obtained on the basis of annual accounts and related informa-
tion from departments on the progress of their activities.

These three tasks are closely related to one another. The arrangements
for scrutiny by the House must recognise that fact and provide an
effective link between the system for allocating resources and the
system for getting value for money.’1°

The Committee made two main sets of recommendations; the first
concerned parliamentary consideration of priorities in public expendi-
ture, in other words the government’s expenditure strategy and policies;
and the second concerned parliamentary scrutiny of administration,
in other words the implementation of policies and the results achieved.

Included in the first set were recommendations that every autumn
the government should regularly publish forward projections of
expenditure and an assessment of future economic developments up to
five years ahead, and that Parliament should hold a two-day debate on
these publications. The Committee considered that this debate ‘should
come to occupy as important a place in parliamentary and public
discussion of economic affairs as that now occupied by the annual
Budget debate’.!!

Included in the second set of recommendations’2 was a proposal that
the Estimates Committee should become a Select Committee on
Expenditure. The new Committee should consist of a General Sub-
Committee and eight functional sub-committees on:

Industry, Technology, Manpower, Employment.
Power, Transport and Communications.
Trade and Agriculture.
Education, Science and the Arts.
Housing, Health and Welfare,
Law, Order and Public Safety.
Defence.
External Affairs.
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Each of these Sub-Committees would have the following terms of
reference:

To consider the activities of Departments of State concerned with
(naming the particular functional field of administration) and the
Estimates of their expenditure presented to this House; and to
examine the efficiency with which they are administered.

The task of each Sub-Committee would be threefold ;

It should study the expenditure projections for the department or
departments in its field, compare them with those of previous years,
and report on any major variations or important changes of policy
and on the progress made by the departments towards clarifying
their general objectives and priorities.

It should examine in as much detail as possible the implications in
terms of public expenditure of the policy objectives chosen by
ministers and assess the success of the department in attaining
them.

It should enquire, on the lines of the present Estimates Sub-
Committees, into departmental administration, including effective-
ness of management.

The Wilson government accepted the first set of recommendations
with commendable promptitude, though with some reservations about
the economic information and other supporting information to be
published with the forward projections of expenditure. The first of the
annual two-day debates was successfully held in January 1970. Much
of the credit for the government’s readiness to move forward was
rightly given to Mr Jack Diamond, the then Chief Secretary to the
Treasury.

The Labour Government did not accept the second set of recom-
mendations before the General Election supervened. But there appeared
to be a general consensus that the proposed Select Committee on
Expenditure should be set up, and Mr Iain Macleod, as Shadow
Chancellor of the Exchequer, welcomed the proposal. By early 1971 a
new Expenditure Committee had, in fact, taken the place of the old
Estimates Committee.

The view is widely held that the report of the 1968-69 Procedure
Committee could prove to be a landmark in the reform of British
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government and in the development of the British constitution. The
report recognised in principle thé need for Parliament to play its full
part in the three-stage circle of control of government corresponding to
strategy, tactics and review (see Figure 2 in Chapter 7), and mad
practical proposals to that end. But, although I regard it as a privilege
to have been associated with the Committee’s enquiry as their ‘Specialist
Adviser’, I think the report should be regarded only as a starting point
for a more widely ranging approach to the reform of Parliament and its
relations with the Executive.

By 1970 a re-definition of the roles of ministers, civil servants and
back-bench members of Parliament, was, in fact, beginning to emerge.
Once the new Expenditure Committee had successfully established
itself, it seemed likely to bring these roles into focus broadly on the
following lines.

1. The floor of the House is the right forum for parliamentary
debates on policy. Ministers forming the government of the day should
answer there for the decisions, including non-decisions, for which they
are responsible.

2. A Select Committee of back-benchers is the right forum for the
less partisan task of scrutinising administration. ‘Administration’ in this
context refers to work for which officials are primarily responsible. It
includes analysing the consequences of different policy options for the
future, as well as carrying out administrative action in pursuance of
existing policies. Since officials are responsible, it is for officials and not
ministers to answer questions about these matters in Select Committee.

3. The distinction between the parliamentary function to which the
floor of the House is appropriate and the parliamentary function to which
a Select Committee is appropriate corresponds to the distinction between
the executive function for which ministers are responsible and the
executive function for which civil servants are responsible. Just as work
welldone by officials contributes to the quality of ministerial decisions on
policy, so work well done by a Select Committee can contribute to the
quality of policy debates on the floor of the House.

4. The spread of accountable management in Whitehall and the
progressive hiving off of the managerial and professional tasks of
government to quasi-autonomous commands (as described in Chapter 8)
will demand full use of the enlarged channels of parliamentary accounta-

168



GOVERNMENT, PARLIAMENT AND THE LAW

bility which the new Select Committee on Expenditure will provide.
Public expenditure today is several hundred times bigger than it was in
1866, and if genuine accountability to Parliament is to be re-established
there need to be many more ‘accounting officers’ than there were in
Gladstone’s time or than there are today. The new Expenditure
Committee should be regarded as the modern version of the 1866
Public Accounts Committee, and the enlarged corps of accounting
officers should be accountable to Parliament through it.

5. The great expansion of government activity during the last half
century now calls for systematic examination of public expenditure by
Parliament right across the board, just as it calls for a re-definition of
management responsibilities between ministers and officials. (As we
saw in Chapter 8, the Fulton Committee half-understood this but failed
to appreciate its central importance to the future of the Civil Service.)
These two requirements, parliamentary and executive, match and
complement each other. Over the years ahead one of the most important
tasks of the new Expenditure Committee will be to stimulate the spread
of responsible management in Whitehall.

Once it is recognised that the new Expenditure Committee is the
modern counterpart of the Public Accounts Committee established by
Gladstone, it becomes clear that the Public Accounts Committee, the
Nationalised Industries Committee and the various remaining ‘specialist’
committees should be incorporated within its structure. After all, their
raison d’étre is to scrutinise the effectiveness of government policy and
administration in their respective fields. Moreover, it was already
becoming clear in 1970 that, as a result of their enquiry into parlia-
mentary scrutiny of taxation, the Select Committee on Procedure were
likely to recommend a new Select Committee to scrutinise government
administration in the field of taxation and finance. This would, in effect,
require a further functional Sub-Committee of the Expenditure Com-
mittee to be added to the eight already suggested by the Procedure
Committee.'3

Thus the Expenditure Committee proposed by the Procedure
Committee in their 1968-69 Report should be seen as a structure of
Committees on Public Expenditure and Administration,* on the lines of
the chart at Figure 5. The General Committee at its head should have
the special role of steering the total programme of work and of enquiring

* And possibly Legislation also see below.
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from time to time into the efficiency with which the proposed Prime
Minister’s Office is supporting the Prime Minister in his task of con-
ducting the government orchestra as a whole. It will be seen that the
chart incorporates a Parliamentary Commissioner for Finance and
Expenditure, an up-to-date version of the present Comptroller and
Auditor General. He will need to be supported by a Management
Analysis and Audit Department, or in other words an up-to-date version
of the present Exchequer and Audit Department. This department
could take over the public sector functions previously discharged by the
Prices and Incomes Board and be reinforced by staff from the Board as
well as from the National Economic Development Office, as proposed
in Chapter 4.

1 We can now sum up our discussion on parliamentary control of the
Executive as follows.

Governments are committed to place before Parliament annually
their firm plans for public spending during the two years immediately
ahead and their provisional allocations for the two years after that. The
Commons will thus have a regular opportunity to debate the govern-
ment’s medium term priorities and strategies right across the board,
on the basis of the most up-to-date information available, when it is not
too late to influence decisions. For the first time for many years Parlia-
ment may have a chance to participate in shaping future government
policy, as Parliament should in any parliamentary democracy worthy of
the name.

For this to happen, however, the annual public expenditure debates
must be more than just another occasion for party political shadow
bozxing. The debates must focus on what the expenditure figures mean,
not in terms of the familiar clichés and slogans of customary political
argument, but in actual terms of schools and roads to be built, health
services to be developed, defence capabilities to be streamlined. What
choices do the figures imply ? What could be achieved by spending so
many million pounds more on education or social security or defence ?
What other programmes would have to be cut, or what taxes would
have to be raised, to find the money? What effects would those cuts
or higher taxes have ? Questions like this are the essential material for
any political debate that is to have a practical outcome. The public
expenditure White Paper published in December 1969 and the debate
on it in January 1970, although a great step forward, did not throw
much light on such questions and could not be expected to de so.
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To give substance to these debates in future years, is one of the tasks
of the new House of Commons Select Committee on Expenditure. But
the new Select Committee, once established, will not only give substance
to future parliamentary debates on public spending. It will also be part
and parcel of a wider series of central government reforms, embracing
the work of ministers and civil servants as well as Parliament itself.
Looked at this way, some of the doubts that have been expressed about
the new Expenditure Committee appear less serious than at first
sight. Once it is recognised that a Select Committee is the forum in
which officials (not ministers) discharge their accountability to Parlia-
ment, ministers need not fear that they will be expected to defend their
policies in Select Committee as well as on the floor of the House. Once
itis generally recognised that a Select Committee is not the proper forum
for political debate, civil servants need not fear that they will become
embroiled in political debate between Select Committee members from
opposing parties. Back bench protagonists need not fear that the new
Committee will ever replace the floor of the House as the main forum
for policy debate. Ministers, civil servants and backbenchers alike will
all be in a position to keep the new Committee in its proper place, and
to see that it does not try (as Congressional Committees in the United
States have sometimes seemed to do) to usurp the functions either of the
Cabinet or of the House of Commons as a whole.

At the same time, it would be wrong to think that the new arrange-
ments will necessarily make life easier for ministers, civil servants and
MPs. Responsibilities will be clarified: ministers’ responsibilities for
clearly defining policy objectives; civil servants’ responsibilities for
efficient and humane administration in accordance with their ministers®
remit; and MPs’ responsibilities for scrutinising the government’s
actions much more effectively than in the recent past. This may not suit
the minister or civil servant who likes fudging things ; the minister who
is happy enough for the blame for his own mistakes to spill over on to
his civil servants; and the civil servant who hides behind his minister’s
coat tails to escape the consequences of his own laziness or inefficiency.
It may not suit those backbench politicians who like to argue on a high
plane about great issues while leaving other people to deal with the
business of real life. Why, the wind-merchants will ask, should Select
Committees be expected to concentrate on so dull and limited a sphere
as the whole of government expenditure and administration? ‘Hear!
hear!?’ will murmur those ministers and civil servants who believe in
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keeping parliamentary Select Committees safely out of harm’s way!
But in spite of some resistance to the new Expenditure Committee,
and to the further developments that will inevitably follow from its
creation, it will be very welcome, It will do much to help those ministers
who want to pursue effective policies and get things done. It will do
much to restore a sense of professionalism and personal responsibility
in the Civil Service. And it will do much to reduce the credibility gap
between what politicians talk about and what real life is about. It is a
big step towards a parliamentary democracy in fact as well as name.

PARLIAMENT AND THE LAW

So much then for Parliament’s control over government finance and
administration. What of Parliament’s legislative role ?

Although this is not a field in which I can claim first-hand experience
(indeed as a civil servant one was required to have little knowledge and
little understanding of the law) it appears that during the last fifty or
seventy years Parliament and the Judiciary have lost much of their
traditional ability to ensure that the people of this country enjoy an
intelligible, equitable and efficient system of law. Officials of the Execu-
tive retain an extraordinary degree of immunity in relation to the law.
The growth of government has outstripped the capability of Parliament
and the Courts to develop any corresponding system of administrative
law. This situation has arisen for much the same reasons as administra-
tive confusion in Whitehall: undue secrecy; piecemeal agglomeration
of legislative changes over the years according to no comprehensive
long-term strategy; and recent approaches to reform that have been
directed at symptoms rather than at the underlying causes of the trouble.
Even today, many politicians, judges and civil servants appear to be
unaware of the need to establish an effective practical system of working
relationships between the Legislative, the Judiciary and the Executive.

Parliament has a three-fold duty in respect of legislation, just as it has
for controlling government administration. It has a duty to debate the
policy for which the government proposes to legislate; to examine the
legislative means (i.e. the precise terms of the legislation) proposed for
putting the policy into effect; and to review the effects of the legislation
in operation. This three-fold duty to scrutinise strategy, tactics and
results corresponds to the three-stage circle of parliamentary control-
policy, management, and review—over the activities of the Executive
described earlier in this chapter. Just as Parliament needs to establish
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an effective ‘link between the system for allocating resources and the
system for getting value for money’, so Parliament must establish an
effective link between the system for deciding the broad substance of
new legislation and the system for ensuring that the law is eﬂiciently and
equitably administered.

A report published by the Statute Law Society in 1970 on Stafute
Law Deficienciest* shows conclusively that the present methods of making
the laws and publishing them are inadequate. It quotes the White
Paper foreshadowing the Law Commissions Act, 1965, as follows: ‘It is
today extremely difficult for anyone without special training to discover
what the law is on any given topic; and when the law is finally ascertained
it is found in many cases to be obsolete and in some cases to be unjust

. English law should be capable of being re-cast in a form which is
accessible, intelligible and in accordance with modern needs.” The
report continues: ‘The problem now is greater than it has ever been.
The bulk and the complexity of Statute Law are ever growing and
professional users of all descriptions are finding it increasingly difficult
to cope with the task of advising their clients as to where exactly they
stand in relation to the law.’ts

One of the reasons for this is the secrecy with which legislation is
prepared. As the Statute Law Society say, “The current practice of the
Government is generally to leave proposed legislation in a state of
complete secrecy until the introduction of the Bill. This subsequently
creates problems for the user and for the member of Parliament as the
Bill then takes its normal course under the shadow of the strict Parlia-
mentary time-table. Little time is left between publication and the
detailed consideration in Parliament, and subsequently there is a com~
parative lack of opportunity for outside bodies to digest the proposed
legislation and to make their views felt. A greater degree of advance
publicity and consultation with appropriate bodies would obviate this
situation, although in relation to certain types of legislation (for example
fiscal) there may exceptionally be a special need for secrecy.’16

Another reason for the present state of the law is that often ministers
do not have a clear idea of what they are trying to achieve. ‘The drafting
process must in the first place have a secure base. If (like the house built
on sand) this is lacking, the end product cannot fail to be unsatisfactory.
Much of the recent legislation has comprised attempts to remedy in
piecemeal fashion bodies of case and statute law which themselves lack
any firm structure; the political masters themselves too often do not
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know exactly what they require of the draftsman.’’7 This piecemeal
nature of legislation is the cause of much trouble. ‘One of the reasons
for the complication and difficulty of the Companies Act is its lack of
completeness. No one by reading it could glean any real understanding
of company law. Nowhere are the fundamental principles enunciated.
Exceptions are laid down to rules which are never stated and which have
to be found from a study of the decided cases. The true position emerges,
if at all, only when the Act is read against the background of a vast
number of decisions, some of which are virtually irreconcilable. All this
makes for complication and confusion, not for simplicity and certainty.’:8

Yet another fault stems from the amount of detail included in the
statutes. As the Statute Law Society say, ‘United Kingdom law-making
is based on the pre-supposition that as little area of discretion as possible
should be left to officials and to the courts. It is arguable to what degree
a legislature should assert its will. The United Kingdom has tended,
particularly in recent times, to confine administrative discretion within
narrow limits. Coutinental legal systems do not generally share the
British attitude and in consequence their laws tend to be more general,
less detailed and more readily comprehensible. A move towards the
Continental attitude to legislation would be welcomed by many in this
country. A less detailed statute book does entail a more creative role on
the part of the courts although their comparative freedom does not
mean allowing their discretion to be absolutely unfettered. The choice
is not between complete arbitrariness and absolutely binding rules; the
exercise of discretion falls in the middle of these two extremes, and in
this exercise principles act as guide posts and not as hitch-posts.’1? This
quotation suggests a parallel between the need to devolve to the Courts
responsibility for the detailed interpretation of general legal provisions,
and the need to devolve to ‘accountable management’ the detailed
administration of general policies laid down by the ministerial Executive
with parliamentary approval. Just as it is now necessary to develop new
ways of bringing government officials to account before Parliament for
the ways in which they discharge their administrative and management
responsibilities, so it may be necessary to develop new ways of making
the Courts accountableto Parliament for the way in which they interpret
and administer the law.

Again, as the Statute Law Society say, the quality of laws suffers by
reason of defects in Parliament’s legislative procedures. A Bill is an
‘inadequate vehicle for debate of the principles behind it’, just as the
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traditional annual estimates of expenditure are an inadequate vehicle
for debating the policies behind them. There is too little time between
the publication of a Bill and its detailed discussion in Parliament.
Procedural devices such as the guillotine ‘often preclude the possibility
of full and proper consideration being given to important provisions . . .
The Committee stage provides an inadequate vehicle for the debating
of committee points . . . No procedure exists in the United Kingdom
whereby the proposed legislation is vetted by experts for such purposes
as consistency with prior legislation and adequacy of form.’2°

In short, it appears that the present methods of framing legislation
could hardly have been more aptly designed if it had been our intention
to produce bad laws. Parliament is asked to pass too many bills in too
much of a hurry. Ministers very often have no precise idea of what they
wanta bill to mean, but are impatient if parliamentary draftsmen ask too
insistently for clarification. The Committee stage of legislation in the
House of Commons, which should enable Parliament to scrutinise the
administrative feasibility of the proposals in a Bill, has declined into just
another instalment in the party political mock battle. Bills are sent so
late to the House of Lords that their Lordships have too little time to
revise them; and in any case the House of Lords has now forfeited most
of its credibility as a revising legislature.

Perhaps the most disturbing feature of the Report on Statute Law
Deficiencies from which I have quoted was the light it shed on the
attitude of members of Parliament towards their legislative duties. In
compiling material for this report the Statute Law Society sent a
questionnaire to 5,000 ‘users’ of statute law, including barristers,

- solicitors, accountants and members of Parliament. They sent question-
naires to 966 members of both Houses of Parliament and received 16
replies. The report comments on the questionnaire that ‘by far the most
noticeable feature was the low rate of response from Parliamentarians
(2%). Whether this indicates a lack of interest in the subject matter of
the questionnaire or an expression of satisfaction with the status quo is,
of course, open to conjecture.’?! Either way, it appears to show that most
members of Parliament do not regard the practical effects of legislation
as being of much concern to them. But then what do they think their
job is ? What do they suppose we pay them for ? One scarcely wonders
that a recent survey found that members of Parliament were held lower
in public esteem than any other profession, including dustbinmen and
clergymen!
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So much then for the shortcomings of the present legislative pro-
cedures. We shall return shortly to possible remedies: the procedures
required for debating the strategy of legislation on the floor of the House,
as the government’s administrative and expenditure strategies are to be
debated on the basis of forward projections of expenditure; and the
procedures required for scrutinising the detailed legislation implement-
ing the strategy, corresponding to the proposed scrutiny of departmental
budgets by a Select Committee on Expenditure.

We now turn to the failure of the law to keep up with the government’s
growth in size and with its change of character over the last hundred
years. This failure takes two closely related forms. First, the law still
confers on government today many of the legal privileges traditionally
granted to the Crown. Secondly, there is still a presumption on the part
of most politicians, government officials and lawyers that the citizen’s
relationship with government should be on an altogether different
footing from his relationships with other parties, and that a different
kind of remedy is appropriate in cases of dispute between the citizen and
a government body. Both types of anachronism are based on the legal
fiction that any government official is a servant of an entity called the
Crown.

The privileged legal position of the government takes many forms.
It was only as recently as 1947, with the passage of the Crown Proceed-
ings Act, that government agencies and officials were placed in more or
less the same position as other organisations in respect of liability for
civil action in the courts. Before then, proceedings against the Crown
were generally possible only by a procedure known as a petition of right.
Thus no proceedings could be brought against the government if an
individual were injured by a negligently driven government vehicle or
if a government employee suffered from the negligence of the department
employing him. Even today there are many instances of government
immunity from legal provisions that apply to other organisations and
individuals. Civil servants have no contract of employment with the
Crown, and a civil servant has no right of action against the Crown for
salary due to him in respect of his services. Government departments
have been able to claim Crown privilege to avoid disclosing documents
in court proceedings, and to claim immunity for damage. Government
departments are, in the last resort, judges of whether they should be
allowed to erect buildings and other installations, for which other
organisations would be refused planning permission. In theory, at least,
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the Official Secrets Act safeguards the secrecy of every governmental
act carried out by every government official, thus putting government
departments in a much stronger position to preserve the confidentiality
of their activities than any other organisation. Conversely, we find that
the Younger Committee on Privacy, set up in 1970 to consider how the
individual’s right to privacy should be safeguarded, has been precluded
by its terms of reference from considering intrusion into privacy by
government agencies and departments. As the public sector and the
private sector converge, these forms of legal privilege enjoyed by govern-
ment are increasingly inappropriate and difficult to justify.

Turning now to the question of adjudication between the citizen and
the state we find that, as the scale of government activity has grown, the
country’s judicial system has failed to keep pace with it. Long ago,
the courts played an important role in regulating the behaviour of the
monarch towards his subjects; the doctrine of habeas corpus is a case in
point. But as government became more and more closely involved in
social and economic administration, it became necessary to set up a
whole range of special administrative tribunals to deal with disputes
arising between the citizen and the government agency concerned.
National Assistance Appeal Tribunals, Lands Tribunals, and a multi-
tude of other tribunals (about 2,000 in all by 1956) came into existence
to regulate the discretionary activities of government departments in
relation to their clients. They have raised difficult questions about the
respective roles of Parliament and the Law.

Marshall and Moodie?? summarise the situation as follows: ‘In this
country the mechanisms for the control of power have traditionally
been two-fold: first the sanctions of the civil and criminal law applied
by the law courts, and secondly the control, exercised, as Burke said,
on behalf of the people by the High Court of Parliament. The distinc-
tion between the two methods of control is, at least in principle, fairly
clear. The function of parliamentary debate is to air grievances against
the policy and proposals of Her Majesty’s Government, and if possible
to get Her Majesty’s Ministers to change their minds. It is an argu-
mentative process, rather than a judicial one. The function of the courts
on the other hand, is predominantly that of providing remedies for
individuals against unlawful damage inflicted on them by other indi-
viduals and the process is surrounded by strict rules of procedure and
evidence. The extension of State activity and the growth of different
kinds of ‘damage’ to individual interests have destroyed the simplicity
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of this distinction. A good many recent constitutional disagreements
boil down to the question whether a particular type of damage or dispute
falls into the area where control ought to be exercised (if at all) by
parliamentary means, into that where it ought to be exercised by
judicial means, or into some disputed middle ground uneasily and
increasingly overcrowded by disputes between private individuals and
bodies which are agents (in some sense) of Government and Adminis-
tration. It must be conceded further that a fair generalisation about the
history in this country of individual efforts to attack the exercise of
administrative powers in the courts would be that it is a record of
comparative failure.’

The basic questions are really as follows: how far should Parliament
delegate to the courts responsibility for adjudicating in disputes between
citizens and the government ? and through what channel of accounta-
bility should the judiciary be accountable to Parliament for administer-
ing the laws governing relations between the individual and the State ?

These questions correspond to comparable questions in the admini-
strative sphere: how far should Parliament encourage Ministers to
delegate responsibility to officials for the managerial decisions involved
in implementing government policies ? and through what channels of
accountability should officials be responsible to Parliament for their
administration of government policies ? In the long run, equity and
efficiency respectively require as much devolution as possible. The main
argument traditionally put forward by left-wing parliamentarians
against devolving administrative justice to the courts has been that
judges, like civil servants, have tended to be conservative and therefore
to be biased in favour of the private against the public interest. In so far
as this may be true, should it not be possible to rectify it by making
judges, like officials, properly accountable to Parliament—presumably
through the Lord Chancellor, supported by some suitably non-partisan
parliamentary agency of the Select Committee type ?

There have been three main developments in the spheres of legisla-
tion and administrative law in recent years. Law Commissions were
set up for England and Scotland in 1965. The Council on Tribunals
was set up in 1958, following the report of the Franks Committee
appointed after the Crichel Down incident. Finally, the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Administration (Ombudsman) was appointed in
1966.

The duty of the Law Commission is ‘to prepare and submit to the
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Lord Chancellor from time to time programmes for the examination of
different branches of the law with a view to reform, and to make
recommendations as to the agency by which those examinations are to
be carried out. In undertaking such examinations the Commission, if it
thinks reform is necessary, is to formulate proposals by means of draft
Bills. If requested by the Lord Chancellor, it is to prepare compre-
hensive programmes for the consolidation and revision of the statutory
law, and to prepare draft Bills to give effect to these programmes. It is
to provide advice and information to Government Departments and
other bodies concerned, at the instance of the Government, with
proposals for law reform. In the performance of its functions, the
Commission is to obtain information as to the legal systems of other
countries, The programmes of the Commission, if approved by the
Lord Chancellor, are to be laid before Parliament. Likewise, the Com-
mission’s proposals for reform, formulated according to an approved
programme, are to be laid before Parliament whether or not the Lord
Chancellor approves them. Finally, the Commission is to make an annual
report to the Lord Chancellor, and he is obliged to lay that report
before Parliament with such comments, if any, as he thinks fit to make.’23

The establishment of the Law Commission was largely attributable to
Lord Gardiner, the Lord Chancellor under the Labour Government
from 1964 to 1970. In 1963 he had written in ‘Law Reform Now’ that
‘the complexity of English Law has, by now, reached a degree where
the system is not only unknown to the community at large, but un-
knowable, save to the extent of a few departments, even to the pro-
fessionals’.2# Unfortunately, the work of the Law Commission has so
far been almost completely hamstrung, not through any fault of its own
but by the legislative processes of Parliament itself. As we have seen,
these might almost have been designed deliberately to produce the
maximum quantity of bad law. The 1964 to 1970 Labour Governments
did, as it happens, produce an unusually large quantity of confused
and obscure legislation, which has quite swamped the efforts of the
newly created Law Commission to improve the quality of the existing
law. In legislation as in every other facet of government, it is no use
introducing new, modernising organisations into a system which con-
tinues to bowl along more merrily than ever in the bad old ways. To
achieve effective results it is necessary to understand and tackle the
situation as a whole.

The Franks Committee,25 which led to the creation of the Council on
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Tribunals, concluded that when decisions are taken on methods of
adjudicating disputes between individuals and the administration,
preference should be given, if not to the courts, to an administrative
tribunal rather than to a Minister, and that every opportunity should be
taken of expressing policy in the form of regulations capable of being
administered in a judicial way. Existing tribunals, the Committee
thought, ‘should properly be regarded as machinery provided by
Parliament for adjudication rather than as part of the machinery of
administration. Although the relevant statutes do not in all cases
expressly enact that tribunals are to consist entirely of persons outside
the Government service, the use of the term ‘tribunal’ in legislation
undoubtedly bears this connotation, and the intention of Parliament to
provide for the independence of tribunals is clear and unmistakable.’
Moreover, the Committee concluded, a general appeal on points of law
should be possible from all tribunals; legal representation should be
possible in all cases; hearings should be public; reasons should always
be given; chairmen of tribunals should be appointed by the Lord
Chancellor; and independent councils should be set up to supervise
their operations.

The creation of the Council on Tribunals in 1958 confirmed, though
only to a limited extent, this swing towards the role of judicial inter-
vention in disputes between the citizen and the government. The
Council, appointed by the Lord Chancellor and the Secretary of State
for Scotland jointly, is responsible for keeping under review the con-
stitution and working of about 2,000 tribunals. The Council reports
annually to the Lord Chancellor and the Secretary of State, who lay the
annual report before Parliament with such comments of their own as
they wish to make. Members of Parliament, as one might expect, have
shown comparatively little interest in the Council’s work.

It can be argued—and indeed it has been argued strongly, for example
by Professor Mitchell?¢ of Edinburgh University—that these adminis-
trative tribunals should be fully incorporated in the judicial system of the
country, and that the channels of appeal from their findings should
culminate in an Administrative Division of the High Court and ulti-
mately in the House of Lords itself. This structure would absorb the
Council on Tribunals.

The appointment of the Parliamentary Commissioner or Ombudsman
in 1966 represented a shift in the other direction. It was based on the
view that Parliament rather than the courts is the right place for
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ventilating the citizens’ grievances and seeking redress for them, and
that the Parliamentary Commissioner was needed to help members of
Parliament to discharge this task. But there are strong arguments for
holding that the business of Parliament is to redress grievances of a
general order, not to provide a remedy for the individual citizen in each
particular case. After all, Parliament could hardly be expected to pro-
vide a remedy for every individual citizen in his disputes with the State.
Any arrangement which purports to do this is likely not only to be
ineffective in itself, but also to distract public attention from the need
for a more effective alternative. It will probably also distract Parliament’s
attention from its real job of scrutinising the government’s overall
policies and administrative systems. Certainly, there is little sign some
years after the Parliamentary Commissioner’s appointment that he is
likely to be an important addition to the mechanisms of British govern-
ment, unless the original concept of his role is fairly radically changed.

THE LEGISLATURE, THE EXECUTIVE AND THE JUDICIARY

In this chapter I have been trying to suggest that reform of the
executive arm of government must be paralleled by reforms both of the
Legislature and of the Judiciary. It will, in fact, be impossible to reform
the Executive without making matching reforms in Parliament and the
Courts; each necessarily interacts with the others in our total system of
government. Parliament needs to encourage ministers to delegate
administrative and financial responsibility to officials and needs to
develop its own Select Committee structure to provide a systematic
method of bringing officials to account for their discharge of this
responsibility ; equally Parliament needs to delegate to lawyers and the
courts responsibility for the detailed preparation and administration of
the laws and needs to develop comparable channels for their account-
ability.

It is impossible to be dogmatic about the precise organisational
changes required in Parliament and the Judiciary for these purposes,
but I believe they will prove to be on the following lines:

1. The House of Commons Standing Committees dealing with
legislation should be incorporated within the structure of Select Com-
mittees on Expenditure and Administration described earlier in this
chapter. That would then become a system of Select Committees on
Legislation, Expenditure and Administration, as shown in Figure 5.
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This would itself remove a fair amount of overlapping membership and
duplication of effort that now takes place in existing House of Commons
Select and Standing Committees.

2. These Select Committees should include members drawn from the
House of Lords as well as the House of Commons. That would further
ease the problem of finding competent members to man them.

3. The whole structure of Select Committees would be serviced by
the Clerks of Parliament, supported on the one hand by a Parliamentary
Commissioner for Finance and Expenditure and his staff (a modernised
version of the present Comptroller and Auditor General and the
Exchequer and Audit Department) and on the other by a Parliamentary
Commissioner for Legislation and Administration (a strengthened
version of the present Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration).
The staff of the former would include, most importantly, management
accountants and economists of the kind recently employed by the Prices
and Incomes Board and the staff of the latter would include lawyers
and sociologists.

4. These Select Committees would be responsible:

for scrutinising the efficiency of government administration (as
recommended by the Procedure Committee in 1968-69),

for scrutinising the administrative feasibility of proposed legisla-
tion, and

for examining the adequacy of existing legislation through the
reports of such bodies as the Law Commission and the Council on
Tribunals.

5. Meanwhile, consideration should be given to transforming the
existing structure of administrative tribunals into a structure of admin-
istrative courts, responsible through an Administrative Division of the
High Court to the House of Lords. Other suggestions, for example for
commercial and employment courts, or about the Lord Chancellor’s
role as custodian of the citizen’s interest, or for a Bill of Rights, must
also be considered.

OPENNESS AND GEOGRAPHICAL DEVOLUTION
Arrangements on these lines would enable Parliament to delegate to
Select Committees much of the detailed business which cannot be
handled effectively on the floor of the House and which, if handled there,
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leaves no time for adequate discussion of wider, more important issues.
In this they would correspond to the principle of ‘hiving off’ in White-
hall. They should do much to remedy Parliament’s present inability to
discharge its duty to the nation. By providing back-bench MPs with a
real opportunity to participate, they should also help to restore Parlia-
ment to a sense of competence, personal integrity and self-respect. But
in themselves these arrangements will not be enough. Two further
changes in Parliament’s procedures will be necessary, corresponding to
the need for more open administration and to the need for regional and
local devolution.

If Parliament is to be a really effective forum for political debate and
discussion at the national level and a really effective channél of com-
munication between the people and their representatives in Parliament,
its work must be carried out more openly than at present. Parliamen-
tary debates should be made public by whatever communications are
available to a modern society; they should be broadcast, by radio if not
by television. The main argument put forward against this is that the
proceedings of Parliament are boring, unintelligible, esoteric or just
plain trivial. For example, in discussing the case for not televising
Parliament Allan Segal?? writes, ‘All agree that Parliamentary sittings
would have to be telerecorded and edited if infinite hours of boredom
resulting from procedural wrangles are to be avoided.’ Surely this is
very odd. Ought not our legislators to be debating and probing the
passionately important issues facing our self-governing society ? If they
are doing their job properly, how could their proceedings be so boring
and trivial that we should want to switch them off ? And if they are not
doing their job properly, ought we not to know about it, and perhaps
switch them right off altogether ? Again, so far as Select Committees are
concerned, it should become the rule that they sit in public, save in
exceptional circumstances when there are special reasons for confiden-
tiality. There can be no doubt that press comment on the progress of a
Select Committee’s enquiry can contribute significantly to its momen-
tum. This was very noticeable in the enquiry into the future of the
United Kingdom Computer Industry carried out by Sub-Committee D
of the Select Committee on Science and Technology in 1969—70.

The question of devolution from the national legislature to regional
and local legislatures must also be examined more constructively than
in the past. The starting point must be an analysis, on the lines sug-
gested in Chapter 6, of the functions of government that are best
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carried out at the national level, at the regional level, and at the local
level. John Mackintosh has summarised the probable outcome.28 “The
problem of government outside Whitehall has now been examined from
both ends, from that of local government reform designed to produce a
more democratic and effective series of local councils, and from the
opposite end, the need to devolve central government powers, and the
most promising solution to emerge takes the form of elected regional
councils. These could both be the top tier of a new system of local
government and be large enough to undertake regional planning, trans-
port, the preservation of the countryside, and similar essentially local
functions at present left to nominated bodies or the central government.
Such regional elected councils, perhaps with a few extra powers, could
permit all the regional variations of policy and the local control which
are a feature of the Stormont system in Northern Ireland, while at the
same time meeting the legitimate aspirations of the Welsh and the Scots
for a degree of self-government and for jurisdiction over those aspects
of policy peculiar to their own countries in a manner which would avoid
both the retrograde step of total separation and the unnecessary com-
plications of a formal federal system.’

It is not my purpose here to try to suggest at all precisely the form
these regionally elected councils should take, or precisely how the
functions of government should be divided between national, regional
and local levels. As we have seen in Chapter 6, what is needed is a
comprehensive analysis, embracing every function of government, with
the aim of reaching a clear view on what decisions we think should
be taken nationally, what decisions regionally, and what decisions
locally.

THE NEW SYNTHESIS

At the beginning of this chapter I wrote that we need to think of our
system of government as a ‘multi-dimensional’ or multi-faceted system,
a totality of activities characterised by functions, decision levels, geo-
graphical spans, and time scales. To these four dimensions we now have
to add the two more which have been considered in this chapter—the
legislative and the judicial. In short, let us take Sir Robert Morant’s
advice and look at the structure of government as a whole. Let us create
a new pattern of government in which Parliament, ministers, civil
servants, national corporations, regional government, local government
and the judiciary all have their own clearly defined parts to play. Let us

185



REFORM OF BRITISH CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

reconstruct the public service, as it has evolved since the nineteenth
century, to meet the needs of our complex, self-governing society today.
By a process of social creativity let us bring a new structure of govern-
ment into life from the confused jungle of our existing institutions, as
Michelangelo released the living form from the inert material of the
stone.

In fact, surely we can already see the new structure of government
beginning to emerge.

Parliament is beginning to regard the people as partners in the
national enterprise rather than as subjects of the Crown. Parliament is
gradually beginning to take relatively more interest in the framing and
execution of national policies, and relatively less in individual cases.

Ministers are beginning to take more interest in framing broad
national policies and translating them into specific policies and opera-
ting targets for managerial and executive agencies of government.
They are beginning to spend relatively less time on matters of detailed
management and administration.

Thus ministers are increasingly beginning to devolve managerial
tasks to separate executive agencies outside their ministry—i.e, national
boards, corporations and the like.

Ministers will also have to decentralise the detailed decisions con-
cerning particular regions or localities to regional or local authorities.
There are some signs that this trend has begun, for example in town
planning.

The devolution functionally and geographically of much of the
work now centralised in Whitehall will permit drastic reductions in
the size of Whitehall departments, which will revert to their proper
role of providing a secretariat service to ministers.

It will also permit a significant reduction in the number of depart-
ments and in the size of the Cabinet.

The existing structure of administrative tribunals will develop into
a rationalised system of judicial administrative courts, flanking the
executive at central, regional and local levels and culminating in an
Administrative Division of the High Court and ultimately the House
of Lords. Similar systems of commercial and employment courts
may be needed, as suggested in Chapter 4.

The reform of parliamentary business will consist of: functional
devolution to a rationalised Select Committee structure; and geo-
graphical devolution to regional and local legislatures. It seems likely
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also to involve closer integration of the functions of the Commons
and the Lords, and the emergence of new organisational structures
and procedures which embrace the financial, legislative and judicial
functions of Parliament. To borrow the words used by Bagehot about
the Cabinet, Parliament will thus emerge as the hyphen which joins,
the buckle which fastens, not just the legislative part of the State
to the executive part, but the legislative, executive and judicial parts
of the State together.
That, in outline, is the shape of the new system of government that
appears to be emerging in self-governing Britain. The steps required to
bring it into being will be discussed in Chapter 11.
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The Methodology of Government

The State originated so that people could live, but its
raison d’étre now is that people can live the good life.
ARISTOTLE, Politics, Book 1.2

Reflection on principles, whether those of natural science
or of any other department of thought or action, is com-
monly called philosophy.

R. G. CoLLINGWOOD: The Idea of Nature

Previous chapters have brought us to the point where the outline of a
reformed system of government appears to be emerging—a new syn-
thesis incorporating the executive, legislative and judicial elements of
government at national, regional and local levels. The underlying theme
has been that government provides a society with the institutional
mechanism (or circuitry) for taking decisions, and that by understand-
ing how it works it is possible to improve this mechanism. In this
chapter we consider how, under a reformed system of government, it
will be necessary to develop the ‘state of the art’ of government to tackle
the problems that the future will bring.

The institutional structure and the state of the art are, of course,
closely related. Institutional reform and conceptual evolution must go
hand in hand. Our developing perception of the problems that govern-
ment has to handle must be matched by the development of institutions
and procedures for handling them. In turn, the new ‘circuitry’ intro-
duced by institutional and procedural changes will throw up new deci-
sions to be taken, and by thus posing the problems in a new light will
change our perception of them. Uninitiated commentators sometimes
ask: ‘Why all this fuss about institutional changes? Surely what we
need is new policies.” They do not realise that the structure of the
institutions determines to a large extent the manner in which the prob-
lems are perceived and thus shapes the policies that are adopted to deal
with them. The converse is also true.

The problem that arises in respect of the concepts and skills and
techniques connected with government work is similar to the institu-
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tional problem. New specialisms and professions have proliferated
almost as fast as new organs of government. Economists, econometri-
cians, statisticians, systems analysts, operational research scientists,
personnel managers, manpower planners, corporate planners, behav-
ioural scientists, sociologists—these are just a few of the professionals
whose contributions we now have to pull into a coherent whole, whose
specialisms we have to relate to one another in answering the three
questions:

what is to be done ?
how is it to be done ?
how well has it been done ?

All these professions and specialisms and all the new techniques like
programme budgeting and management by objectives have grown up
piecemeal, because they were needed, just as new departments and
agencies of government have grown up. How do we reconcile their
differing standpoints and combine them to translate the values of
society into defined objectives and effective action? How do we gear
them to the task of helping us all to live the good life ? How do we ensure
that they converge, in the sense of that word used by Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin, as ‘the tendency of mankind, during its evolution, to super-
pose centripetal on centrifugal trends, so as to prevent centrifugal
differentiation from leading to fragmentation, and eventually to incor-
porate the results of differentiation in an organised and unified
pattern’ ?!

These are among the questions we consider in this chapter. The
answer to them will lead us some way towards a new philosophy of
government in tune with actual contemporary needs, in a society whose
affairs have become highly complex and in which public decisions have
to take account of a far longer time scale than was previously necessary—
a society which has become self-governing, and whose citizens rightly
pitch their aspirations a great deal higher than their fathers did. It will
be a philosophy (or methodology) of government based on the evident
need for effective mechanisms of democratic choice.

PRINCIPLES

Some of the principles that underlie any useful consideration of this
kind of methodology of government have already appeared in previous
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chapters in one form or another. It is now time to state three of them
explicitly. The first may be called the ‘operability’ principle. It is closely
related to the second which, following Professor Ayer,? I shall call the
‘verifiability’ principle. The third is the ‘compatibility’ principle. It is
simplest to define these negatively.

The operability principle means that it is pointless to conduct the
business of government or to discuss it, in terms which, when a con-
clusion is reached, are incapable of being translated into action. To
quote Bagehot’s dictum again, ‘Human nature despises long arguments
which come to nothing—heavy speeches which preclude no motion—
abstract disquisitions which leave visible things where they were.’3

Similarly, the verifiability principle means that it is pointless to dis-
cuss the problems of government in terms which cannot be translated
into a reference to real people or real things in the real world.

Much of what at present passes for the currency of political debate
and economic discussion is in fact inoperable and unverifiable. Most of
us recognise that much politicians’ talk is hot air; fewer of us, perhaps,
are aware that many of the concepts used by economists, such as the
capacity of the economy for example, are meaningless since they do not
(and never could) represent aggregates of information about real things
in the real world.

The compatibility principle means, in effect, that we cannot handle
our affairs sensibly with a system of government resembling a tower of
Babel. Different departments must be able to make it clear to each
other what or which particular things their discourse is about and fit
together each other’s reports and stories into a single picture of the
world.# This problem was brought out very clearly in the Estimates
Committee’s 1966 report on the Government Statistical Services.5 The
following is one example quoted in the Committee’s Report:

Most departments keep registers of their sources of statistical
information. The departments concerned with economic policy
employ four categories of reporting unit: the establishment, the
legal entity for tax purposes, the business unit and the enterprise.
Both the Ministry of Labour and the Board of Trade maintain
registers of establishments (the Ministry of Labour having more
than one), which they employ when designing surveys. However,
despite regular informal consultation these two sets of registers
are not fully compatible, and consequently analyses of variables
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spanning both departments can be extremely hazardous. Your
Committee are also surprised to learn that the Inland Revenue rely
on their local Inspectors of Taxes to allocate firms within the
Standard Industrial Classification on the basis of ‘such knowledge
of the activities of the business as he happens to have available’. It
is clear that discrepancies between this classification and those
made by the Board of Trade and the Ministry of Labour are likely
to arise only in cases where the company consists of a number of
establishments classified under different headings of the Standard
Industrial Classification. But in the absence of a register common
to all departments and covering all categories of reporting unit,
inconsistencies in coverage and therefore of interpretation are
bound to emerge . . . Your Committee regard the establishment of
a common register as work which should be accorded the highest
priority. They regard it as inexcusable that despite the emphasis
laid on productivity by successive governments since the war there
is still no regular detailed and accurate source of statistics relating
output, earnings and employment other than the Census of Pro-
duction.’

(Productivity, by the way, is a good example of the kind of inoperable,
unverifiable concept that recent governments have tried unsuccessfully
to conjure with.)

THE SYSTEM CONCEPT

How then are the principles of operability, verifiability and compati-
bility to be applied ? This question brings us back to the cybernetic
approach to government mentioned in Chapter 1. The answer lies
largely in the development of automatic methods of handling data and
in the application of the logically and numerically rigorous techniques
of systems analysis and operational research that go with it. The key to
understanding this is the concept of a system. This concept also provides
the common link between all the specialisms and professions mentioned
earlier.

The system concept is a very simple one. It is that an organisation is
a system (‘a set or assemblage of things, connected, associated or inter-
dependent, so as to form a complex unity’~OED) for achieving certain
objectives; that to a greater or lesser extent these objectives can and
must be defined and the extent of their achievement assessed ; and that
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the working of the system and its structure, can be changed so as to
improve its performance.

A system may be self-controlling. In other words it may contain a
mechanism (or sub-system) for assessing its own performance and for
altering its mode of operation accordingly. The mechanical governor is
a simple feed-back device of this kind. A system may also be self-'
adapting or self-organising. It may contain a mechanism for assessing
the success or failure with which it is achieving its objectives and for
altering its structure accordingly. Social systems—economic, political,
administrative, and business systems, for example—are self-organising
systems, though their self-organising mechanisms are sometimes crude
and unconscious (and sometimes ineffective). As their objectives
change, or as their performance declines, a process takes place within
them that leads to changes in their mode of operation and their struc-
ture. As this process becomes more deliberate and conscious, we can
begin to talk of a system planning its own future development. That,
of course, is just what this book is all about.

Processing information and making decisions are vital elements in
planning and controlling the operations of a system. So is its internal
logical hierarchy, its organisational structure. The following example6
illustrates these points. It may seem trivial, but it does illustrate pre-
cisely the kind of systems analysis that is required if government
policies, that is to say high-level government decisions, are to observe
the principles of operability, verifiability and compatibility.

Imagine a network of pipes through which fluids flow. It has three
inflow pipes, into one of which a Red fluid, another a Yellow fluid and
the last a Blue fluid, are pumped. It has two outlet pipes, one serving
recipient A and the other recipient B. The system looks like Figure 6.

Red 1 A

Yellow /3/
\4\
Blue 4

Figure 6

The points marked 1, 2, 3, 4 are valves, which can be fully open, fully
closed or at any intermediate, partly open, partly closed, position.
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The system works as follows:

(@) (i) If A asks for Red, valve 1 must be opened and valve 3 must be
closed.

(ii) If A asks for Yellow, valve 3 must be opened and valve 1 must
be closed.

(iii) If A asks for Orange, valves I and 3 must both be opened to
the extent that will give the required shade, i.e. the required
mixture of Red and Yellow.

(8) (i) If B asks for Blue, valve 2 must be opened and valve 4 must be
closed.

(ii) If B asks for Yellow, valve 4 must be opened and valve 2 must
be closed.

(iii) If B asks for Green, valves 2 and 4 must both be opened to the
extent that will give the required shade, i.e. the required
mixture of Blue and Yellow.

(¢) A cannot ask for Blue, and B cannot ask for Red.

It will be clear that information must flow between A and valves 1 and
3 and between B and valves 2 and 4, since A’s requests determine the
correct position of valves 1 and 3 and B’s requests determine the correct
position of valves 2 and 4. Calculation will also be necessary somewhere
on the line of communication between the recipients and the valves, in
order to determine the precise position of the valves required to pro-
duce a particular shade of Orange or Green at A or B.

Now consider A’s requests and B’s requests together. There are some
things that both cannot have at the same time. Both cannot have a full
flow of Yellow at once, assuming that the piping has the same capacity
throughout. If A is having a very yellow Orange, B cannot have a very
yellow Green. When conflicting demands of this kind come in, a de-
cision is needed: which shall be satisfied and which shall not ? Should
each be partly satisfied ? If so, in what proportions ? Even in as simple a
situation as this, there are quite a few options to choose from. Some-
where in the system there must be a point to which the relevant informa-
tion will be sent, which will process the information and establish what
options are open, which will decide between them, and which, having
made the decision, will send instructions to carry it out. Thus we need
to redraw the diagram with the dotted lines representing channels of
information (see Figure 7). An information-handling and decision-
making network is beginning to take shape.

Sometimes it may be possible to define comprehensively all the
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possible circumstances which can present themselves to a decision-
making system of this kind, and to lay down in advance what decision
shall be taken in each. In other words it is possible to ‘program’ the con-
trol mechanism so that it takes the appropriate decisions automatically.
This is what is being done when a computer is programmed. It may also
be possible to monitor automatically the demands made on the system,

Red

Decisions ,A

Calculati 4
Yellow uation 7

Information 4

In and Out ==
Blue B

Figure 7

and to operate the controls automatically. In other words it may be pos-
sible to automate the whole system. As we shall see later, it will in fact
become possible during the next ten or twenty years to automate most
routine transactions, including financial transactions, in this kind of way.

If A and B continue to ask for Yellow simultaneously (i.e. continue
to make demands on the system which it cannot meet), it may become
necessary to alter the system. It might be possible to double the
capacity of the Yellow inflow pipe to the point where it divides. Alterna-
tively, it might be possible to discontinue either the Red or the Blue
inflow and replace it with a second Yellow inflow. Thus the system
needs not just a controlling function to take decisions on how it should
operate in the short term, but also a planning function to take decisions
about its future shape.

The planning function needs some but not all of the information
needed for the controlling function. It needs to know about the de-
mands being made on the system over a period of time, the extent to
which they are being met, and the way the system is currently capable
of operating. But the planning function also needs other information:
about the penalties and benefits which would attach to making various
changes in the structure of the system, i.e. information, based on study
and experiment, about how the system would operate if it were different.
Thus, in the box in Figure 7, Research as well as Calculation is required.

All systems are, however, sub-systems of a larger system. In our
example, there will be another system for bringing the Red, Yellow and
Blue fluids to the inflow points of the system we have been discussing.
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The two systems together are thus sub-systems of a system which com-
prises them both. Now it would clearly be pointless to double the
capacity of the Yellow inflow pipe in our system if the adjoining system
was incapable of supplying it with a double quantity of Yellow. Thus,
to generalise, decisions about structural changes in a sub-system are
interdependent with other parts of the system to which it belongs. Such
decisions—planning decisions—must, therefore, be taken at a level which
is responsible for all the sub-systems which will be affected, i.c. at a
higher level than that responsible for controlling the day to day opera-
tions of each of the sub-systems. A hierarchical decision-making
system on the lines of Figure 8 begins to emerge. In the context of

Planning
Decisions
li
1
]
1
Calculation
and
Research
Information
In and Out
Sub-system X I' v
\ Sub-systemY
/ \
/ \ |
Controlling / \\ Controlling
Decisions / Decisions
L] L]
] ]
1 ]

'l i
Calculation Calculation
and and
Research Research
Information Information
In and Out In and Out
Figure 8

government this might refer to the Prime Minister’s Office supported
by the Ministry of Defence on the one hand and the Foreign and Com-
monwealth Office on the other, dealing with some matter of high level
external policy on which both military and diplomatic action were
required. :
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It is important to note at this point that the difference between plan-
ning and controlling is a purely relative one, corresponding to the
difference between policy-making and administration. My superior
takes planning decisions about the system whose operations I control,
and in controlling my system I take planning decisions about the sub-
systems my subordinates control. In other words, we are talking about
a hierarchy of decisions. My decisions provide the framework-set the
ground rules—for my subordinates’ decisions. My superior makes
policy for me to administer; in administering it I make policy for my
subordinates to administer; and so on down the line. Which explains
why everyone in a large organisation believes that policy and administra-
tion interact precisely at ks level! -

It is equally important to note that the information upon which the
decisions in Figure 8 are based must be compatible between the different
decision-makers. Assume that sub-system Y is the set of pipes and
valves shown in Figures 6 and 7, carrying red, yellow and blue fluids to
recipients A and B, and that sub-system X is the mechanism supplying
the red, yellow and blue fluids to sub-system Y. If sub-system X did not
recognise the words ‘red’, ‘yellow’ and ‘blue’ but held all its information
about its operations under the headings ‘scarlet’, ‘primrose’ and ‘azure’
instead, it would be impossible to plan changes in the total system con-
sisting of sub-systems X and Y, or to evaluate its operations as a whole.
(This is the same point as that made by the Estimates Committee
about the common register of businesses.) A pre-requisite to coherent
decision-making is compatibility of information.

DATA-PROCESSING TECHNOLOGY

This brings us to the technology of government, in other words the
technology of data-processing and data-transmission. The computing
and communications equipment and faciliies now being developed
for handling transactions automatically, and automatically capturing,
transmitting, storing and manipulating data, are such that quite soon we
shall have data networks linking computers with computers; this will
enable us to store and process data at the most convenient and eco-
nomical place, and transmit any we need elsewhere as and when we
need it. Thus we shall be able to choose whether we want to centralise
the information function shown decentralised in Figure 8, so that it
becomes as shown in Figure 9; or whether we would prefer to keep it
decentralised. Either way, however, we shall need to make sure that the
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information flowing from and supporting different parts of the organisa-
tion is mutually compatible, in other words that it constitutes an inte-
grated information system, so that it can be ‘fitted together into a single
picture of the world’.

Data networks are now being developed separately by various govern-
ment departments, public corporations and large companies for their

Planning
Decisions

Controlling
Decisions

Controlling
Decisions

4
b o e e - - ——— o o= o
N

\ Calculation, p
Research, y
Information

Figure 9

own internal use. This is already happening. In the course of time
these separate networks will become linked together and will eventually
develop into a single national data network through which the com-
puters and computer terminals of different organisations can communi-
cate with one another, much as people communicate with one another
through the telephone system today. (In the course of time a similar
development will take place internationally, raising even more complex
problems of compatibility.)

In principle, these technical advances should eventually make it
possible to monitor the course of social and economic activities much as
it is now possible to monitor the flows of traffic in towns or the pro-
cesses taking place in a chemical plant. In principle, it may eventually
make it possible to take action automatically—at least to some extent—to
regulate economic affairs, for example, in much the same way as it is
now possible to regulate traffic flows or a chemical plant automatically.
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This will, however, depend on our developing a degree of understand-
ing about how economic systems work, and also on our developing new
institutions and procedures, to the point where we can ‘program’ our
responses to events in advance, This in turn will involve the combined
development of the techniques of operational research, statistics and
accountancy, together with those of managerial and monetary eco-
nomics, to the point where we are confident of being able to manipulate
economic trends in the direction we desire.

Money can, in fact, be handled automatically just like data. In a
sense, the debiting of one person’s bank account and the crediting of
another’s is no more than an accountancy calculation. Bank accounts
are now stored on computer file, and there is no doubt that during the
next ten or fifteen years we shall see the development of electronic
funds transfer. In other words, many of the payments we make today
by means of cash or paper instruments like cheques will be made auto-
matically by transferring payments data between the computers of
different organisations, including those of the banking and giro systems.
The flows of money shown at Figure 1 (p. 107) will progressively be-
come flows of electronic data between the computers of different
organisations. As this change occurs these flows of payments data will
turn into a much more responsive system than they are today for
monitoring and controlling the economy. Money will become a more
effective mechanism than it is today for reflecting the values of society
in the choices that people actually make and in the ways in which we
actually allocate spending power.

The Information Revolution, or Cybernetic Revolution, as it might
more accurately be called, is a subject for a whole book on its own—or
indeed for many books. But the essence of the matter for our purposes
is simple.

Government is about taking decisions and processing information
on highly complex issues; that basically is what government is for.

Automatic data-processing (including data-transmission) provides
the modern technology for processing information and elucidating
the options for decision on highly complex issues; that basically is
what automatic data-processing is for.

In other words, automatic data-processing is the technology of modern
government. Only by developing its use to the full will it be possible to
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perform the highly complex, ambitious, inter-related social and eco-
nomic functions that a modern society demands of its government.

For this reason one of the most important responsibilities of the new
parliamentary Select Committees proposed in Chapter 9 will be to
stimulate government departments to use this modern technology of
government and to develop the application of automatic data-processing
and data-transmission in their own fields.” Equally important will be
the development of safeguards to prevent the abuse of these data
systems, whether by individuals, companies or government depart-
ments themselves. This is one aspect of the enquiry into privacy now
being conducted by the Younger Committee,8 though oddly enough the
activities of government departments are outside the Committee’s terms
of reference. The whole question will be a matter for keen parliamentary
scrutiny for many years to come.

THE ‘SCIENCE’ OF GOVERNMENT

To develop the use of data-processing technology in support of their
department’s activities will be the task of the management services
units and statistical units in each department. When we turn from the
technology of government to the science of government, we come to the
task of the research units.

We can best illustrate the issues that arise here by considering the
contribution to long-term strategic planning that policy studies and
research may be expected to make. The most important factors bearing
on long-term planning are shown in Figure 10. The diagram there is
applicable to every department of government—in respect of health or
education or transport or defence or whatever its fields of responsi-
bility may be—and also to the government as a whole. In other words,
each department including the Prime Minister’s Office needs a capa-
“bility to understand and plan for an evolving situation of the kind shown.

The inner circle in the diagram refers to the government—

(1) employing certain numbers and types of people and other re-
sources,

(2) organised in certain ways,

(3) using certain methods, techniques, systems and procedures,

(4) in order to carry out a certain range of tasks.

All these components of the situation interact on each other. The tasks
that have to be done affect the numbers and types of people needed to
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Figure 10. Factors Contributing to Change in Government

do them; and the number and types of people available affect the tasks
that can be done. The tasks to be done affect the procedures to be
adopted. The techniques used affect the organisation. And so on.

These components of the situation inside government are, of course,
also subject to changes generated externally. The tasks of government
change in accordance with—

(5) changing demands for government services and government action.
They are also affected by changes in—

(6) the tasks which local and regional authorities, and also the private
sector, are capable of carrying out to general satisfaction.
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The organisation of government and its methods of work are directly
affected by-

(7) the state of the art in various disciplines (such as economics) and the
state of various technologies (such as computing).

And, of course, the numbers and types of people employed in govern-
ment depend on-

(8) various employment factors, such as the supply of qualified people
coming out of the schools and universities, their career aspirations,
and the alternative employment opportunities open to them.

The combination at any one time of these eight factors makes up the
total situation prevailing at that time. Changes in each factor are always
taking place, so the whole interactive situation is on the move, sometimes
evolving faster, sometimes slower, in a never-ending process of change.
This process, in turn, is taking place within the context of broad social,
economic and technical developments, on a world-wide scale, as shown
by the terms ‘global village’, ‘post-industrial society’, and ‘information
revolution’ in the outer circle of the diagram.

In the past the process of government evolution generated by these
factors and by the combinations between them has taken place higgledy-
piggledy, as we have seen. It has not been consciously shaped by any
strategic understanding of the long-term trends working on it, or of the
interactions between them. For the future we have to shape it more
consciously. It will be the task of the departmental research units to
provide us with the necessary understanding to do so.

For these research units to be successful they must have certain
features. They must work closely with their department’s statistical unit
and management services unit; they must be linked to the research
units in other departments; they must have a considerable degree of
professional independence ; they must be multi-disciplinary. Let us con-
sider these points in turn.

The reason why a department’s research capability must be brigaded
closely together with its statistical capability and its management
services capability is that the three are necessary in combination to pro-
vide an effective planning capability. In other words, relevant informa-
tion must be acquired; aspects of the situation must be studied; and
the necessary changes in management and organisation must be imple-
mented. A combined planning capability of this kind is outlined in the
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chart of the proposed Prime Minister’s Office at Figure 3 on page 150,
which shows the Central Statistical Office, a Central Policy Studies
Unit, and a Central Management Services Unit, in close proximity to
one another,

As we have seen in Chapter 8, the Fulton Committee recognised that
‘many of the problems handled by “planning units® will have implica-
tions extending beyond the boundaries of a single department. These
units may therefore need a measure of central direction if the emerging
problems of the country are to be tackled systematically and compre-
hensively and on the basis of common major hypotheses. The status
and location of this central direction, whether by the Cabinet Office, the
Treasury, or other machinery, is a question of machinery of govern-
ment and therefore beyond our terms of reference.’®

The arrangement should be on the following lines. Each department—
including the Prime Minister’s Office—will have its own statistical unit,
policy studies or research unit, and management services unit, forming
a planning capability within its own field—the field of the Prime
Minister’s Office being the government as a whole. These units should
be detached—hived off—from the ministerial department itself. They
should be professional units working to a remit laid down by their
minister, but they should not be under his day-to-day control or the
day-to-day control of his officials. In the case of the policy studies unit
and the management services unit this remit would consist mainly of
terms of reference for a series of study projects and ‘consultancy assign-
ments’. Whenever necessary these projects and assignments would be
carried out by joint teams staffed by the units of more than one depart-
ment, the terms of reference being laid down jointly by the ministers
concerned. As the government builds up a data network shared be-
tween different departments, research units working together will find
that they already have access to an increasingly common information
base.

It should be the rule, rather than the exception, for the reports of the
study projects to be published. They will thus form part of the material
not just for ministerial decisions but also for parliamentary and public
debate about the issues of policy that arise. This is in harmony with the
proposals put forward in previous chapters for fuller disclosure and
more effective scrutiny of the activities of government departments and
of their plans and projections for the future.

A move in this direction would also make it possible to dispense with
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much of the effort now expended on cumbersome ‘one-off” enquiries by
Royal Commissions and departmental committees. Because the delibera-
tions of these bodies are not subjected to the stimulus of continuing
public discussion, their conclusions are often out of date when they
appear; and, even if they are not out of date, they often fail to carry
conviction because they have been reached without the genuine in-
volvement and active participation of the interested parties. The recent
Redcliffe-Maud Royal Commission on Local Government is a case
where something like this appears to have happened. The fact is that
these traditional forms of enquiry are out-dated in a society in which
public opinion evolves quite rapidly under the impact of modern media
of communication. They must be replaced by new forms of enquiry
that are both more professional and more responsive to public opinion.
This will involve making the results of professional research studies
available for parliamentary and public debate.

Given the complexity of the problems and the proliferation of scien-
tific and professional activity, especially in the fields of management and
social science, how are we to bring an integrated approach to bear on
these problems of research? The answer is that we need a multi- -
disciplinary approach.

The research unit attached to every major department of state,
including the Prime Minister’s Office, must be a multi-disciplinary
research team. It should be strongly based, not only (or indeed mainly)
in the conventional orthodoxy of the department’s subject matter, such -
as defence or transport or education, but in the underlying logical and
numerical disciplines of systems analysis, operational research and
statistics, and in the behavioural and social sciences.

In particular, the research unit attached to the Prime Minister’s
Office must be capable of developing a comprehensive analysis of the
functions and attributes of the various kinds of political, social and
managerial organisations that make up the fabric of government. Most
important among these attributes are an organisation’s legal, financial
and administrative characteristics. These correspond to the three main
control mechanisms brought to bear by society on its own activities
through the instruments of government—namely legislation, finance and
administration. As we have seen in previous chapters, each of these
control mechanisms is now labouring under the accretions of a century
of piecemeal growth. Much of the responsibility for clearing the jungle
and developing a new conceptual and institutional framework will rest
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with the research unit attached to the Prime Minister’s Office. The
intellectual horse-power needed for the task will be greater than that
which has been evident hitherto in most research in the field of public
administration. A more powerfully analytic, even philosophical, cast of
mind will be required.

TOWARDS A PHILOSOPHY OF GOVERNMENT

There is, in fact, a close parallel between the organisation of know-
ledge and the organisation of action, and between the evolution of
scientific theories and the evolution of political and administrative
institutions.

In a political or administrative organisation, decisions of wide
generality provide the framework for decisions of lesser generality and,
ultimately, for individual actions. In systems of organised knowledge,
theories of wide generality provide the framework for theories of lesser
generality and, ultimately, for individual observations. In both types of
system a two-way process is at work. General decisions shape individual
actions; and the individual actions which become n=cessary to meet the
needs of current circumstances help to re-shape general decisions. In
other words, policy-making and administration interact. Similarly,
scientific theories shape the interpretation of particular observations;
and particular observations help to re-shape general theories. Theoris-
ing and experimentation interact.

The process of change in structures of organised action and struc-
tures of organised knowledge stems from the need to resolve the contra-
dictions which arise within them. In science, the creative thinker like
Copernicus or Newton or Einstein is urged, by this need, to construct
simpler, more elegant, more powerful theories which will embrace a
wider range of observations and eliminate the inconsistencies between
them. What is true of the thinker is also true of the creative statesman
and administrator. He is urged to construct a s1mp1er, more coherent,
more effective system of organised action, out of a situation where the
existing system has grown cumbersome and confused with the passage
of time and the increasing demands placed on it, where the conflicts and
contradictions within it prevent it working properly, and where the
resulting lack of clarity leaves us powerless to understand and solve the
problems that come crowding in upon us.

The qualities required for creative administration of this kind are not
those of the specialist or those imparted by a formal education in the
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received ideas of a specialism (however ‘relevant’ it may seem), but
those of men whose vision is whole and whose thinking is geared to
action. The 1960s were the decade of the economist. He failed for two
reasons: his vision was partial; and his thinking was not geared to
action. There are signs that the 1970s may be the decade of the sociolo-
gist. He is likely to be unsuccessful too, for the same reasons as the
economist, and he in his turn is likely also to be discredited. Perhaps
we shall realise then that what we are looking for is not just the next
specialist whose nostrums have become fashionable, but the philosopher
of organised action.

In fact, we are due for a revival in political philosophy. It is no
accident that Locke and Mill, the two outstanding political philo-
sophers in this country in the last three hundred years, lived through
those periods in which the most radical changes in government were
taking place. As we set about reforming our whole system of govern-
ment again today, re-shaping the mechanisms of our society for deciding
what is to be done to achieve the good life, and bringing our national
institutions into line with the advent of self-government and the
Cybernetic Revolution, we too will surely make our own contribution
to political philosophy. For, once again, we shall regard political philo-
sophy as a serious matter, with practical implications. We shall come to
feel, as our Victorian forbears did, that philosophy should be more than
word-games and that political studies should be more than a variety of
market research.

NOTES ON CHAPTER IO

General

Apart from sources mentioned in previous chapters, the series of Occa-
sional Papers published by HMSO for the Centre for Administrative
Studies (formerly sponsored by the Treasury and now by the Civil
Service Department) is well worth a reference. Paper No. 1, on The
Design of Information-Processing Systems for Government, deals in greater
detail with some of the ideas in this chapter.

Note 1. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin: The Phenomenon of Man (Collins,
1959); Sir Julian Huxley’s Introduction, page 14.

Note 2. A. J. Ayer: Language, Truth and Logic (Gollancz, 1947), passim.

Note 3. The English Constitution, Fontana Edition, page 72.
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Note 4. Much of this sentence is paraphrased from P. F. Strawson:
Individuals: An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics (Methuen, University
Paperbacks, 1959), page 38.

Note 5. Estimates Committee Report on ‘Government Statistical Services’
(HMSO: 1966), paragraphs 22 and 24.

Note 6. This example is taken from my memorandum of evidence to the
Fulton Committee (Cmnd. 3638; HMSO: 1968; Vol. 5(2), page
1054).

Note 7. For further elaboration of this point, see the Report on the U.K.
Computer Industry (Volume II, Appendix 79) by the House of Com-
mons Select Committee on Science and Technology, Session 1969—70.
HMSO, 13th May 1970.

Note 8. The terms of reference of this Committee, under Mr Kenneth
Younger’s chairmanship, are ‘to consider whether legislation is needed
to give further protection to the individual citizen and to commercial
and industrial interests, against intrusions into privacy by private
persons and organisations or by companies; and to make recommenda-
tions’. The appointment of the Committee was announced in Parlia-
ment on 23rd January 1970 (Hansard, cols. 861-960).

Note 9. Cmnd. 3638 (HIMSO: 1968), paragraph 177.
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II

Wider Perspectives

Observe how system into system runs,

‘What other planets circle other suns . . .

All are but parts of one stupendous whole.
PorE: Essay on Man

The account given in earlier chapters of recent developments in British
government, and the suggestions made about the right way forward
into the future, have necessarily been little more than an outline. Little
or nothing has been said about vital areas of government such as Law
and Order, or External Affairs. Very little has been said about the Trade
Unions and the burning question of how to evolve an effective frame-
work of public accountability for them—just as for civil servants, busi-
ness managers, academics, doctors and scientists. There are other
important issues that have not been discussed at all. But I hope that
enough has been said to show beyond doubt that ‘the old order changeth,
yielding place to new’; that an era in the history of British government
is drawing to a close, and that the outlines of a new one are beginning
to emerge.

In order to clarify the changes that will continue to be needed, and to
engage public interest and public support, I believe that we should
proceed along the lines recommended by a group of members of Parlia-
ment, public administrators, academics and publicists who met under
e auspices of PEP (Political and Economic Planning) in 1969.! They

.

said:

The problem concerns the three parts of the State: executive,
legislative and judicial. Each of these needs reform, and the reform
of each has implications for the others. This interdependence is at
the heart of the proposal which we now put forward for three
linked inquiries:

1. on the structure of executive government at national, regional
and local levels,
2. on Parliament and the constitution,
3. on the liberty of the citizen.
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This proposal is not intended to imply that the problem can be
divided into rigid compartments. Evidence should be exchanged
between the inquiries and there should be joint meetings. Their
final reports should complement one another and should together
provide the material for an informed public discussion, rather than
an oracular pronouncement of ills and remedies.

The inquiries should proceed in such a way that politicians at all
levels are fully involved; that the public discussion is wide-
ranging; and that the wider perspective is kept constantly in mind.
It is this need to bring all aspects of the problem together and to
involve different types of expert opinion which has led us to pro-
pose these inquiries.

Hence, for the structure of executive government we suggest a
modernised form of inquiry instead of the traditional Royal Com-~
mission. It should publish six-monthly interim reports and invite
comment on them; it should have enough funds to employ advisory
panels, consultants and research workers ; its members, who should
include a full-time chairman, should receive remuneration for their
efforts; it should not be obliged to take lengthy oral evidence from
interest groups, although they would be welcome to submit
memoranda; and there should be a close time-limit on the whole
operation.

This inquiry would be concerned primarily with the executive.
The other two inquiries, concerned mainly with the legislative and
judicial functions of the State, would be undertaken by an all-
party Speaker’s Conference, comprising members of both Houses
of Parliament to consider constitutional aspects, and by a Lord
Chancellor’s Committee, to consider judicial aspects and particu-
larly civil liberties.2

The continuing publication of a regular exchange of views between

these three enquiry bodies would enable much sensible discussion to
take place about the practical changes that should be introduced-
changes of the kind suggested in earlier chapters of this book. It would
also help to stimulate public awareness of the effect on government of
the deeper social, economic, political and international changes that are
always taking place. Some such arrangement might become a perma-
nent feature of our self-organising society.

When our institutions of government took more or less their present
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form, the keynote of the times was independence-in particular, inde-
pendence from the Crown. The impetus for the Gladstonian reforms of
the late nineteenth century stemmed from the philosophy of laisser-
faire. God or Nature had arranged things so that, if everyone were left
free to go his own way, the best interest of the community would auto-
matically be served. As Pope had said over a century earlier,

“Thus God and Nature fixed the general frame,
And bade self-love and social be the same.’

Professor Basil Willey put the matter concisely, as follows. ‘The idea of
a state of Nature, especially after Locke, came to be used as a means
whereby the new ruling classes could vindicate, against the surviving
restraints of the old feudal and ecclesiastical order, their cherished
rights of individual freedom and of property . . . Natural Law, sanction-
ing liberty and progress, was to be the basis of the modern liberal-
bourgeois State.’® On that basis was founded the political and adminis-
trative structure of government that was finally established in Britain
in the 1860s.

Today, however, we recognise that it cannot simply be left to God or
Nature to ensure that, if everyone pursues his own interest, the best
interest of the community will be served. A society that has become self-
governing, in which the concepts of systems theory and cybernetics are
becoming understood, must organise itself so as to achieve a match
between the self-interest of individuals and the interest of society as a
whole. The message of this book is that the time has come to under-
stand the workings of our institutions of government, to identify their
shortcomings, to clarify their purposes, and to re-shape them into an
effective control mechanism for a self-organising society. The keynote
is no longer independence but interdependence. The mechanistic con-
cept of society as a collection of separate individuals, which grew out of
the Reformation and reached its full flower in the political philosophy
of Gladstonian Liberalism, is now giving way to an organic concept of
society composed of interdependent members, in many ways more akin
to the social philosophy of the Middle Ages.

This brings us to the ideology and institutions of politics.

In ideological terms it is surely becoming more and more questionable
whether there can be any conflict of principle between socialism and
free enterprise if both are feasibly defined. In a society that governs and
organises itself, the government must command the topmost decision-
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making heights; it must be society’s representatives who take the
national decisions that are of central importance to us all. At the same
time, if society is to function at all efficiently, organisations and indivi-
duals down the line at lower levels in the community’s decision-making
hierarchy must have as much freedom as possible to develop and deploy
their enterprise as they think best within the framework that society has
laid down. Socialism and free enterprise are thus complementary
aspects of self-government. The conflict between them, on which our
present structure of political debate is based, is indeed a ‘bogus
dilemma’.4

Our existing political parties, like most of our other institutions, are
in fact part of our Victorian heritage. So far as their alignment is con-
cerned, the issues between them reflect the economic conflict between
working people and owners of property, and the ideological conflict
between collectivism and individualism, that actually existed in Victorian
times. Some people say this does not greatly matter; are we not always
fifty years behindhand in our politics ? In a self-governing society we
cannot afford to take that view.

We shall be wiser to recognise that a healthy two-sided political
debate is an important element in the larger system of British parlia-
mentary democracy. It enables us to choose at intervals between two
opposing groups of leaders and two opposing sets of policies. Between
general elections it provides us with a built-in safeguard against undue
personal aggrandisement or political extremism by the government of
the day. Most importantly, the continuing debate between two opposing
points of view provides the motive force for government action. It is the
engine that drives the machine of government. Thus the basis on which
this debate is conducted can determine the whole slant of government,
and when the debate loses practical meaning (becomes ‘inoperable’) the
machine loses its drive and runs down.

In other words, we should regard the structure of political conflict
like other institutional structures. It becomes out of date from time to
time. It no longer matches the issues of the times. It has to be re-
shaped.

Thus the Whig versus Tory conflict, representing the old divisions
between the aristocracy on the one hand and the monarchy and the
squirearchy on the other, gave way-after twenty years of political
confusion starting in 1846~to the Liberal versus Conservative conflict,
more in tune with the division between town and country that arose
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from the industrial revolution. Similarly, after a period of confusion
between 1916 and 1930, the Liberal versus Conservative structure of
political conflict gave way to Labour versus Conservative, reflecting the
division between organised working people and the owners of capital.
We need to understand the causes and mechanisms of these structural
changes in politics, which always seem to occur several decades after
the economic and social changes that they reflect. We need to under-
stand them for exactly the same reason as we need to understand the
processes of institutional change in government—so that we can be
ready for them and promote them as necessary.

One cannot help suspecting that we are due for another of these
shifts in the structure of political conflict. The existing structure, incor-
porating the conflict of interest between working people and property
owners and the ideological struggle between state ownership and
private ownership, gives largely irrelevant—if not positively harmful-
results today. It may be that a new basis for a more meaningful political
debate will emerge sooner or later on the following lines:

consumers  versus producers
individuals  versus organisations
decentralisers versus centralisers
agnostics versus authoritarians.

Although other divisions—egalitarians versus elitists, doves versus
hawks, radicals versus orthodox—may cut across this alignment, it is
not impossible to imagine the ‘liberals’ in the Conservative and Labour
parties joining forces on a platform whose main planks are in the left-
hand column above, against the ‘conservatives’ from both parties who
would champion the interests shown in the right-hand column. Pre-
cisely how this would come about—whether, for example, by the leader
of a progressive Conservative government explicitly adopting a form of
democratic socialism based on the interests shown in the left-hand
column, rather as Peel in 1846 decided to repeal the Corn Laws—is not
particularly relevant, except to the career politicians and political gossip
columnists who would be directly involved. The point is that some re-
alignment of this kind seems inevitable sooner or later, and that it
will provide a new driving force for government action when it hap-
pens.

However, it is not only the existing alignment of political parties that
is a product of the Victorian age. The mass political parties are them-
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selves a Victorian creation. They arose to fill a vacuum in social leader-
ship and communication when the rural aristocracy and squirearchy
were no longer able to discharge this function in consequence of the
industrial revolution and the urbanisation that followed it. Now that
political leaders can reach everyone in the country directly through
television, radio and the national newspapers, at least some of the
raison d’étre of the nationwide political party has evaporated.

It would be possible to regard the existing type of mass political party
indulgently, as Betjemanesque Victoriana. But do these parties not
represent a positive institutional hindrance to good government? Do
they not ossify the categories of political thinking ? Do they not restrict
the choice of the electorate ? Do they provide a good recruiting ground
for Parliament ? Does the career ladder of today’s professional politician
provide good training for statesmen? Is the patronage required to
maintain the mass bureaucratised party not a serious cause of ineffi-
ciency in the public service ? New conditions need new forms of politics.
Politicians are in the same boat as the rest of us; they cannot insulate
themselves from change.

So we should probably be ready not just for a re-alignment between
the existing political parties but also for a decline in the strength of
monolithic national parties of any kind. This is likely to be accompanied
by greater emphasis on the personalities and policies of individual
political leaders, and by a revival of the importance of Parliament and
the back-bencher. For those who are committed to the existing order of
things in politics the transition to a new order may mean a period of
confusion, insecurity, bitterness and betrayal, rather like the periods
following 1846 and 1916. Those of us who are not actively committed
to the existing forms of party politics will need to understand dis-
passionately what is happening and do what we can to get it over quickly
and smoothly.

There is one further point of great importance. In Chapter 5§ we
referred briefly to the consequences of growing internationalism. But
apart from that one brief reference we have concentrated on the internal
structure of British government, rather as if the country was a self-
contained urit. The reason for doing so was because this seemed to be
the most convenient and manageable way of bringing out the nature of
the questions that arise in considering the reform of government.

However, there can be no doubt that international trade and travel,
international companies, international financial markets, international
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government, and indeed every other international activity, will con-
tinue to grow. In the course of time, as we move towards one world,
we shall see a situation emerging in which our national ‘government
becomes—at least in a logical sense-hierarchically subordinate to an
international tier of government, in the same way that our local govern-
ment is hierarchically subordinate to the national government today.
Westminster and Whitehall will take their place in a range of parlia-
mentary and government institutions at international, national, regional
and local levels. The importance of Westminster as an independent
sovereign Parliament will decline, and increasingly it will take on the
two-fold function of focussing British national views and interests in the
context of international decision-making and of considering how inter-
national decisions shall be implemented in the British context.

As this process of evolution takes place we are likely to see a greater
proportion of our national energies in the political and administrative
fields turning outwards; increasingly our most active politicians and
administrators will pursue their careers and seek their achievements in
the international arena. As the institutions for a self-governing world
evolve, many of the same methodological problems will arise as have
arisen in British government in recent decades. Our experience and our
success in solving our own problems should enable us to contribute
usefully to the further development of international government.

We now stand, just as Newton did in his sphere, on the shoulders of
the giants of the past—the great men who have developed the institu-
tions of British government to their present point—and we recognise
that we have come to the end of an era in its history. As we peer into the
new era that lies ahead our efforts to develop new mechanisms of
government may be seen as part of the larger human enterprise.

Teilhard de Chardin, for example, regarded the consciousness of
man as the ‘specific effect of organised complexity’.s He believed that
‘we should consider inter-thinking humanity as a new type of organism,
whose destiny is to realise new possibilities for evolving life on this
planet. Accordingly we should endeavour to equip it with the mechan-
isms necessary for the proper fulfilment of its task—the psycho-social
equivalents of sense organs, effector organs, and a co-ordinating central
nervous system with dominant brain; and our aim should be the gradual
personalisation of the human unit of evolution—its conversion, on the
new level of co-operative inter-thinking, into the equivalent of a
person.’s One does not have to go all the way with Teilhard—and some
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people emphatically do not7—to see in that broad statement of belief
some reflection of the practical proposals and developments discussed
in earlier chapters of this book, with the aim of developing more effec-
tive mechanisms of decision-making at various levels in society, and
supporting these decision mechanisms with responsive information
systems.

In conclusion, we may sum up as follows.

The last time Britain faced a comparable situation, to the one we face
today was in the nineteenth century. The institutions and methods of
parliamentary government and local administration inherited from the
previous century could no longer cope with the problems of a society
which had become largely urban and industrialised. The machinery of
the State had become powerless to deal with the massive expansion of
private enterprise as a result of the industrial revolution. The universi-
ties and the professions were demanding more independence from the
Crown and the Church. The people were demanding more self-
government. The task of our Victorian predecessors, successfully
carried out during the Age of Reform between about 1830 and 1880,
was thus to reconstruct Parliament, the Civil Service, and local govern-
ment; to establish a firm legal basis for the limited liability company
and the trade unions; to reform the universities and the professions;
and, last but not least, to replace the old political debate between
Whigs and Tories, reflecting the burnt out conflicts of a predominantly
rural society, with the more meaningful debate between Liberals and
Conservatives, reflecting the real, contemporary conflicts between town
and country, between the industrialists and the land-owners.

Our task today is comparable to that which faced the Victorians, but
subtly different. In the Age of Reform on which we are now embarking,
we too have to re-shape Parliament, the Civil Service, local government,
industry, the trade unions, the universities, the professions, and the
structure of political debate, to meet the changed needs of our society.
But this time the problem arises from the massive expansion of the
government’s activities—of public enterprise, not private enterprise;
from the achievement of democratic government, not from the demand
for it; from the need to reconcile the interests of industry, trade
unions, the universities and the professions with the demands, no
longer of the Crown, but of the self-governing people.

By tackling these problems of our own, we may at the same time re-
discover our role in the world. For Britain’s distinctive contribution to
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history has always been in the sphere of politics, government and the
professions—in short in the handling of public affairs—as well as in
science and industry. We are rightly proud of how, over the centuries,
we have developed new political and administrative institutions to meet
the changing needs of the times. In the era now ending, the attainment
of self-government has been our main goal; we have sought it at home
by successive extensions of the franchise, in Europe by our support for
self-determination in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and
in our Empire overseas by constitutional advance and peaceful decolon-
isation.

In the era now beginning the task is related, but different. It is to
develop the skills of self-government. By learning how to govern our-
selves well, and by evolving new mechanisms of self-government, we
shall liberate our own national energies as the Victorians did. We shall
also, once again, have something worth offering to the peoples of
Europe and the world.

NOTES ON CHAPTER II

Note 1. The group’s findings were published under the title Renewal of
British Government (PEP Broadsheet 513, July 1969). The moving
spirit behind the group’s discussions was Max Nicholson. His book
The System: The Misgovernment of Modern Britain (Hodder &
Stoughton, 1967) had made a powerful onslaught on the existing
system of government and had elicited proposals for reform from
various quarters.

Note 2. Renewal of British Government, page 659. (This sounds formid-
able, but in fact the broadsheet begins on page 655!)

Note 3. Basil Willey: The Eighteenth Century Background (Penguin Books
in association with Chatto and Windus, 1962), page 24.

Note 4. See Samuel Brittan’s Left or Right: The Bogus Dilemma (Secker &
Warburg, 1968). We are concerned with the structural and institutional
implications of some of the conceptual distinctions discussed by Mr
Brittan.

Note 5. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin: The Phenomenon of Man, with an
Introduction by Sir Julian Huxley (Collins, 1959); page 301I.

Note 6. Sir Julian Huxley’s Introduction to The Phenomenon of Man;
page 20.

Note 7. For example Sir Peter Medawar in his review of The Phenomenon
of Man, originally published in Mind and subsequently made available
in The Art of the Soluble (Pelican Books, 1969).
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